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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared by the County of Los Angeles to evaluate 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the proposed Campus Life Project (CLP).  Pepperdine 
University (the applicant) has requested County approvals in connection with the proposed project, which 
would provide new and upgraded athletic, recreation, parking, and residential facilities at its Malibu 
campus.  The CLP would include both the construction of new facilities and the renovation of existing 
structures.  The Pepperdine University Malibu campus is located at 24255 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH), 
on 830 acres within an unincorporated area of Los Angeles County. 
 
This EIR was prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 19701 
and the CEQA Guidelines (amended 2009)2.  The County of Los Angeles is the lead agency for this EIR 
as per Section 15367 of the CEQA Guidelines.  The County will use this EIR in its consideration of the 
requested approvals that would allow implementation of the proposed project. 
 
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) and EIR scoping document were circulated for review and comment by 
the public, agencies, and organizations as required under CEQA.  The EIR scoping document is provided 
in Appendix A.  A public hearing to accept scoping comments was held on May 14, 2008.  Comments 
relating to the EIR scope were taken into consideration in the preparation of this EIR. 
 
1.1.1 DOCUMENT FORMAT AND ORGANIZATION 
This Executive Summary summarizes the project description and conclusions of the impact analyses 
provided in the EIR.  Section 2.0, Introduction, identifies the lead agency and provides an introduction to 
the project including a brief overview of the project’s history, the CEQA environmental review process, 
and a description of the organization of the EIR.  Section 3.0, Project Description, provides a detailed 
description of the proposed project evaluated in the EIR.  Section 4.0, Environmental Setting, describes 
the project in the context of the regional and local setting and identifies related projects used for the 
cumulative impacts analyses.  Section 5.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses each of the issues 
that were identified in the Initial Study as requiring further analysis in the EIR.  The impact analysis for 
each issue area examined in this EIR is presented in six subsections as described below: 
 
Existing Conditions:  This section describes the existing conditions and environmental setting in the 
project vicinity as it pertains to a specific environmental issue. 
 
Thresholds of Significance:  This section defines the criteria for determining whether an impact of the 
project is considered significant. 
 
Project Impacts:  This section provides an analysis of the proposed project, including the identification 
and evaluation of direct and indirect impacts, as appropriate, which may occur during construction or 
operation.  This section also discusses whether or not these environmental effects meet or exceed the 
established threshold of significance. 
 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 State of California, Public Resources Code, Sections 21000 et seq. 
2 Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Sections 15000 et seq.!
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Cumulative Impacts:  This section addresses the potentially significant cumulative impacts that may result 
from the proposed project when taking into account the environmental impacts of other related, and 
reasonably foreseeable past, present, and future projects. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  This section identifies potentially feasible mitigations that would avoid or 
substantially reduce significant adverse project-related impacts. 
 
Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:  This section discusses the environmental effects of the proposed project 
after the implementation of the identified mitigation measures and indicates whether or not the resulting 
impact has been reduced to a less than significant level.  
 
Section 6.0 describes alternatives to the proposed project and the extent to which each alternative would 
reduce or avoid the environmental impacts associated with the proposed project; and Section 7.0 
identifies significant irreversible environmental changes associated with the proposed project.  Section 
8.0 describes the potential for the proposed project to foster economic or growth in the surrounding 
environment. 

 
1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1.2.1 PROJECT LOCATION 
The Pepperdine University Malibu Campus is located at 24255 Pacific Coast Highway, within an 
unincorporated area of Los Angeles County.  Regionally, the University is located approximately twenty-
five miles west of downtown Los Angeles.  Locally, Pepperdine University is located adjacent to the City 
of Malibu and is bordered by the Santa Monica Mountains on the north, east, and west.  The Malibu 
Country Estates residential subdivision and Malibu Canyon Road are located to the southwest and 
southeast of the campus, respectively.  PCH and the Malibu Bluffs State Recreation Area are located 
immediately to the south of the campus. 
 
The Malibu Campus property totals approximately 830 acres with development concentrated within the 
core campus area located in the southern portion of the property near PCH.  The CLP proposes to infill 
the core campus area.   
 
1.2.2 PROJECT SUMMARY 
The CLP is made up of six components including new infill and replacement facilities as well as the 
renovation of existing facilities.  The proposed improvements involve athletic and residential facilities, 
parking structures, and other facilities situated within the already-developed campus core.  The CLP has 
been planned within the densities of existing long-term plans for the campus.  The CLP components are 
designed to enhance the existing campus environment and improve the campus life experience for 
students.  The CLP meets existing needs for the current campus population and does not propose to 
increase enrollment.  Specifically, the six CLP components include: 
 

1) Student Housing Rehabilitation  
2) Athletics/Events Center 
3) Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field 
4) Town Square  
5) Enhanced Recreation Area 
6) School of Law Parking Structure 
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Various project elements of these components would include facilities such as locker rooms, meeting 
rooms, academic support facilities, offices, an outdoor plaza, a café, pedestrian friendly walkways, and 
outdoor congregation/sitting areas.  A summary of each of the proposed components is provided below. 
 
Component 1:  Student Housing Rehabilitation 
The Student Housing Rehabilitation aims to restore, enhance, improve and/or replace the University’s 
aging residence halls thereby providing additional, improved opportunities for prospective student 
residents.  Most of these halls are thirty-eight years old with all of the associated aesthetic, electrical, 
plumbing, and technological deficiencies expected in aged buildings.  The Student Housing 
Rehabilitation also proposes to meet the University’s strategic goal to house seventy-five percent of the 
Seaver College student body on the Malibu Campus.  Increased on-campus housing provides mentorship 
opportunities and enhanced peer interactions while also allowing the University to better control student 
housing costs and reduce daily trips to the campus.  Providing additional beds would also help meet the 
significant unmet demand for on-campus housing, as there are more students who want to live on campus 
than residences available for them.  The Student Housing Rehabilitation is comprised of two separate 
housing areas (i.e., Standard Precinct and Outer Precinct), and features styles aimed at different student 
demographics (i.e., freshman and non-freshman undergraduates).  The Standard Precinct provides a net 
increase of 300 beds; the Outer Precinct provides a net increase of 168 beds.  The Standard Precinct 
provides an additional 109,585 sf; the Outer Precinct provides a net increase of 41,107 sf of development.  
In addition to living areas, Component 1 provides additional support amenities such as café dining, open 
green space, common gathering spaces, multi-purpose classroom space, recreation lounges, game rooms, 
outdoor barbeque grills, a student convenience store, open seating space, and a quad area. 
 
Component Area 2:  Athletics/Events Center 
The CLP proposes a multi-purpose Athletics/Events Center that would satisfy the campus’ need for a 
NCAA Division I regulation volleyball and basketball competition venue with ancillary event amenities 
and additional practice facilities for both sports.  The facility would also provide a unified location for the 
Athletics department offices that are currently spread across campus.  It would be located at the site of the 
existing Rho Parking lot. 
 
This component of the CLP would in effect replace many of the current functions supplied by the existing 
Firestone Fieldhouse.  The University currently has both men’s and women’s NCAA Division I 
basketball and volleyball teams.  Home games, practices, intramurals, and student “pick-up” games are all 
presently held on one performance court at the Firestone Fieldhouse.  The Fieldhouse is outdated, 
undersized, and one of the least preferred basketball venues in the conference.  There is one men’s and 
one women’s locker room facility at Firestone Fieldhouse.  During athletic events, home and visiting 
teams have to share the locker room space while the Pepperdine community (students, faculty, and staff) 
does not have access to locker rooms for recreational use of the facilities.  During athletic performances 
the Fieldhouse has a seating capacity of 3,104, a number that may be temporarily augmented by the 
placement of approximately 470 folding chairs on the floor. 
 
The proposed Athletics/Events Center would also provide necessary infrastructure to support a Division I 
Athletics Program.  The new facility would include locker rooms for both visiting and home teams, 
meeting rooms for teams to prepare and strategize for upcoming games as well as improved strength and 
conditioning space for all student-athletes.  Space is also allocated to equipment storage, media coverage, 
concession services, and fundraising events. 
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The Athletics/Events Center would include 5,000 permanent seats.  During special events, approximately 
470 additional folding chairs may be temporarily placed on the event floor raising the temporary seating 
capacity to 5,470.  This component also proposes a parking structure providing 831 spaces, a net increase 
of 265 spaces over the existing Rho Parking lot.   
 
The University proposes to construct a chilled water central plant facility to satisfy the space cooling 
needs of the proposed CLP buildings.  The central plant will utilize indoor electric chillers and pumps, as 
well as outdoor cooling towers, located inside and adjacent to the proposed parking structure at the 
Athletics/Events Center.  A separate underground, chilled water storage tank is proposed to be located 
beneath the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area (Component 5), as described below.   
 
Component Area 3:  Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field 
The proposed Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field site is located on the existing Tari Frahm Rokus Field and 
Stotsenberg Track.  The existing track and field is situated on a leveled tier between the Seaver Residence 
Halls, Outer Precinct and Upsilon Parking Lot (to the north) and the Eddy D. Field Baseball Stadium (to 
the south).  Currently, temporary mobile seating is relied upon to provide seating for up to 1,000 
spectators.  The Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field component of the CLP in conjunction with the enhanced 
Recreation Area, (Component 5), would meet unmet University needs for recreation space.  Pepperdine 
University supports a very successful women’s soccer program that is limited by overcrowding from 
other activities that have a high demand for use of the field.  The field is inadequate for NCAA 
tournament play because of insufficient lighting and size.  The Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field would meet 
the present and future institutional needs of the University’s soccer program.  This includes providing a 
NCAA compliant competition field to meet the needs of the existing women’s soccer team and a possible 
future men’s team.  The elevation of the upgraded soccer field would be approximately ten feet higher 
than the level of the existing track and soccer field.  The field would have a natural grass playing surface 
and be equipped with lighting for nighttime use.  The component also provides 1,000 permanent spectator 
seats on the northern side of the field and 1,500 sf facility with storage space and restrooms.  The adjacent 
Athletics/Events Center will provide locker room space for home teams, officials, and visiting teams, 
while the adjacent café/convenience store associated with the proposed Outer Precinct aspect of the 
Student Housing Rehabilitation would provide concessions.   
 
Component Area 4:  Town Square  
The proposed Town Square site is located on what is now the Seaver Main Parking Lot, a large surface 
parking lot which projects westerly from Seaver Drive to occupy a core area between the Thornton 
Administrative Center and Huntsinger Academic Center (on the east) and the Center for the Arts (on the 
west).  The current parking lot on this site contains 166 spaces.  
 
The Town Square proposes to provide the University a quad area centrally located in the center of 
campus, including additional parking spaces.  This aspect of the CLP would consist of two levels of 
underground parking, providing 203 net new spaces, with a landscaped quad on the third, or top, level.  
The quad would satisfy the campus’ need for a central community interaction area incorporating natural 
landscaping and green grass.  This aesthetic enhancement is critical as this location acts as the “gateway” 
to the Seaver College campus.  The central quad area would also allow the campus community to hold 
classes outside and provide an area for informal student recreation and dispersed seating arrangements for 
student congregation.  A street-level Welcome Center, located adjacent to Seaver Drive, would further 
enhance the notion of the Seaver College gateway by welcoming guests and providing information on the 



1.0  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
!

 
 
Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 
 Page 1-5 

University.  The facility would also contain necessary support systems including storage space and 
restrooms. 
 
Component Area 5: Enhanced Recreation Area 
The proposed Enhanced Recreation Area site is located north of Huntsinger Circle in an area currently 
consisting of an intramural field, the Terrace Parking Lot, naturally vegetated areas, an earthen debris 
stockpile, and a debris basin maintenance structure.  As discussed under Component 3, there is a lack of 
adequate fields to accommodate the demand of  athletic, intramural, and recreational use.  The existing 
recreation field is of insufficient size for current recreational needs, (e.g., intramural rugby and lacrosse), 
or to allow for more than one game at a time.  Nevertheless, intramural and club sports are well 
represented on campus.  Currently there are 1,200 students participating in seven intramural sports 
including flag football, tennis, volleyball, dodge ball, basketball, soccer and ultimate Frisbee. Club sports 
consist of extramural activities that are played against other colleges, and include lacrosse, rugby, soccer 
and ultimate Frisbee. 
 
The CLP proposes an improved and expanded grass recreation area on the site of the existing intramural 
field.  The field would provide sufficient space to accommodate a playing field consistent with the size 
requirements for student recreation needs and intramural sports.  In order to accommodate intramural use, 
the project proposes to replace existing inefficient lighting fixtures with modern, more efficient fixtures.  
The component also provides a 1,600 square foot structure containing storage space and restrooms. 
 
A new debris basin located north of the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area would replace the current 
debris basin structure, located just east of the existing intramural field.  A stockpile composed of 
uncompacted fill material is currently located north of Huntsinger circle to the east of the existing Marie 
Canyon debris basin structures.  The stockpile area would be reduced in size and have a space capacity of 
approximately 8,000 cy of fill. 
 
An underground, chilled water storage tank is proposed to be buried within the earth fill required to create 
the Enhanced Recreation Area.  The tank capacity would be approximately 2 million gallons, providing 
sufficient storage to allow chillers and cooling towers located inside or adjacent to the proposed parking 
structure at the Athletics/Events Center to operate during off-peak hours, substantially reducing energy 
consumption during the highest demand period of the day.  
 
Component Area 6:  School of Law Parking 
The proposed site location for the School of Law Parking Structure is currently occupied by the School of 
Law Student Lot.  This existing surface parking lot provides campus parking for students, faculty, and 
staff.  The School of Law Student Lot is located at the southeast corner of Baxter Drive and Seaver Drive 
and provides 291 parking spaces. The CLP proposes to replace the existing surface School of Law 
Student Parking Lot with a three-level parking structure, which would provide 724 parking spaces.  
Completion of the structure would result in a net increase of 433 parking spaces. 
 
Project Phasing 
Buildout of the CLP would occur in two phases over approximately twelve years (depending on funding 
availability and emerging University needs).  Phase I would commence upon the issuance of building 
permits by Los Angeles County Department of Building and Safety and is scheduled to last six years. 
This phase would include the School of Law Parking Structure, the Outer Precinct portion of the Student 
Housing Rehabilitation, the debris portion of the Enhanced Recreation Area, and the Athletics/Events 
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Center.  Phase II would include the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field, the Standard Precinct portion of the 
Student Housing Rehabilitation, the Town Center, and the Enhanced Recreation Area.  
 
1.2.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
According to the mission statement on Pepperdine University’s website, Pepperdine is committed to the 
highest standards of academic excellence, where students are strengthened for lives of purpose, service, 
and leadership.  To this end, the CLP aims to improve Pepperdine’s facilities to accommodate the 
evolving needs of the University’s academic, administrative, and student-support programs, to enhance 
the educational experience for students, and to improve programs for students, faculty, and staff, all 
within the existing enrollment limits.  Specifically, the following list provides a synopsis of the objectives 
and goals of the proposed CLP. 
 

• Enhance campus life by improving upon the safe, intellectually stimulating, culturally appealing, 
and socially supportive learning environment without increasing enrollment. 

• Provide for the most effective use, operation, and maintenance of the University’s Malibu 
Campus by creating improved academic, residential, athletic, and recreational opportunities, and 
supplying adequate parking, support, and operations facilities. 

• Improve educational, athletic and student life facilities in the existing developed core campus 
consistent with the policies of the University’s approved long-term planning documents. 

• Enable the University to financially assist young students independent of government support and 
funding by improving campus life and campus facilities, thereby attracting increased financial 
support, endowments, capital, and operating funds. 

• Provide a high quality academic, recreational, and environmental experience in the California 
Coastal Zone for young people from the United States and around the world.  

• Foster a communal educational environment on campus and fulfill the University’s strategic 
student housing plan by providing increased housing on the Malibu Campus, allowing the 
University to house seventy-five percent of the Seaver College student body on the Malibu 
Campus. 

• Move more undergraduate students into campus housing to eliminate the commute for most 
students and reduce daily trips to and from the campus.   

• Upgrade and enhance the aging Seaver Residence Hall buildings to improve the residential and 
educational environment on campus, aid in student recruitment, and encourage on-campus living. 

• Create a housing model that will raise the standard of campus housing to encourage non-freshman 
students to reside on campus. 

• Provide an updated athletic/events center with adequate seating to create a collegial and unified 
location that meets demand for institutional athletics, intramural and intercollegiate athletics.   

• Create athletic venues that are NCAA compliant and on par with other Division I, West Coast 
Conference (WCC) schools for soccer, volleyball, and basketball in a manner consistent with 
NCAA Division I caliber of competition.  

• Encourage a larger segment of the campus population (including students, faculty, and staff) and 
the local community to attend the University’s cultural and athletic events. 

• Construct a lighted soccer field that is NCAA compliant, meets NCAA Division I regional 
broadcast standards, is appropriate for competitive play by all schools in the WCC and Division I, 
and provides opportunities for practice schedules consistent with academic needs. 

• Alleviate the overcrowded conditions at the existing athletic facilities and consolidate Athletics’ 
offices, venues, and support facilities. 
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• Provide enhanced recreational facilities including lighted field to alleviate the overcrowded 
conditions at the existing recreational fields to adequately accommodate the student body, and 
better meet the recreational and intramural needs of the broader campus community.  

• Provide additional on-campus recreation options to encourage health and well being of students 
and general campus population. 

• Provide needed outdoor recreational fields within areas of the existing developed campus. 
• Create a central quad area that provides for community interaction in close proximity to existing 

learning facilities and incorporates natural landscaping for use by students, faculty, and staff for 
recreation, relaxation, meetings, and classes.   

• Provide sufficient parking spaces in convenient locations to better accommodate students, faculty, 
and staff needs and facilitate an enhanced campus experience for the entire University population. 

• Foster support of sustainability concepts through student educational programs and continued 
efforts to improve resource conservation to minimize the University’s impact on the land through 
improvements in the design of campus facilities and the use of the campus’ developed space. 

• Minimize potential off-site impacts by balancing appropriate soils on-site within existing 
developed areas to the extent feasible. 

 
1.3 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Table 1-1 summarizes the proposed project’s environmental impacts and the measures identified to 
mitigate these impacts.  The table also notes the significance of impacts before and after mitigation is 
implemented.  Impacts are classified as follows: 
 

• Class I – Significant impact that cannot be reduced to a less than significant level with 
implementation of mitigation measures. 

• Class II – Significant impacts that can be reduced to a less than significant level with 
implementation of mitigation measures. 

• Class III – Less than significant impacts.  Mitigation measures are not required but may be 
recommended. 

• Class IV – Beneficial impacts. 
 
As identified in Section 5.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, after implementation of the required 
mitigation measures, the CLP would result in the following significant and unavoidable impacts: 
!
TRAFFIC AND ACCESS 
The CLP would decrease traffic on the surrounding roadway network following completion of both Phase 
I and II (see Table 5.8-7).  The conversion of commuter students to resident students facilitated by the 
housing program plus the enhanced campus life experience provided by upgraded athletic, recreation, 
wellness, support programs, etc., would reduce the number of trips to and from the campus.  Thus, on 
average the CLP would generate beneficial impacts to the local roadway system.   
 
However, the EIR conservatively evaluates potential worst-case impacts that could occur resulting from 
well-attended events at the Athletics/Events Center that are scheduled to start or end during peak hour 
periods.  During these limited instances the CLP would result in significant and unmitigable impacts at 
the following intersections:   
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• Malibu Canyon Road/Seaver Drive and Civic Center Way (AM peak hour) 
• Pacific Coast Highway and Malibu Canyon Road (AM peak hour) 
• Las Virgenes Road and Mulholland Highway (AM peak hour) 
• Stuart Ranch Road/Webb Way and Civic Center Way (AM peak hour) 
• Pacific Coast Highway and Webb Way (PM peak hour) 
• Pacific Coast Highway and Cross Creek Road (AM and PM peak hour) 
• Pacific Coast Highway and Rambla Pacifico (PM peak hour) 
• Pacific Coast Highway and Flores Canyon Road (PM peak hour)!!

!
Mitigation is required as follows: 
!
MM 5.8-3 A comprehensive Transportation Demand Management Program (TDM) shall be developed 

and implemented for large-scale events attended by over 3,750 persons that start or end 
during the A.M. or P.M. peak periods and draw the majority of attendees from off-campus 
sources.  The TDM Program shall include measures, such as those listed in the Traffic 
Impact Study (Appendix H of this Draft EIR), to decrease the number of vehicular trips 
generated by people traveling to the Athletics/Events Center during these times by offering 
specific facilities, services, and actions designed to reduce automobile dependency, as well 
as to promote alternative travel modes (e.g., carpool, regional shuttle systems, come early 
and stay late initiatives, etc.).  The TDM Program shall be developed in conjunction with the 
County of Los Angeles and subject to their final approval.  A Preliminary TDM Plan shall 
be developed in conjunction with the County of Los Angeles prior to issuance of a building 
permit for the AEC.  The Final TDM Plan shall be approved prior to issuance of any 
Certificate of Occupancy for the AEC.   

!
While potential impacts would result from a limited number of events, and it is possible that the required 
TDM Plan will achieve mitigation to a level of insignificance, this project is conservatively considered to 
have the potential of significance after mitigation and thus requires a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. 
!
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Table 1-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Description of Impact 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

Geology and Soils (see Section 5.1) 

Grading (Landform Alteration) and Unique Geologic 

Features 

Components 1 (Student Housing Rehabilitation--Outer 

Precinct), 3 (Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field), 5 (Enhanced 

Recreation Area), and 6 (School of Law Parking Structure) 

propose grading that would alter existing topographic 

(ground) elevations. Each area has been modified 

significantly by past grading, by the import of artificial 

fill, or by building placement, therefore there are no 

unique existing geologic or topographic features present 

on these component sites that could be affected.  As such, 

these actions are not considered to be significant 

topographic modifications as they are being made to 

already modified topography, therefore these impacts are 

considered less than significant. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. Less Than 

Significant 

Slope Stability-Geologic Formations and Artificial Fill 

Materials  

Component 5 (Enhanced Recreation Area)  

Natural and man-made slopes in prevailing geologic 

formations and fill materials would be affected by both 

temporary and permanent new slope conditions. These 

areas of the development are designated Restricted Use 

Areas where no permanent buildings are allowed. The 

proposed remedial grading methods appear appropriate to 

preserve the existing landslide factors-of-safety. 

 

All other CLP components 

Components 1, 3, and 6, have lesser slope stability 

concerns for man-made slopes in geologic and artificial fill 

materials in both temporary and permanent slope 

Potentially 

Significant Before 

Mitigation 

MM5.1-1 All grading and earthwork (e.g., landslide 

removals, fill compaction, debris dam and 

basin design/construction, earth material 

stockpiles) shall be performed in accordance 

with the various geotechnical reports and as 

specified in typical Grading Ordinances of 

the County of Los Angeles and the 

applicable portions of the General 

Earthwork and Grading Specifications.  

Specific additional exploration, testing, and 

analysis shall be performed as required by 

the County of Los Angeles when 40-scale 

plans are available.  

 

MM5.1-6 Landslides or portions of landslides inside 

the CLP grading envelope, but outside areas 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Description of Impact 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

configurations.  Subterranean parking structures at 

Components 2 and 4 would have temporary cut slopes and 

artificial fill.  Proposed remedial grading methods appear 

appropriate to create slopes with adequate factors-of-

safety.  Such determinations would be based on detailed 

reviews of plan and field inspections by the County of Los 

Angeles prior to approval and implementation of the 

geotechnical report recommendations.   

 

Proposed remedial grading activities associated with the 

Component 1 - Standard Precinct and Component 6 – 

School of Law Parking Structure have not been evaluated 

based on recent geotechnical studies.  Although potential 

slope stability impacts can be reduced to less than 

significant by implementing remedial measures outlined in 

older geotechnical reports, additional investigation and 

analysis may be necessary to provide sufficient data for 

review and approval by the County of Los Angeles. 

 

All potential slope stability impacts are considered to be 

potentially significant, but these impacts can be mitigated 

and reduced to less than significant by implementing 

mitigation measures, and by implementing remedial 

measures outlined in the geotechnical reports and 

approved by the County of Los Angeles.  

of habitable structures that have factors of 

safety of less than 1.5 (Qls-1, Qls-3, and 

Qls-4) and that are not removed or fully 

mitigated by remedial grading (areas not 

intended for current development) shall be 

designated as “Restricted Use Areas.”  

 

MM5.1-15 Surficial stability of all graded slopes shall 

be confirmed based on  field sampling, 

laboratory testing, and stability analysis 

(using County of Los Angeles approved 

techniques and methods) at the end of rough 

grading. 

 

Shallow Groundwater 

Geotechnical investigations for Components 1, 2, 3, 4, and 

5 encountered light to heavy groundwater seepage. 

Shallow groundwater in the CLP area is considered a 

nuisance with no beneficial use.  The presence of these 

relatively limited volumes of shallow groundwater is 

considered to be a potentially significant impact that can 

be mitigated and reduced to less than significant levels by 

implementing remedial measures outlined in the 

geotechnical reports and approved by the County of Los 

Potentially 

Significant Before 

Mitigation 

MM5.1-2 Standard subdrain measures detailed in the 

various geotechnical reports or as specified 

in typical General Earthwork and Grading 

Specifications, and prudent irrigation 

practices, shall be used to mitigate 

occurrences of perched groundwater or 

water originating from landslide planes, 

faults, and shear zones.  Based on  the 

County of Los Angeles review, additional 

surface and subsurface drainage systems 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Description of Impact 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

Angeles.  For additional information regarding shallow 

groundwater see Section 5.2 Water Resources.  

may be added as required during a review of 

40-scale plans and/or during grading 

operation/field inspections.  

Earthquake Activity 

Ground Shaking 

The CLP area, like most other sites in southern California, 

is susceptible to ground shaking from numerous faults in 

the region that can lead to severe property damage and 

injuries. While proper application of the California 

Building Code regulations to seismic design can minimize 

the potential for damage, injury, or slope failures, these 

may still occur, potentially affecting both CLP and 

adjacent locations. This potential for seismically induced 

slope instability is a significant adverse impact that can be 

mitigated to less than significant levels.  

Potentially 

Significant Before 

Mitigation 

MM5.1-3 Design and mitigation measures for seismic 

ground shaking shall conform to applicable 

building code regulations at the time of 

construction, specifically the latest version 

of the California Building Code and Title 

23.  However, based upon damage 

assessments of fills due to the 1994 

Northridge earthquake, fills deeper than 30 

feet shall be compacted to at least 95 

percent relative compaction. 

 

MM5.1-4 During earthwork construction, all 

unacceptable compressible soils shall be 

removed to firm, competent bedrock, or 

landslide material.  Acceptability shall be 

defined by final geotechnical reports and in-

grading inspections by a qualified technical 

engineer or engineering geologist. 

 

MM5.1-5 Within the non-restricted use area, the 

subject site grading and proposed structure 

will be safe from landslides and excessive 

settlement. The proposed project will not 

adversely impact adjoining properties.  The 

local areas of landslides Qls-1, Qls-3, and 

Qls-4 (in the lower “toe” areas) associated 

with Component 5 (Enhanced Recreation 

Area) shall be stabilized by appropriate 

means to assure that no foreseeable 

movements would endanger proposed 

facilities within the non-restricted use areas 

of the proposed CLP development. Any 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Description of Impact 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

landslide repair dimensions and locations 

shall be subject to review and approval by 

the County of Los Angeles.  

Fault Rupture 

Faults crossing the CLP have been classified as inactive 

based on previous campus investigations.  These previous 

studies suggest the faults are not should pose no fault 

rupture hazard.  If future studies were to determine that 

fault setbacks or design accommodations are required, the 

County would review and recommend the appropriate 

course of action.  Therefore, potential for seismically 

induced fault rupture is a significant adverse impact that 

can be mitigated to less than significant levels.  

Potentially 

Significant Before 

Mitigation 

MM5.1-7 All cut slopes shall be observed by a 

qualified engineering geologist during 

excavation.  If unanticipated adverse 

geologic conditions are encountered, the cut 

slope shall be provided with a stabilization 

fill or be laid back to 2:1 (h:v) or flatter as 

field conditions dictate. 

 

MM5.1-17 Any geologic faults shown on existing (pre-

development) or future maps that trend 

through or near one of the component 

habitable structures shall be evaluated by a 

California Certified Engineering Geologist 

for fault rupture potential related to an 

earthquake on the local Malibu Coast fault 

zone.  Such evaluation shall be conducted in 

a manner consistent with professional 

practice and with California Geological 

Survey Note 48.  

Less Than 

Significant 

Liquefaction and Settlement 

Based on  the data reviewed, the potential liquefaction of 

natural deposits is considered minimal to non-existent.  

Proper drainage as proposed by the CLP in thick artificial 

fill masses would be maintained, therefore hydrostatic 

pressures should not build up to cause local settlements or 

slope failures due to saturation of fill materials.  This 

would be a significant adverse impact that can be 

mitigated to less than significant levels with proposed 

subdrains.  

Potentially 

Significant Before 

Mitigation 

 

MM5.1-2 Standard subdrain measures detailed in the 

various geotechnical reports or as specified 

in typical General Earthwork and Grading 

Specifications, and prudent irrigation 

practices, shall be used to mitigate 

occurrences of perched groundwater or 

water originating from landslide planes, 

faults, and shear zones.  Based on  the 

County of Los Angeles review, additional 

surface and subsurface drainage systems 

may be added as required during a review of 

40-scale plans and/or during grading 

operation/field inspections.  

Less Than 

Significant 
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Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

Ground Lurching and Cracking 

While ground lurching due to seismic shaking is 

considered a possibility at the site, this surficial cracking 

of fill materials and surrounding surficial deposits is 

considered less than significant.  

Less Than 

Significant 

MM5.1-12 Street pavement sections may vary due to 

the actual R-Value of the subgrade after 

rough grading is completed.  All pavement 

sections shall be determined by field and 

laboratory testing of the rough graded 

surface.  These sections shall be subject to 

the review and approval of the County of 

Los Angeles.  For planning purposes the 

minimum section thicknesses shall be used 

as follows:  

• Arterial street-4 inches AC over 

11 inches PMB 

• Secondary driveway-4 inches AC 

over 8 inches PMB 

• Parking driveway-3 inches AC over 

8 inches PMB 

• Parking- 3 inches AC over 8 inches 

PMB 

See also MM5.1-13 

Less Than 

Significant 

Flooding Attributable to Dam/Levee Failure, Tsunami, 

and Seiche 

The proposed development is located inland, and at a 

minimum of 320 feet above sea level and is not at risk of 

inundation from a tsunami.  This is a less than significant 

impact. 

The risk of inundation of the CLP from a seiche-induced 

water tank failure is a less than significant impact due to 

the distance and the substantial infrastructure between area 

water tanks and the CLP components.  

Debris dam failure is considered to be a potentially 

significant impact, which can be mitigated to less than 

significant levels through proper design, earthwork 

construction, and inspection. 

 

Potentially 

Significant Before 

Mitigation 

MM5.1-1 All grading and earthwork (e.g., landslide 

removals, fill compaction, debris dam and 

basin design/construction, earth material 

stockpiles) shall be performed in accordance 

with the various geotechnical reports and as 

specified in typical Grading Ordinances of 

the County of Los Angeles and the 

applicable portions of the General 

Earthwork and Grading Specifications.  

Specific additional exploration, testing, and 

analysis shall be performed as required by 

the County of Los Angeles when 40-scale 

plans are available.  

Less Than 

Significant 
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Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

Soils Engineering 

Consolidation and Settlement 

The potential exists for some fill settlement, particularly 

where fill was placed in the CLP areas in the 1970s and 

1980s, and where consolidation-prone alluvium and 

landslide deposits are located. 

 

Differential settlement could potentially occur across 

transitions between soils or bedrock of differing densities.  

This is most critical for the chiller tank structure located 

within Component 5, since it will be located over several 

tens of feet of older artificial fill. However, based on the 

reports reviewed, settlement and consolidation-related 

impacts are considered potentially significant but 

mitigable to less than significant levels.  

Potentially 

Significant Before 

Mitigation 

MM5.1-8 The cut portion of the cut/fill transition pad 

below all structural areas shall be over-

excavated a minimum of 36 inches below 

the bottom of the footings and replaced with 

compacted fill cap material.  Over-

excavation shall extend to a distance of 5 

feet outside the footprint of the structure.  In 

lieu of over-excavation or deepening 

foundations, post-tensioned structural mats 

shall be used provided they are designed by 

a structural engineer.  Detailed design data 

for mat foundations shall be provided if 

such option is selected. 

MM5.1-9 Cut slopes may encounter out-of-slope 

bedding components and will require 

construction of stabilization fills with a 

minimum key depth of 2 feet and a 

minimum width of 15 feet, or flattening of 

the slope.  Each slope shall be evaluated 

during grading and stabilization methods 

shall be approved the County of Los 

Angeles. 

MM5.1-16 Based on  the results of sulphate testing of 

representative onsite materials, if these 

materials exhibit a moderate to high 

potential for sulphate attack of concrete, 

Type V cement or equivalent shall be used 

in construction at this site. 

Less Than 

Significant 

Expansion and Soil Shrinkage!

Because the building sites are all on  compacted fill, low 

expansivity materials can be used beneath the foundations. 

Thus, potential impacts due to expansive soils are 

considered to be less than significant using normal 

geotechnical engineering practices. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. Less Than 

Significant 
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After 

Mitigation 

Erosion 

Onsite soils are subject to high to very high rates of 

erosion and proposed grading would expose additional 

soils to erosive processes. However, these potentially 

significant impacts can be mitigated to less than significant 

levels.  

Potentially 

Significant Before 

Mitigation 

MM5.1-10 Fill slopes constructed with proper 

conventional terracing shall be no steeper 

than 2:1 and no greater than 90 feet in 

height.  All proposed fill slopes shall be 

planted with vegetation that will reduce 

erosion and provide reinforcing of soils 

through deep and broad root systems. 

MM5.1-11 If fill slopes steeper than 2:1 are required, 

geogrid reinforcement, or the equivalent are 

required to provide adequate stability.  

Surficial stability is expected to meet 

County standards with approved application 

of geogrid reinforcement.  However, in the 

event prescribed stability levels are not met 

with geogrid reinforcement, they shall be 

met by either design of appropriate retaining 

walls or by the engineered placement of the 

outer five feet (measured perpendicular to 

the slope face) of the slope face with fine-

grained cohesive soil with a cohesion value 

of 250 psf.  This shall be verified by the 

geotechnical consultant during rough 

grading.  Authorization to use these geogrid 

materials shall be obtained from the County 

of Los Angeles. 

MM5.1-13 The County of Los Angeles shall approve 

the proper planting, runoff control and use 

of selected fine-grained material within one 

equipment width of the finished slope 

surfaces or geogrid reinforcement.  The 

approved design and construction method 

shall reduce the potential of surficial failures 

of fill slopes constructed of the typical 

onsite sandy materials. 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

MM5.1-14 Proposed slope irrigation shall avoid 

excessive watering in areas of marginally 

acceptable stability, e.g., those areas of 

Components 5 and 6 associated with ancient 

landslides to be partially removed or left in 

their present state.  All designs shall be 

consistent with the University’s existing 

hydrological monitoring program and 

subject to review and approval by the 

County of Los Angeles.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Seismic impacts related to development of the CLP area 

are localized and should not directly affect offsite areas.  

Although the proposed CLP would contribute to the 

cumulative increase in the number of persons exposed to 

geologic hazards, the CLP and all of the cumulative 

projects on  campus would be adequately studied for 

hazards, proper design, and constructed in accordance with 

approved mitigation measures.  The CLP area is 

sufficiently contained by surrounding topography and is 

sufficiently distant from other campus facilities to 

eliminate the potential for direct impacts due to geologic 

hazards. The added impacts of all projects would be 

minimal and mitigable. 

Potentially 

Significant Before 

Mitigation 

MM5.1-18 The following components of the 

Pepperdine Hydrogeologic Monitoring 

Program, which are within the footprint of 

the proposed Campus Life Project 

components, must be restored to service or 

replaced after construction: (1) soil moisture 

access casings VN-03 and VN-12 and (2) 

groundwater monitoring wells MW-1A, 

MW-14, and MW-15. 

 

See previously listed mitigation measures 

Less Than 

Significant 

Water Quality (see Section 5.2)    

Hydrology and Site Drainage  

On-Site Existing Drainage Facilities 

The net impact to flow rates from the project of would be 

equivalent to prior design flow rates. Therefore existing 

storm drain system and facilities would not require 

improvements, upgrades, or replacement. Impacts to 

existing on-site drainage facilities would be less than 

significant.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

No Mitigation Required. Less Than 

Significant 
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Mitigation 

Proposed Drainage Facilities 

The final grading and drainage design shall incorporate 

a drainage and treatment layout which meet the calculated 

criteria outlined in the SUSMP and L.I.D. sections in 

Appendix C. Thus, the impact to drainage facilities is 

deemed to be less than significant. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. Less Than 

Significant 

Potential Clogging of Marie Canyon Debris Basin 

The proposed debris basin is designed with a primary 

outlet to convey storm water runoff to the storm drain 

system and an emergency secondary outlet is included in 

the design in the event the primary outlet becomes clogged 

or fails As the proposed debris basin will be designed in 

accordance with County requirements, the impact is 

deemed to be less than significant. 

Less Than 

Significant 

 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Marie Canyon Debris Basin Relocation 

The hydraulic regime and overall flow rates of the 

detention basin will remain essentially the same as the 

current condition, as the proposed basin will remain in the 

same area but re-located upstream approximately 400 feet. 

Since the basin has performed well over the past, the 

increase in and estimated storage requirements (see 

Appendix C) have been calculated to be more than 

adequate. Although the impact is considered less than 

significant, mitigation measures shall be implemented to 

further reduce potential impacts for Component 5.  

Less Than 

Significant 

MM-5.2-10 Pepperdine shall prepare an Action Plan 

Report that provides contingencies for the 

appropriate remedial measures and steps to 

address the potential maintenance measures.  

The report should provide an outline for the 

required assets for various failure and repair 

scenarios.  

 

MM-5.2-11 During final design, prepare pile support, 

retaining wall structural plans that would be 

reviewed and approved by the County.  The 

plans would be in place in the event of a 

future system failure that requires 

Pepperdine to respond in an emergency.  

Less Than 

Significant 
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Mitigation 

Off-Site Drainage Facilities  

An increase in the impervious surface area can have a 

significant impact on the hydrologic characteristics of a 

site, resulting in higher volume of runoff and higher peak 

flows to downstream drainage facilities.  The proposed 

CLP indicates that the peak flow rate will be increased 

from 1,190 cfs for the existing condition to 1,250 cfs.  In 

general, no significant increase in runoff should be 

allowed to extend offsite, which may potentially impact 

offsite property or change the drainage regime.  Therefore, 

an increase in overall storm water runoff would be 

considered a potentially significant impact to downstream 

facilities.  

Potentially 

Significant Prior to 

Mitigation 

MM5.2-1 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the 

University shall file a Notice of Intent 

(NOI) with the State and comply with the 

requirements of the NPDES General 

Construction Permit, including the 

preparation of a SWPPP incorporating 

BMPs for construction and post-

construction control of runoff.  The SWPPP 

shall be prepared by a Civil Engineer for 

review and approval by the County for 

compliance with applicable Total Maximum 

Daily Loads under the LARWQCB.  The 

plans shall indicate a design to reduce the 

discharge of pollutants, including sediment, 

to the maximum extent practical using 

management practices, control techniques 

and systems, design and engineering 

methods, and other appropriate methods. 

 

A SWPPP shall be developed prior to 

issuance of grading permits in accordance 

with RWQCB requirements. The plan shall 

identify the BMPs for use during 

construction of the proposed CLP to 

minimize the pollution from stormwater 

runoff.  Such practices shall include, but not 

necessarily be limited to the following: 

 

• Control of impervious area runoff, 

including filtering devices, energy 

dissipaters, pervious drainage 

systems, and porous pavement 

alternatives; 

• Contractors shall be required to 

control runoff during periods of 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

rain in order to minimize surface 

water contamination during 

construction of the proposed CLP 

in accordance with the CSQA BMP 

Handbook; 

• In order to intercept sediment-

laden runoff generated during 

construction activities, and trap and 

retain sediment, sediment basins or 

trapping facilities shall be 

employed within the CLP project 

site; 

• Filter fences designed to intercept 

and detain sediment while 

decreasing the velocity of runoff 

shall be employed within the CLP 

project site during construction; 

• Diversion of off-site runoff away 

from the construction site; 

• Prompt re-vegetation of proposed 

landscaped areas; 

• Perimeter sandbagging and silt 

fences and/or temporary basins to 

trap sediment; 

• Regular sprinkling of exposed soils 

to control dust during construction; 

• Installation of a minor retention 

basin(s) to alleviate discharge of 

increased flows; and 

• Post-construction BMPs (e.g., 

terraces, drains, vegetation) shall 

be in place as specified in the 

SWPPP prior to filing for a notice 

of termination. 
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Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

i. Implement regular 

sweeping of impervious 

surfaces such as streets 

and driveways (without 

the use of hoses/water). 

ii. Use of efficient irrigation 

practices. 

iii. Provision of infiltration 

trenches and basins. 

iv. Linings for urban runoff 

conveyance channels. 

v. Vegetated swales and 

strips. 

vi. Landscape design such as 

xeriscape or other designs 

minimizing use of 

fertilizers. 

vii. Provide covered trash 

enclosures. 

viii. Add drought-resistant 

planting with geosynthetic 

matting to stabilize the 

slopes, provided 

permissions are obtained 

from the adjoining lot 

owners as needed. 

ix. Comply with County 

standards pertaining to 

properly designed and 

maintained oil ad grease 

removal components in 

new storm drain systems 

designed to treat water 

before it leaves the project 

site, or at an existing on-
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Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

campus location which is 

properly sized, properly 

permitted, and maintained 

for this purpose. 

 

MM5.2-2 To the maximum degree feasible, grading 

activities within the CLP site shall be 

planned to occur during the southern 

California dry season (normally April 

through October). Grading during the 

remainder of the year may continue to the 

extent that surface water quality standards 

of the SWPPP are maintained. 

 

MM5.2-3 In order to retain soils, reduce the potential 

for erosion, and minimize sedimentation of 

adjacent waters, stabilization of cut-and-fill 

slopes and exposed areas after construction 

activities shall be accomplished through 

landscaping. 

 

MM5.2-4 The relocated debris basin shall be fitted 

with a debris wall or trash rack at the inlets 

to prevent floating solids from entering the 

storm drain and shall be available for 

maintenance. 

Regional Flooding  

The existing developed campus area, including the 

proposed CLP components, does not lie within a 

designated FEMA flood hazard zone.  The project would 

replace the existing Marie Canyon debris basin, which has 

performed adequately in mitigating the flood hazard 

potential, with a new similar design approximately 400 

feet upstream. The proposed basin will have an increased 

debris retention capacity, outlet pipes with the same 

Less Than 

Significant 

 

No Mitigation Required.  Less Than 

Significant 
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dimensions as the existing connection to the storm drain 

system, and an emergency overflow system. Since 

drainage devices can be added and properly located to 

prevent flooding of existing facilities, regional flooding 

would not occur.  As such, it is expected that the proposed 

CLP would have a less than significant impact on regional 

flooding.  

Erosion and Siltation 

The Project area soils exhibit a moderate to high erosive 

potential in areas of concentrated flow. Storm water runoff 

caused by construction activities or in natural/improved 

channels has the potential to increase flow velocities, 

which may increase sediment and pollution transportation 

that could erode and/or silt up downstream channels or 

outlet areas.  The increase in overall stormwater runoff is 

therefore considered a potentially significant impact.  

Potentially 

Significant Prior to 

Mitigation 

See mitigation measures 5.2-1 through 5.2-3 above. 

 

MM5.2-6 Any increase in runoff due to increased 

impervious area within individual 

component areas shall be mitigated to 

existing flow rates. The project engineer 

shall design a properly sized detention basin 

or alternative method to attenuate any 

increase in storm flows.  A drainage plan 

and hydraulic calculations for the final 

project design shall be prepared by a civil 

engineer and submitted for review and 

approval to the Land Development Division. 

 

• Divert storm flows to grass swales 

to increase the Time of 

Concentration. 

• Design landscape planters to 

attenuate storm flow runoff prior to 

entering the storm drain system. 

• Implement underground detention 

basins which detain runoff for 

sufficient time duration as to 

ensure to attenuate or retard the 

peak flows.  The detention basins 

should be designed with flow 

restrictors and secondary 

emergency overflow provisions. 

Less Than 

Significant 
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MM5.2-9 A SWPPP manager shall oversee and 

monitor BMP and storm water management 

programs.  

Surface Water Quality Impacts 

Surface Water Pollution Potential 

During construction there would be a greater potential for 

sediment (sand, silt, and clay) to be eroded from the 

graded areas before they have been landscaped, paved 

and/or otherwise fully stabilized. After development, 

urban pollutants suspended solids, phosphorous, nitrogen, 

nitrates, copper, lead, zinc, and oil, would increase in 

accordance with their projected campus uses.  Although 

the use of appropriately designed BMPs is anticipated to 

keep production of these potential pollutants under the 

minimal levels outlined by the RWQCB, the project’s 

potential to impact surface water quality is considered 

significant but mitigable to less than significant levels.  

Potentially 

Significant Prior to 

Mitigation 

See mitigation measures 5.2-1 through 5.2-3, 5.2-6, and 

5.2-9 above. 

 

MM5.2-4 The relocated debris basin shall be fitted 

with a debris wall or trash rack at the inlets 

to prevent floating solids from entering the 

storm drain and shall be available for 

maintenance. 

 

MM5.2-5 Any hazardous materials associated with 

maintenance and University programs shall 

be located and stored in a manner in 

compliance with applicable regulations that 

preclude contact with precipitation and 

runoff.  Monitoring and cleanup programs 

for spills and leaks of hazardous materials 

shall be maintained. 

 

• Storage of hazardous materials 

shall be in conformance with the 

project SUSMP plans and 

state/local ordinances. 

 

MM5.2-7 The University shall be responsible for the 

collection and disposal of waste products, 

prevention of oil leaks, and maintenance of 

equipment to prevent or reduce the 

contamination of urban runoff. 

 

MM5.2-8 Implement a maintenance covenant, 

inspection and maintenance program, and 

regular monitoring for all proposed 

Less Than 

Significant 
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mitigation measures and devices.  Reporting 

shall be implemented quarterly, semi-

annually, or annually depending on the 

procedures sand devices.  This may include 

water quality testing to assess and verify the 

adequacy of the devices and programs.   

Construction Storm Water Pollution Potential  

Grading activities associated with construction of CLP 

components are anticipated to temporarily increase the 

amount of suspended solids from sheet erosion of exposed 

soil to surface flows if subjected to a concurrent storm 

event.  Additionally, dry weather watering activities for 

dust control are also anticipated to contribute marginally to 

increased sediment loading of surface runoff, while 

construction activities are anticipated to result in marginal 

pollution contributions to surface water flows from 

construction related debris and petroleum hydrocarbons 

from machinery.  Although the use of appropriate BMPs is 

anticipated to keep production of these potential pollutants 

small, the project’s potential to impact surface water 

quality is considered significant but mitigable to less than 

significant levels. 

Potentially 

Significant Prior to 

Mitigation 

See mitigation measures 5.2-1 through 5.2-3, and 5.2-9 

above.  

Less Than 

Significant 

Impacts of the Reduction of Pervious Surfaces 

The reduction in pervious surfaces from implementation of 

the CLP would result in an increase in pollutant 

parameters over the existing conditions, primarily due to 

the following: 

 

• Street-generated pollutants (.e.g., oil and grease, 

tire wear, etc.); 

• Fertilizers and pesticides associated with 

landscaping maintenance; and 

• Particulate matter from dirt and dust generated 

onsite. 

Potentially 

Significant Prior to 

Mitigation 

See mitigation measure 5.2-6 above.  Less Than 

Significant 
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However, based on the type of development and 

comparisons to similar developments, the original 

pollutant parameter concentrations are anticipated to be 

low, and the incremental increases are anticipated to 

remain below the minimum standards of RWQCB with the 

exception of oil and grease (State of California, State 

Water Resources Control Board, 1990).  If increases in oil 

and grease were to reach receiving waters, the project’s 

reduction in pervious surfaces would pose a potentially 

significant impact.  

Impacts to Groundwater  

Groundwater Recharge Impacts 

As a result of implementation of the CLP project, activities 

such as grading, irrigation, drainage, and reduction of 

pervious surfaces would result in a reduction of 

groundwater recharge of 0.07 AF per year under a high 

rainfall water year scenario. 

As no beneficial uses of groundwater are identified in the 

immediate vicinity of Pepperdine University, the 

anticipated impacts to groundwater recharge are 

considered less than significant.  

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. Less Than 

Significant 

Groundwater Elevation and Gradient Impacts 

Sub-drains installed around the subterranean structure 

planned at Component 4 may potentially remove a large 

amount of water (up to 80 AF per year) from the 

subsurface in that location. This would result in a decrease 

of groundwater movement from beneath campus toward 

South Winter Mesa and the vacant property east of 

Pepperdine. As groundwater is not used for private or 

public water supply in those areas, there are no adverse 

effects of a decrease in migration of groundwater in these 

directions.  Therefore, impacts associated with 

groundwater elevation and gradient are considered less 

than significant. 

Less Than 

Significant 

MM5.2-12 The de-watering sub-drains that would be 

installed at the Town Square will require a 

contingency plan for disposal.  Pepperdine 

shall develop a contingency plan to dispose 

up to 80 AF per year of water. The actual 

amount of water may prove to be 

considerably less and be seasonal in nature 

after an initial draindown of the near-surface 

fracture zone has occurred. Options for the 

disposal of groundwater include diversion 

of water to the (1) irrigation system, (2) 

Malibu Mesa Wastewater Treatment Plant, 

(3) Tapia Wastewater Treatment Plant, (4) 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Pumped to a nearby bio-swale area for 

treatment via a sump pump system or (5) a 

combination of these alternatives.  Of these 

options, diversion to the storm water system 

is the most feasible.  Permitting for re-use of 

groundwater intercepted by the subdrains in 

the campus irrigation system could be 

obtained; however it may require some 

treatment before delivery to the irrigation 

system storage reservoirs.  

Groundwater Quality  

The proposed project would increase the total amount of 

exposed ground surface draining to groundwater by 0.08 

acre, and the total amount of recharge due to irrigation and 

precipitation will increase up to 0.01 ac-ft/yr.  Therefore, 

very little if any change in water quality is expected, and 

as such, impacts to groundwater quality due to leaching of 

minerals from freshly exposed bedrock surfaces, leaching 

of minerals from new fill materials, and increased salt 

and/or nutrient flux due to increased irrigation are not 

expected and would be less than significant. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. Less Than 

Significant 

Biological Resources (see Section 5.3)    

Components 1, 2, 3, and 4 

Direct Impacts  

The sites proposed for CLP components 1, 2, 3, and 4 are 

urban landscapes without native vegetation or suitable 

wildlife habitat for most wildlife species. No sensitive 

species, locally important species, or sensitive plant 

communities were found, and sensitive species are not 

expected.  These sites do not contain jurisdictional areas, 

and because of their location within or at the edge of the 

existing Campus, they are not important areas for wildlife 

movement.  Direct impacts to sensitive biological 

resources are not expected, with the exception of potential 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Mitigation 

impacts to nesting birds, which is covered in the section on 

impacts related to All Components, below.  Direct impacts 

to biological resources would be less than significant 

Indirect Impacts (Fuel Modification) 

Component 1 

The Component 1 fuel clearance footprint would include 

0.35 acres of natural vegetation beyond existing 

ornamental landscapes and fuel modification boundaries, 

which would include chaparral and coast live oak 

woodland resulting in a loss of up to 14% of the oak 

canopy cover within the woodland.  The 0.35-acre area is 

not known to contain sensitive species or jurisdictional 

areas, nor is it in an important area for wildlife movement 

and any potentially occurring sensitive wildlife species 

would be capable of escaping harm during fuel 

modification activities. The University’s Long Range 

Development Plan (LRDP) requires mitigation for the 

removal of upland vegetation, but not for cutting of 

vegetation for fuel modification purposes. The potential 

exists for nesting birds to be present in native plant 

communities within the Component 1 fuel modification 

footprint during fuel clearance or thinning. Therefore 

project impacts in component 1 would be potentially 

significant but mitigable for nesting birds, upland 

chaparral, and coast live oak woodland resources. 

 

Component 2 

The Component 2 fuel clearance footprint would include 

0.19 acres of coastal sage scrub vegetation beyond existing 

ornamental landscapes and fuel modification boundaries. 

The University’s Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) 

requires mitigation for the removal of upland vegetation, 

but not for cutting of vegetation for fuel modification 

purposes.  The 0.19-acre area is not known to contain 

Potentially 

Significant but 

Mitigable 

 

MM5.3-1 To the satisfaction of the Director of 

Planning and the Los Angeles County Fire 

Department, fuel modification shall be 

avoided or limited to selective thinning and 

deadwood removal within areas containing 

native plant communities within the fuel 

clearance footprints of Components 1 and 2, 

in order to avoid or reduce impacts to oak 

woodland, upland native chaparral and 

scrub vegetation and nesting birds. If 

avoidance is not possible, potential fuel 

modification impacts to nesting birds within 

native plant communities shall be mitigated 

by implementation of MM5.3-10.  If 

avoidance is not possible and selective 

thinning is required, selective thinning shall 

not involve grubbing (removal) of native 

species.  The cutting of oak trees shall be 

limited to deadwood removal only.  

Less Than 

Significant 
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sensitive biological resources, nor is it in important an area 

for wildlife movement.  Potentially occurring sensitive 

wildlife species would be capable of escaping harm during 

fuel modification activities. The potential exists for nesting 

birds to be present in native plant communities within the 

Component 2 fuel modification footprint during fuel 

clearance or thinning.  Therefore, project impacts in 

component 2 would be potentially significant but 

mitigable for nesting birds and coastal sage scrub 

vegetation resources.  

Indirect Impacts Components 3 & 4 (Fuel Modification) 

Fuel modification for CLP Components 3 and 4 would not 

extend beyond existing ornamental landscapes or existing 

fuel modification boundaries.  Therefore, the proposed 

project would not result in new fuel modification impacts 

to these components. 

No Impact 

 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

No Impact 

 

Component 5. 

Direct Impacts 

Vegetation and Sensitive Plant Communities 

The removal of 0.29 acres of native upland chaparral 

vegetation within the grading limits would eliminate the 

ecological functions and values provided by chaparral at 

the site, and could facilitate the spread of exotic invasive 

plant species. Also, upland chaparral vegetation at 

Component 5 provides food (foraging and hunting 

habitat), shelter, breeding and rearing sites for wildlife, as 

well as materials for nest building. This would be a 

significant, but mitigable impact. 

 

A total of 0.41 acres of the California Encelia Scrub 

Alliance occurs within this component and is coincident 

with the site of a re-vegetation project. California Encelia 

Scrub has a conservation status rank of G4S3, indicating it 

is a sensitive community “vulnerable to extirpation or 

Potentially 

Significant but 

Mitigable 

 

 

MM5.3-2 Pepperdine University shall compensate for 

the loss of 0.29 acres of upland chaparral 

within the Component 5 footprint at a 1:1 

ratio.  This shall be accomplished by the on-

site restoration to upland chaparral of 0.29 

acres of mechanically disturbed areas 

located north of a water tank and the re-

vegetated manufactured slopes to the north 

of the Drescher Graduate Campus.  The 

location of the mitigation site is shown on 

Figure 5.3-5.  

 

A restoration plan shall be developed by a 

qualified biologist, restoration ecologist or 

resource specialist, and approved by the 

Director of Planning prior to issuance of the 

grading permit for Component 5.  

Implementation of the mitigation plan shall 

be concurrent with development of 

Less Than 

Significant 
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extinction” within the State of California. Impacts to the 

sensitive California Encelia Scrub Alliance are significant, 

but mitigable.  In order to avoid duplicative impacts and 

mitigation, the California Encelia Scrub Alliance is 

mitigated as a part of the re-vegetation site. 

 

Component 5 of the CLP project.  In broad 

terms, the plan shall at a minimum include:  

• Description of the project/impact and 

mitigation sites 

• Specific objectives 

• Success criteria 

• Implementation plan 

• Required maintenance activities 

• Monitoring plan 

• Contingency measures  

The following success criteria shall be 

incorporated: 

 

• Successful restoration of the 0.29-acre 

site evaluated based on survival rate 

and percent cover of planted native 

species.  The re-vegetation site shall 

have a minimum of 70% survival the 

first year and 90% survival thereafter 

and/or shall attain 75% cover after 3 

years and 90% cover after 5 years; and,  

• Eradication or the substantial reduction 

in cover and the control of invasive 

plant species.  Total cover of all 

targeted invasive species in treated 

areas shall be less than 25% by the end 

of the first year of treatment, less than 

10% by the end of the second year of 

treatment, and less than 5% thereafter 

for the life of the project.  

The native plant palette and the specific 

methods for evaluating whether the project 

has been successful at meeting the above-

mentioned success criteria shall be 
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determined by the qualified biologist, 

restoration ecologist or resource specialist 

and included in the mitigation plan. 

 

The restoration project shall be 

implemented over a five-year period.  The 

project shall incorporate an iterative process 

of annual monitoring and evaluation of 

progress, and allow for adjustments to the 

project plan, as necessary, to achieve 

desired outcomes and meet success criteria.  

Five years after project start, a final report 

shall be submitted to the Director of 

Planning, which shall at a minimum discuss 

the implementation, monitoring and 

management of the project over the five-

year period, and indicate whether the project 

has, in part, or in whole, been successful 

based on established success criteria for the 

project. The project shall be extended if 

success criteria have not been met at the end 

of the five-year period to the satisfaction of 

the Director of Planning.  Any 

modifications to the success criteria, if 

necessary, shall be to the satisfaction of the 

Director or Planning. 

 

MM5.3-3 An Exotic Plant Management Plan shall be 

approved by the Director of Planning prior 

to issuance of the grading permit for 

Component 5.  The Plan will emphasize 

control of exotic, weedy non-native plants 

within and adjacent to Component 5 

(including fuel modification zones), and 

prevent the spread of exotic invasive species 
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into surrounding natural areas. If invasive 

species from the Component 5 site or 

surrounding fuel modification zones spread 

into natural areas, control of invasive 

species shall extend to these areas as well.  

Implementation of the Plan within fuel 

modification zones shall be to the 

satisfaction of the Los Angeles County Fire 

Department.  In broad terms, this Plan shall 

at a minimum include:  

• Specific objectives; 

• Target species and problem areas; 

• Prioritization of threats; 

• Success criteria; 

• Management strategies that would 

result in eradication and/or control of 

problem species;  

• Implementation plan; 

• Monitoring plan; and, 

• Contingency measures. 

  

The following success criteria shall be 

incorporated: 

• Eradication or the substantial 

reduction in cover and the control of 

invasive plant species, and prevention 

of the spread of invasive plant 

species from the Component 5 site to 

surrounding natural areas. Total 

cover of all targeted invasive species 

in treated areas shall be less than 25% 

by the end of the first year of 

treatment, less than 10% by the end 

of the second year of treatment, and 
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less than 5% thereafter for the life of 

the project.  

  

 The target species as well as methods for 

evaluating whether the project has been 

successful at meeting the above-mentioned 

success criteria shall be determined by the 

qualified biologist, restoration ecologist or 

resource specialist and included in the 

Exotic Plant Management Plan.  

 

Implementation of the Plan shall begin with 

initial grading at Component 5 and continue 

until development of Component 5 has been 

completed, and for an additional five years 

into the operational phase. The Plan shall 

also be implemented in the above-

mentioned areas whenever the Component 5 

site is used as a staging area for construction 

equipment and for storage of fill for the 

CLP project.  The Plan shall be developed 

and all necessary reports prepared by a 

qualified biologist, restoration ecologist or 

resource specialist, in consultation with 

personnel responsible for management of 

weed control on the University property.  

The Plan shall allow for adaptation of 

management strategies, as necessary, and 

shall include annual monitoring, reporting, 

and evaluation of progress. The project shall 

be extended if success criteria have not been 

met to the satisfaction of the Director of 

Planning.  Any modifications to success 

criteria, if necessary, shall be to the 

satisfaction of the Director or Planning. 
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MM5.3-4 Any pesticides, herbicides, or fertilizers 

used shall be applied with techniques that 

avoid over-spraying and control application 

to avoid excessive concentrations.  The use 

of chemical pesticides and fertilizers shall 

be limited to the immediate vicinity of 

buildings and exotic landscape plantings. 

 Pest control shall not include Bt (Bacillus 

thuringiensis kursaki) nor shall non-native 

predatory snails (i.e., decollate snails) be 

allowed.  Rodent eradication efforts shall 

emphasize the use of traps and shall avoid 

chemical controls.  If chemical rodenticides 

are used, their applications shall be limited 

to the campus buildings and shall not extend 

to natural areas, areas landscaped with 

native plants, or buffer zones established 

between the development and open space.  

  

MM5.3-5 Where practical, fire retardant native and 

introduced shrubs/trees shall be used to 

buffer the proposed Enhanced Recreation 

Area from the adjacent naturally vegetated 

wildlife habitat.  These native and 

introduced species shall be planted so as to 

be beneficial to wildlife in a manner 

consistent with LACFD requirements.  

Locally Protected Species 

The location of the two oak trees is such that project 

grading would not remove or encroach upon the protected 

zone of either tree. Therefore, the project would not 

require an oak tree permit.  There would be no impacts to 

oak trees as a result of the proposed.  

No Impact No Mitigation Required. No Impact 
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Jurisdictional Areas 

The proposed Component 5 would impact 0.35 acres of 

non-wetland waters of the U.S. under the jurisdiction of 

the ACOE [coincident with 0.35 acres under CDFG 

jurisdiction] and 0.13 additional acres of Riparian habitat 

under jurisdiction of the CDFG, for a total of 0.48 acres. 

There are no ACOE Wetlands at the site.  Impacts to the 

0.35 acres of CDFG/ACOE jurisdictional area and 0.13 

acres of CDFG jurisdictional area are significant, but 

mitigable. 

 

The project would also remove 0.84 acres of the 0.93-acre 

re-vegetation site that the University is required by 

existing permit conditions to maintain this site as 

mitigation for previous impacts in Marie Canyon Creek 

(ACOE No. 95-00483-AOA and CDFG No. 5-402-95). 

Additionally, of the 0.84 acres of the re-vegetation site that 

would be removed by the project, 0.41 acres consists of 

the sensitive California Encelia Scrub Alliance plant 

community, which is discussed above in the Vegetation 

and Sensitive Plant Communities heading above.  As this 

site must be maintained, removal of 0.84 acres of the re-

vegetation site, which includes 0.41 acres of the California 

Encelia Scrub Alliance, would be a significant, but 

mitigable impact. 

 

The project would remove 0.20 acres within the Marie 

Canyon drainage that meet the single attribute (CCC) 

wetlands definition, which are already regulated by the 

CDFG, that would be a significant, but mitigable impact. 

In order to avoid duplicate impacts and mitigation, 

mitigation for impacts to CDFG jurisdictional habitat 

would also serve as mitigation for those areas meeting the 

single attribute wetlands definition. 

 

Potentially 

Significant but 

Mitigable 

 

 

MM5.3-6 The removal and filling of jurisdictional 

areas within the Marie Canyon drainage and 

its tributaries within the Component 5 

footprint shall require the authorization of 

the ACOE, CDFG, and RWQCB.  The 

applicant shall obtain all appropriate permits 

and agreements prior to grading, and shall 

adhere to all mitigation measures issued in 

the permits and agreements.   

MM5.3-7 The removal and filling of 0.48 acres of 

CDFG jurisdictional habitat and 0.35 acres 

of ACOE non-wetland waters of the United 

States shall require enhancement of 

jurisdictional areas at a 1:1 ratio.  Due to the 

overlap of impacted jurisdictional areas, a 

total of 0.48 acres shall be mitigated, 

consisting of 0.13 acres of CDFG 

jurisdictional habitat and 0.35 acres of non-

wetland waters/CDFG jurisdictional habitat.  

This shall be accomplished on-site on 

University property within 0.48 acres of the 

Winter Canyon drainage.  The location of 

the mitigation site is shown on Figure 5.3-5.  

Mitigation in the Winter Canyon drainage 

shall involve removal of invasive species 

and planting of appropriate native species 

where invasive species have been removed. 

Invasive species targeted in Winter Canyon 

shall include, but not be limited to, pampas 

grass, Terracina spurge, sweet fennel 

(Foeniculum vulgare), and umbrella sedge 

(Cyperus involucratus).   

 A mitigation plan shall be developed by a 

qualified biologist, restoration ecologist or 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Based on existing regulatory approvals (ACOE File No. 

2007-01223-PHT and Agreement No. 5-193-97), impacts 

to 0.54 acres of waters of the U.S. and CDFG 

jurisdictional habitat in Marie Canyon debris basin, Marie 

Canyon Creek, and adjacent tributaries have been 

authorized for maintenance purposes.  Additionally, these 

approvals authorize impacts to 0.025 acres of waters of the 

U.S. and CDFG jurisdictional habitat for maintenance 

activities in the existing stockpile.  The proposed 

component 5 acreage impacts in these areas would be less 

than the jurisdictional acreages authorized by these 

approvals, which would be a less than significant impact. 

 

 

resource specialist and approved by the 

relevant Regulatory Agencies prior to 

issuance of a grading permit for Component 

5 of the CLP project.  The Plan shall be 

based on the ACOE Final Mitigation 

Guidelines and Monitoring Requirements 

(April 19, 2004) and the Los Angeles 

District’s Recommended Outline for Draft 

and Final Compensatory Mitigation and 

Monitoring Plans. In broad terms, this Plan 

shall at a minimum include: 

• Description of the project/impact and 

mitigation sites 

• Specific objectives 

• Implementation plan 

• Success criteria 

• Required maintenance activities 

• Monitoring plan 

• Contingency measures 

  

The following success criteria shall be 

incorporated: 

• Eradication or the substantial 

reduction in cover and the control of 

invasive plant species.  Total cover of 

all targeted invasive species in treated 

areas shall be less than 25% by the 

end of the first year of treatment, less 

than 10% by the end of the second 

year of treatment, and less than 5% 

thereafter for the life of the project; 

and,  

• Successful enhancement of areas 

where invasive plant species are 
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removed, which shall be evaluated 

based on survival rates and percent 

cover of planted native species.  Re-

vegetated areas shall have a 

minimum of 70% survival the first 

year and 90% survival thereafter 

and/or shall attain 75% cover after 3 

years and 90% cover after 5 years. 

 

 The target species and native plant palette, 

as well as the specific methods for 

evaluating whether the project has been 

successful at meeting the above-mentioned 

success criteria shall be determined by the 

qualified biologist, restoration ecologist or 

resource specialist and included in the 

mitigation plan.  

 

Enhancement work shall be commenced 

prior to issuance of a grading permit for 

Component 5.  The enhancement project 

shall be implemented over a five-year 

period.  The project shall incorporate an 

iterative process of annual monitoring and 

evaluation of progress, and allow for 

adjustments to the project plan, as 

necessary, to achieve desired outcomes and 

meet success criteria.  Five years after 

project start, a final report shall be 

submitted to the relevant Regulatory 

Agencies and to the Director of Planning, 

which shall at a minimum discuss the 

implementation, monitoring and 

management of the project over the five-

year period, and indicate whether the 
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restoration or enhancement project has, in 

part, or in whole, been successful based on 

established success criteria for the project. 

The project shall be extended if success 

criteria have not been met to the satisfaction 

of the Director of Planning and relevant 

Regulatory Agencies.  Any modifications to 

the success criteria, if necessary, shall be to 

the satisfaction of the Director or Planning 

and relevant Regulatory Agencies. 

 

MM5.3-8 Pepperdine University shall compensate for 

the loss of 0.84 acres of the re-vegetation 

site on the western slope of the Marie 

Canyon debris basin at a 1:1 ratio.  This 

shall be accomplished by the removal of a 

severe Spanish broom (Spartium junceum) 

infestation on 0.95 acres west of John Tyler 

Drive, and restoration of the site to coastal 

sage scrub.  The location of the 0.95-acre 

mitigation site is shown on Figure 5.3-5.  

Spanish broom is also dispersed on 

surrounding slopes within existing fuel 

modification zones in the vicinity of the 

restoration site.  Spanish broom shall be 

removed and controlled in these areas to 

prevent its spread into surrounding natural 

areas. Implementation of MM5.3-8 shall 

also serve to compensate for the loss of 0.41 

acres of the California Encelia Alliance, 

which is coincident with a portion of the 

0.84-acre re-vegetation site on the western 

slope of the Marie Canyon debris basin. 

 A restoration plan shall be developed by a 

qualified biologist, restoration ecologist or 
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resource specialist, and approved by the 

relevant Regulatory Agencies prior to 

issuance of the grading permit for 

Component 5.  Implementation of the 

mitigation plan shall be concurrent with 

development of Component 5 of the CLP 

project.  In broad terms, the plan shall at a 

minimum include:  

 

• Description of the project/impact and 

mitigation sites 

• Specific objectives 

• Success criteria 

• Implementation plan 

• Required maintenance activities 

• Monitoring plan 

• Contingency measures  

 

 The following success criteria shall be 

incorporated: 

 

• Eradication or the substantial 

reduction in cover and the control of 

invasive plant species, particularly 

Spanish broom (Spartium junceum). 

Cover of targeted invasive species in 

treated areas shall be less than 25% 

by the end of the first year of 

treatment, less than 10% by the end 

of the second year of treatment, and 

less than 5% thereafter for the life of 

the project; and, 

• Successful restoration of the 0.95-

acre site evaluated, in part, based on 

survival rates and percent cover of 
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planted native species. The re-

vegetation site shall have a minimum 

of 70% survival the first year and 

90% survival thereafter and/or shall 

attain 75% cover after 3 years and 

90% cover after 5 years.    

  

 The target species and native plant palette, 

as well as the specific methods for 

evaluating whether the project has been 

successful at meeting the above-mentioned 

success criteria shall be determined by the 

qualified biologist, restoration ecologist or 

resource specialist and included in the 

mitigation plan.  

 

The restoration project shall be 

implemented over a five-year period.  The 

project shall incorporate an iterative process 

of annual monitoring and evaluation of 

progress, and allow for adjustments to the 

project plan, as necessary, to achieve 

desired outcomes and meet success criteria.  

Five years after project start, a final report 

shall be submitted to the Director of 

Planning and other relevant agencies, which 

shall at a minimum discuss the 

implementation, monitoring and 

management of the project over the five-

year period, and indicate whether the project 

has, in part, or in whole, been successful 

based on established success criteria for the 

project.  At the discretion of the Director of 

Planning and other relevant agencies, the 

project shall be extended if success criteria 
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have not been met at the end of the five-year 

period.  Any modifications to success 

criteria, if necessary, shall be to the 

satisfaction of the Director or Planning and 

relevant agencies.  

Direct Loss of Sensitive Wildlife Species  

Direct loss of a sensitive wildlife species due to grading 

and construction at the proposed Component 5 site, if 

present during those activities, would be a potentially 

significant but mitigable impact. 

 

Potentially 

Significant but 

Mitigable 

 

MM5.3-9 Two weeks prior to grading at Component 

5, a survey for sensitive wildlife species 

shall be conducted by a qualified biologist.  

The results of the survey shall be 

documented and submitted to the Director 

of Planning.  The Director of Planning and 

the California Department of Fish and Game 

shall be notified and consulted regarding the 

presence of any sensitive species found 

onsite.  Should a federally listed species be 

found, the United States Fish and Wildlife 

Service will be notified.  If a sensitive 

species is found, impacts to the species shall 

be avoided.  If avoidance is not feasible, 

appropriate measures to mitigate for the 

presence of the species onsite shall be 

determined by consultation with the 

Director of Planning and the relevant 

agencies, and may involve the capture and 

transfer of the species to an appropriate 

habitat and location where the species 

would not be harmed by project activities.  

Less Than 

Significant 

Wildlife Movement 

The Component 5 site would be located on developed 

areas of the Campus and would not fragment existing 

habitats.  Additionally, the site does not serve as a habitat 

linkage between open space preserves.  Movement would 

become more restricted within the site because of the loss 

of natural vegetation for cover, however the project would 

not create new barriers that would prevent wildlife from 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. Less Than 

Significant 
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Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

traversing the area making impacts to wildlife movement 

less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts Component 5 (Fuel Modification) 

The proposed Component 5 project would not result in 

new impacts to areas that are currently landscaped or 

subject to fuel modification in the existing condition.  

Therefore, fuel modification activities at this site would 

result in no impacts to biological resources. 

No Impact 

 

No Mitigation Required. No Impact 

 

Component 6 

Direct Impacts  

No sensitive species, locally important species, or 

sensitive plant communities were found, and sensitive 

species are not expected.  There are no jurisdictional areas 

in this site and it is not important for wildlife movement.  

With the exception of nesting birds, which is covered 

below in the section on impacts related to All 

Components, direct impacts to biological resources would 

be less than significant. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Indirect Impacts Component 6 (Fuel Modification) 

The proposed Component 6 project would not result in 

new impacts to areas that are currently landscaped or 

subject to fuel modification in the existing condition.  

Therefore, fuel modification activities at this site would 

result in no impacts to biological resources. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

All Components  

Direct Impacts 

Disturbance or Direct Loss of Nesting Birds and Nests 

Disturbing vegetation and other nesting habitats on these 

sites during the nesting season (February 1 – September 

15) could disturb nesting birds.  The loss of bird nests, 

eggs, and young, due to grading and construction activities 

at all component sites, as well as fuel modification in 

native habitats associated with Components 1 and 2, 

Potentially 

Significant but 

Mitigable 

 

MM5.3-10 No earlier than 14 days prior to the 

commencement of grading, construction or 

fuel modification activities that would occur 

during the nesting/breeding season 

(February 1 through September 15) of 

native bird species potentially nesting on or 

in the vicinity of any CLP component site, a 

field survey for nesting birds shall be 

conducted by a qualified biologist.  Nesting 

bird surveys shall also be conducted 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Mitigation 

would be in violation of one or more of California Fish 

and Game Code Sections 3503 (any bird nest), 3503.5 

(birds-of-prey), or 3511 (Fully Protected birds).  In 

addition, removal or destruction of one or more active 

nests of any other birds listed by the federal Migratory 

Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA), due to tree removal or 

other construction activities, would be considered a 

violation of the MBTA and California Fish and Game 

Code Section 3511.  Project impacts would therefore be 

significant, but mitigable. 

 

periodically by a qualified biologist for the 

duration of project activities that involve the 

removal or disturbance of shrubs, trees, or 

native vegetation.  If development of a 

project component occurs during multiple 

nesting seasons, such as in the case of 

Component 5, which is expected to occur 

over several years, the above-mentioned 

surveys shall be conducted each nesting 

season, provided that the project would have 

the potential, during the particular nesting 

season, to harm or disturb nesting birds at or 

in the vicinity of the site.  

 

The field surveys shall determine if active 

nests of any bird species protected by the 

state or federal Endangered Species Acts, 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and/or the 

California Fish and Game Code Sections 

3503, 3503.5, or 3511 are present in the 

limits of disturbance, or within 200 feet of 

the limits of disturbance for songbirds and 

within 500 feet of the limits of disturbance 

for raptors. If active nests are found within 

the survey area, grading, construction, or 

fuel modification activities shall stop in the 

vicinity until a qualified biologist identifies 

an appropriate setback or other measures to 

avoid harm and disturbance, and the 

Director of Planning, CDFG and USFWS 

(when applicable) are notified.  A qualified 

biologist shall monitor the active nest.  If a 

setback is used, a fence barrier shall be 

erected around the buffer and clearing and 

construction within the fenced area shall be 
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Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
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postponed or halted, at the discretion of the 

biological monitor, until the nest is vacated 

and juveniles have fledged, as determined 

by the biologist, and there is no evidence of 

a second attempt at nesting.  

Indirect Impacts 

Introduction of Invasive, Non-native Plants in 

Landscaping 

Invasive exotic species, introduced as landscaping, may 

outcompete native plants and disrupt normal ecological 

processes if they spread to natural areas, which would 

potentially threaten sensitive plant communities or 

sensitive species.  This would be a potentially significant, 

but mitigable impact.  

Potentially 

Significant but 

Mitigable 

 

MM5.3-11 The CLP shall require that only non-

invasive ornamental plant species or 

appropriate native plant species are used for 

landscaping at all CLP component sites. 

Plant species shall be selected from the 

County of Los Angeles’ Drought Tolerant 

Plant List.  The selected plant list shall be 

reviewed by a qualified biologist to exclude 

any potentially invasive ornamental species.  

Less Than 

Significant 

Impacts to Riparian Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 

Area (ESHA) in Lower Marie Canyon, Malibu Coastline 

Significant Ecological Area (SEA) #1 and Marine ESHAs  

Stormwater runoff from the Project site, during the 

construction and operational phases, has the potential to 

contain fertilizers, pesticides, oils, sediment and other 

pollutants.  The designated riparian ESHA of Marie 

Canyon Creek to the south of PCH, or sensitive shoreline 

and marine biological resources downstream, could be 

adversely affected by poor stormwater quality, resulting in 

potentially significant, but mitigable impacts.  

Potentially 

Significant but 

Mitigable 

MM5.3-12 The applicant shall implement a Storm 

Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), 

Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation 

Plan (SUSMP), and observance of proper 

BMPs, which would be addressed by 

mitigation measures within the Hydrology 

and Water Quality section of this DEIR.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

Impacts to Malibu Canyon and Lagoon SEA #5, the 

Malibu Creek Significant Watershed, and designated 

Environmental Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) 

within the Malibu Creek watershed 

Due to the distance and terrain between the Marie Canyon 

watershed and the Malibu Creek watershed and lagoon, a 

significant nexus between the project sites and the Malibu 

Creek watershed is not expected. Therefore project 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. Less Than 

Significant 
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Significance 
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impacts to designated sensitive areas within the Malibu 

Creek watershed would be less than significant. 

Impacts of Noise on Sensitive Wildlife Species 

A significant increase in the level of noise relative to the 

existing condition could result from the proposed chiller 

plant at Component 2, however, as mitigation for this 

potential noise impact, the chiller plant would be located 

inside a building (see Section 5.5: Noise). With this 

mitigation incorporated noise from all project components 

would be temporary or would not result in a substantial 

increase in the level or duration of noise relative to the 

existing condition, therefore impacts on wildlife would be 

less then significant.  

Less Than 

Significant 

See Mitigation Measures MM5.5-10, MM5.5-11, and 

MM5.5-12 in Section 5.5 Noise 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impacts of External Night Lighting on Sensitive 

Wildlife Species 

As the proposed lighting for the CLP project with 

mitigation included in Section 5.7.2 would not cause 

significant glare impacts, and would not result in 

significant light trespass into surrounding natural areas 

compared to the existing condition, and because 

surrounding natural areas would meet Illuminating Society 

of North America (IESNA) recommended threshold 

criteria to be considered “intrinsically dark, such as a 

National Park”, impacts from external night lighting to 

potentially occurring sensitive wildlife species are 

considered to be less than significant after mitigation.  

Less Than 

Significant 

See Mitigation Measures MM5.7.2-1, MM5.7.2-4, and 

MM5.7.2-8 in Section 5.7.2 Light and Glare 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Cumulative Impacts 

The planned mitigation measures for all CLP project 

impacts would reduce the project’s contribution to 

cumulative impacts to a less than significant level.  

Furthermore, proposed development projects in the area 

would be required to avoid or mitigate for significant 

impacts to biological and jurisdictional resources.  It is 

expected that proper compliance with existing regulations 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Additional Mitigation Required. Less Than 

Significant 
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Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

would reduce the contributions to cumulative impacts of 

other proposed development sites in the project area.  

Air Quality (see Section 5.4)    

Construction-Related Air Quality Impacts 

Airborne Dust 

Prior to the application of mitigation, PM-10 emissions 

may exceed the SCAQMD CEQA threshold. 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

 

The County requires the application of standard dust 

control measures for all discretionary construction 

activities even if CEQA thresholds are not exceeded.  The 

following mitigation measures are recommended to 

minimize fugitive dust generation. 

 

MM5.4-1 The applicant shall prepare a Construction 

Management Plan to control fugitive dust.  

At a minimum, the Plan shall include the 

following dust control measures: 

 

• The simultaneous disturbance site 

should be minimized as much as 

possible. 

• The proposed project shall comply with 

SCAQMD established minimum 

requirements for construction activities 

to reduce fugitive dust and PM-10 

emissions.  A plan to control fugitive 

dust through the implementation of best 

available control measures shall be 

prepared and submitted to the County 

for approval prior to the issuance of 

grading permits.  The plan shall specify 

the dust control measures to be 

implemented.  Such measures may 

include, but are not limited to, the 

following: 

 

a) Application of soil stabilizers to 

inactive areas according to 

manufacturers specifications 

Less Than 

Significant 
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(previously graded areas inactive 

for ten days or more);  

b) Preparation of a high wind dust 

control plan and implement plan 

elements and terminate soil 

disturbance when winds gusts 

exceed 25 mph; 

c) Stabilization of previously 

disturbed areas if subsequent 

construction is delayed; and 

d) Covering all stockpiles with tarps. 

e) All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or 

other loose materials are to be 

covered. 

f) Appoint a construction relations 

officer to act as community liason 

concerning on-site construction 

activity including resolution of 

issues related to PM-10 generation. 

• The project proponent shall comply 

with all applicable SCAQMD Rules 

and Regulations including Rule 403 

insuring the clean up of construction-

related dirt on approach routes to the 

site.  Rule 403 prohibits the release of 

fugitive dust emissions from any active 

operation, open storage pile or 

disturbed surface area visible beyond 

the property line of the emission source.  

Particulate matter on public roadways is 

also prohibited. 

• Adequate watering techniques shall be 

employed to mitigate the impact of 

construction-related dust particulates.  

Portions of the site that are undergoing 
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surface earth moving operations shall 

be watered such that a crust will be 

formed on the ground surface, and then 

watered again at the end of each day.  

Exposed surfaces and haul roads will be 

watered three times/day.  

• Any vegetative cover to be utilized 

onsite shall be planted as soon as 

possible to reduce the disturbed area 

subject to wind erosion.  Irrigation 

systems required for these plants shall 

be installed as soon as possible to 

maintain good ground cover and to 

minimize wind erosion of the soil. 

• Any construction access roads (other 

than temporary access roads) shall be 

paved as soon as possible and cleaned 

after each work day.  The maximum 

vehicle speed on unpaved roads shall be 

15 mph. 

• Grading operations shall be suspended 

during any first stage ozone episodes.  

  MM5.4-2 Non-particulate construction activity 

emissions are not predicted to exceed 

SCAQMD CEQA thresholds. Nonetheless, 

to further reduce potential construction 

emissions, the applicant shall prepare a 

Construction Management Plan to control 

vehicle and equipment emissions during 

construction.  Recommended mitigation 

measures include:  

• Construction parking shall be 

configured to minimize the potential for 

traffic interference and vehicle idling. 

• Any construction equipment using 

Less Than 

Significant 
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direct internal combustion engines shall 

use a diesel fuel with a maximum of 

0.05 percent sulfur and a four-degree 

retard. 

• Equipment and vehicle engines shall be 

maintained in good condition and in 

proper tune, according to 

manufacturer’s specifications and per 

SCAQMD rules, to minimize exhaust 

emissions.  Tier 3 rated engines shall be 

used for all equipment during site 

grading, if available. 

• Equipment whose engines are equipped 

with diesel oxidation catalysts shall be 

utilized, if available.  Construction 

operations affecting off-site roadways 

shall be scheduled by implementing 

traffic hours and shall minimize 

obstruction of through-traffic lanes.  

Construction operations that may affect 

traffic flow on the arterial system shall 

be limited to off-peak hours, as 

permitted.  Truck deliveries occurring 

during construction shall be 

consolidated to the extent feasible. 

• Idling trucks or heavy equipment shall 

turn off their engines if the expected 

duration of idling exceeds five 

(5) minutes as required by law. 

• On-site heavy equipment used during 

grading and construction shall be 

equipped with diesel particulate filters 

if feasible.  

• All building construction shall comply 

with energy use guidelines in Title 24 
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of the California Code of Regulations. 

• Construction equipment operations 

shall be suspended during any second 

stage smog alert.  

• Low VOC architectural and asphalt 

coatings shall be used on site and shall 

comply with AQMD Rule 1113-

Architectural Coatings. 

Local Significance Threshold (LST) Impacts  

LSTs are only applicable to construction period NOx, CO, 

and particulate matter PM-10 and PM-2.5 and the LST 

analysis is based upon maximum feasible emissions over a 

single worst-case day.  NOx and CO emissions would be 

below LST thresholds, and particulate matter LST 

thresholds will not be exceeded if the assumed level of 

dust control mitigation is achieved. 

Potentially 

Significant 

See fugitive emissions mitigation MM 5.4-1 above.  Less Than 

Significant 

Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Operational-Related Exhaust Emissions 

Project-related air quality concerns will derive from the 

mobile source emissions that will be generated from the 

recreational and residential uses proposed for the project 

site.  While area source (non-mobile) emissions would be 

slightly higher from additional student residents’ cleaning 

products, cooking, etc., Project related mobile source 

emissions resulting from vehicular travel would be less.  

Because mobile source emissions dominate the operational 

emissions, overall the proposed project results in a 

decrease of operational emissions for each calculated 

pollutant.  

Beneficial Impact 

 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Beneficial 

Impact 

 

Special Events Emissions 

Increased traffic associated with increased seating capacity 

at a maximally attended campus event would not cause 

any AQMD operational emissions thresholds to be 

exceeded. 

Less Than 

Significant 

 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Micro-scale air quality impacts 

The SCAQMD has demonstrated to EPA that there are no 

“hot spots” anywhere in the air basin, even at intersections 

with much higher CO levels than those near the Project. 

Therefore, any local impacts near the Project will be well 

below thresholds with an even larger margin of safety.  A 

CO screening analysis was performed at the closest major 

intersections surrounding the project that verified this 

conclusion.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

No Mitigation required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

 

AQMP Consistency 

The proposed project would accommodate fewer students 

than the campus growth projections contained in the 

Pepperdine Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), 

which was used by SCAG as the basis for projecting 

campus-related impacts into the AQMP.  Implementation 

of the CLP Project would therefore have a slightly reduced 

regional air quality impact than those currently anticipated 

in the AQMP and would be considered consistent regional 

air quality plans.  

No Impact 

 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

No Impact 

 

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts 

By providing on-campus housing and reducing student 

commuting, the CLP would not generate a cumulatively 

considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required.  Less Than 

Significant 

Noise (see Section 5.5)    

Construction Noise Impacts 

Heavy Construction Equipment 

The loudest construction activities would require almost 

280 feet of distance between the source and a nearby 

receiver to reduce the peak 90 dB source strength to 

75 dB, the most stringent Noise Ordinance standard for 

short-term construction equipment noise.  The 280-foot 

construction radius noise impact envelope would affect at 

most two Malibu Country Estates homes.  This impact 

Potentially 

Significant 

 

MM5.5-1 Prior to the issuance of grading permits for 

the construction of the NCAA Soccer Field, 

the applicant shall prepare a Construction 

Noise Mitigation Plan.  Because 

construction details are not yet known with 

certainty, and because there are multiple 

noise control options, the plan will be 

structured to achieve a performance 

standard at any off-site residential property 

line.  Consistent with the County Code, the 

Less Than 

Significant 

 



1.0  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

!

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 Page 1-51 

Description of Impact 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

would be sporadic and for very limited periods of time. 

Nevertheless, those two homes may be temporarily 

impacted and the impacts are considered significant prior 

to the implementation of a required Construction Noise 

Mitigation Plan.  

maximum allowable construction activity 

noise at the nearest off-site residential 

property line shall be 75 dB Leq.  Measures 

to achieve that performance standard may 

include: 

• Using smaller, quieter equipment, or 

• Installing sound absorbing curtains or 

erecting a temporary berm to interrupt 

the line-of-sight between source and 

receiver. 

MM5.5-2 Grading work shall be limited to between the 

hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Monday 

through Friday.  

 

MM5.5-3 All on-site construction equipment fixed and 

mobile, shall be in proper operating condition 

and fitted with standard silencing devices.  

Proper engineering noise controls shall be 

implemented when necessary on fixed 

equipment.  A monitoring program shall be 

implemented to monitor mobile sources when 

construction is scheduled to occur within 280 

feet of offsite residences. 

 

MM5.5-4 Residences within the Malibu County Estates 

subdivision shall be informed of the 

anticipated start date, duration, noise impact, 

and other pertinent information prior to the 

construction of each of the proposed 

components.  Notification shall also include a 

phone number where people can register 

questions or complaints.  

MM5.5-7 Limit allowable idling to 5 minutes for 

trucks and heavy equipment.  
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MM5.5-8 During construction any semi-stationary piece 

of equipment that operates under full power 

for more than sixty minutes per day shall have 

a temporary ! inch plywood screen if there is 

a direct line of site to any residential bedroom 

window located offsite within 280 feet from 

the equipment. 

 

MM5.5-9 Construction activities shall be restricted to 

between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. 

in order to minimize construction and haul 

route activities that would increase noise 

disturbance on surrounding off site residential 

and commercial land. 

Haul Truck Noise 

The proposed project may result in the export of 70,000 

cubic yards of soils, requiring 160 truck trips (80 loads) 

per day, which would be restricted to using the Seaver 

entrance/exit to Malibu Canyon Road.  These haul trips 

would generate noise levels of 57 dB CNEL at 50 feet 

from the roadway centerline for a 35 mph travel speed.  

This level is below the 65 dB CNEL noise standard.  

 

Therefore, soil hauling would create a less than significant 

traffic noise impact.  

   

Truck hauling of building materials, which produce a 

reference noise level of 50 dB Leq at 50 feet per truck, 

would likely occur on John Tyler Drive.  For project 

impacts to exceed the 65 dB CNEL noise standard at 

homes closest to John Tyler Drive, 720 truck trips (360 

loads) would be required between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m.  As 

CLP construction activities could not accommodate 360 

truckloads of material on a single day, delivery truck noise 

impacts would be less than significant.  

Less Than 

Significant 

MM5.5-5 Project applicant shall post a notice at the 

construction site and along the proposed truck 

haul route.  The notice shall contain 

information on the type of project, anticipated 

duration of construction activity, and provide 

a phone number where people can register 

questions or complaints. 

 

MM5.5-6 Construction staging and delivery areas shall 

be located as far feasible from existing 

residences and shall be scheduled to take 

place from the mid-morning to mid-afternoon 

to take advantage of times when residential 

zones are less susceptible to annoyance from 

outside noise. 

 

MM5.5-7 Limit allowable idling to 5 minutes for 

trucks and heavy equipment.  

Less Than 

Significant 
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Construction Activity Vibration 

The maximum potential construction equipment vibration 

impacts at off-site sensitive receptors would be created by 

a large bulldozer with a reference vibration level of 87 

VdB at 25 feet from the source.  The closest residence to 

any point of project-related heavy equipment operations is 

approximately 200 feet, which would experience vibration 

levels about 10 VdB less than the annoyance threshold for 

infrequent/temporary events. As these construction 

equipment vibration levels would not reach the nuisance 

threshold, nor exceed the 100 VdB building damage 

(cracked stucco, etc.) threshold, vibration impacts would 

be less than significant. 

Less Than 

Significant 

 

No Mitigation Required. Less Than 

Significant 

 

Operational Traffic Noise Impacts 

Traffic Noise Impacts During Normal Operation 

Long-term noise concerns associated with the project 

center primarily on mobile source emissions surrounding 

the project site.  The conversion of commuter students to 

resident students through the housing program would reduce 

student commute trips, eliminating 727 daily trips to the 

campus. Therefore, the project would not create traffic 

noise increases during normal operation and these impacts 

would be less than significant. 

Less Than 

Significant 

 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

 

 Traffic Noise Impacts During Normal Operation With 

Removal of Nocturnal Closure of John Tyler Drive. 

Although no CLP components are anticipated to generate 

substantial traffic related noise between 11 p.m. and 6 

a.m., an estimated thirty percent of existing nighttime 

traffic at Seaver Gate would use John Tyler Drive, which 

is normally closed between 10:30 p.m. and 6:00 a.m., if 

that option were available.  Removing the restriction of 

nocturnal use of John Tyler Drive would result in a 

maximum projection of 68 cars per hour on that roadway 

between 11 p.m. and midnight.  These cars would produce 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. Less Than 

Significant 
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a noise level of 45 dB covering 17 minutes of noise 

generation, which would be less than the residential post 

10 p.m. Noise Ordinance standard of 50 dB for 17 minutes 

of noise (approximately an L25 standard).  Additionally, as 

existing background noise levels at the closest homes 

range from 43-46 dB for a 17-minute average, traffic noise 

increases would be 1-2 dB.  Therefore, project related 

nocturnal traffic noise impacts under this scenario would 

be less than significant. 

Traffic Noise Levels During Special Events 

As a result of the proposed project, an athletics/event 

center (AEC) would be constructed on the east side of 

Huntsinger Circle to house the athletic games and other 

indoor University events that are currently held at the 

Firestone Fieldhouse (FFH) located at the southern portion 

of John Tyler Drive.  Events traffic at the new facility 

would generate peak inbound traffic flows (with 

associated noise impacts) to the campus during a one to 

two hour period prior to the event and outbound flows 

from the campus after the event.  The presumed worst-case 

project-related traffic noise impact, an existing maximum 

attendance FFH event versus a future peak attendance 

event at the AEC would increase noise levels from 

departing traffic by +1 dB at the nearest homes on John 

Tyler Drive compared to an existing Firestone Fieldhouse 

sell-out event.  Such a difference would be imperceptible 

to the closest residence.  As such, special event traffic 

noise levels are anticipated to be less than significant.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Operational Stationary Noise Impacts 

Component #1:  Student Housing Rehabilitation 

 For the student housing component of the CLP, the 

number of students will increase from 2,000 to 2,480, 

resulting in a noise increase of + 0.9 dB, which is 

generally considered an imperceptible increase. 

 

Project –related heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 

(HVAC) equipment would be similar to HVAC equipment 

currently in use and would not substantially increase 

existing noise levels. 

 

Therefore, noise impacts from the student housing 

component on surrounding off-site residences would be 

less than significant. 

 

In addition, as required in Section 5.9.2 (Police Protection 

Services), the University’s Department of Public Safety 

shall increase the number of public safety officers to patrol 

both the Standard and Outer Precincts and ensure noise is 

kept to a minimum particularly during hours of greater 

noise sensitivity.  

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required.  Less Than 

Significant 

Component #2:  Athletics/Events Center 

The relocation of events from the Firestone Fieldhouse to 

the Athletics/Events Center (AEC) would increase the 

distance separation of event noise from off-site receptors, 

resulting in almost 15 dB of noise attenuation, which 

would be augmented by intervening buildings that would 

assist in blocking event noise.  Although the new venue 

could seat more spectators, the noise reduction resulting 

from increased distance and intervening buildings would 

likely reduce overall event noise impacts at off-site homes. 

 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM5.5-10 The chillers shall be contained within a 

substantially or fully enclosed, ventilated 

building with louvers directed away 

from residential and other noise-

sensitive land uses. 

 

MM5.5-11 The mechanical cooling tower shall be 

placed in a location that utilizes other 

physical structures to interrupt the direct 

line-of-sight to the nearest noise-

sensitive uses, as feasible. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Increased special event attendance would be accompanied 

by an increased number of parked vehicles and an 

associated increase in parking activity noises. However, 

the relocation of much of the existing special event 

parking away from the Firestone Fieldhouse would reduce 

parking activity noises by more than 10 dB at the nearest 

MCE homes.  Future special event parking noise at off-

campus residences would therefore be reduced. 

 

Operations of three simultaneous chillers for air cooling 

would exceed the County standards of 50 dB L50 daytime 

and 45 dB L50 nighttime for noise impacts unless the units 

are enclosed (which is planned) in a building, which would 

reduce the noise level to 23 dB at the nearest residence 

which is 1,385 feet away.  Project-related cooling tower 

fans cannot be enclosed and will produce a maximum 40 

dB noise effect at the nearest residence without additional 

structural interference. The combined noise from the 

cooling towers (40 dB) and the enclosed chiller plant (23 

dB) would remain at 40 dB meeting all the ordinance 

standards. Additionally, the cooling towers are anticipated 

to be equipped with variable speed fans that would be run 

at lower speeds at night when cooling demand is minimal.   

However, prior to assurance that the chiller plant would be 

located inside a building, the project would result in the 

potential for a significant impact. 

 

In summary, the proposed athletics/events center would 

not result in significant noise impacts related to event 

noise.  However, noise generated at the proposed chiller 

plant would result in the potential for significant noise 

impacts at off-site residences prior to mitigation.! 

MM5.5-12 Cooling towers shall be equipped with 

variable speed drives that allow 

nocturnal fan speed reduction during 

periods of reduced cooling demand.  
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Component #3:  Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field 

Component 

Upgraded field noise of 47 dB L50 would be a less than 

significant impact for daytime use.   

 

The adopted nocturnal significance threshold of 45 dB L50 

could be exceeded if play continued beyond 10 p.m.  

Mitigation through termination of lighted play at 10 p.m. 

would reduce soccer field activity noise impacts to less 

than significant. 

Potentially 

Significant 
MM5.5-13 Lighted use of the updated NCAA 

Soccer Field shall cease at 10 p.m.  

Less Than 

Significant 

Component #4:  Town Square 

Stationary noise from this component would be mechanical 

equipment such as air conditioning. 

 

The exact type and quantity of HVAC equipment is not yet 

known, however, the hourly average reference noise level 

at a 50-foot distance for typical rooftop mounted 

equipment is 54 dB.  At 900 feet, the nearest distance to a 

sensitive off-site receptor, noise from HVAC equipment 

would be approximately 29 dB L50 without shielding.  

Shielding would reduce noise levels to less than 29 dB L50. 

Because of this component’s distance to off-site sensitive 

receptors as well its lack of noise generating activity, the 

proposed Town Square improvements are expected to 

result in a less than significant impact. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required.  Less Than 

Significant 

Component #5:  Enhanced Recreation Area  

The average noise level at the perimeter of an intramural 

recreational environment was stated to be 55 dB or less for 

softball, and similar semi-competitive activities that would 

occur at this site.   Distance attenuation to the nearest off-

campus homes would reduce this level to 35 dB L50, which 

is below the County of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance 

daytime standard of 50 dB L50 and the nocturnal noise 

ordinance standard of 45 dB L50.  This level is also less 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required.  Less Than 

Significant 
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than the 60 dB wildlife noise protection standard typically 

applied to potentially impacted bio-habitats such as bird 

nesting areas.  

Component #6:  School of Law Parking Structure 

Parking lot noise levels at the property line of the closest 

residence, approximately 1,700 feet from the proposed 

parking structure, would be attenuated by distance to 

around 27 dB L50 without taking into effect the attenuation 

offered by intervening buildings/structures.  Hourly noise 

levels are thus not expected to exceed the County’s 50 dB 

L50 hourly noise standard for daytime parking structure use 

and are considered to be less than significant. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required.  Less Than 

Significant 

Combined Noise Levels From All Project Components  

The possible non-traffic sources including the upgraded 

soccer field, the mechanical equipment at Town Square, 

student recreation at the enhanced recreation area, and 

parking lot operations (door slams, engines starting, tire 

squeal, alarm chirps, etc.), along with the chiller plant 

create a composite noise level of 47 dB L50 which is below 

the County Noise Ordinance standard of 50 dB L50 for 

daytime (pre-10 p.m.) events.  Noise levels excluding the 

soccer field (which would not be lighted after 10 p.m.) 

would total 43 dB, which is below the nighttime County 

Noise Ordinance standard of 45 dB L50.  Therefore, the 

combined noise levels from all projects (assuming the 

chiller plant would be located inside a building) would not 

change the above conclusions for the individual project 

components.  

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required.  Less Than 

Significant 

Cumulative Impacts 

Traffic Noise 

Noise impacts associated with cumulative development are 

anticipated to be potentially significant and would occur 

without implementation of the proposed project.  

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required.  Less Than 

Significant 
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Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts 

is considered to be less than significant. 

Firestone Fieldhouse 

The Fieldhouse currently functions as the student 

recreation center and thus, future uses will be similar to 

existing uses.  While student activity noise may be audible 

late in the evening at the nearest homes because 

background levels are low, the peak activity noise will not 

be any greater than levels currently experienced.  As such, 

late evening use of the future FFH student recreation 

center will not have a significant noise impact. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required Less Than 

Significant 

Baseball Field Lighting 

The University proposes to light the baseball field for 

evening use, which could result in a cumulative effect for 

activity on two lighted fields. The projected 45 dB L50 

from one baseball game would be less than the County 

Noise Ordinance standard of 50 dB L50 at the nearest MCE 

homes for daytime (pre-10 p.m.) events.  However, 

cumulative noise from two lighted fields would be more 

than nighttime standard of 45 dB L50 (post-10 p.m. 

events).  As such, termination of lighting on the baseball 

field at 10 p.m. is a required condition to maintain 

cumulative impacts at less than significant levels. 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM5.5-14 Lighted use of the baseball field shall cease 

at 10 p.m.  

Less Than 

Significant 
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Cultural Resources (see Section 5.6)    

Archaeological site 19-002472 is located within 100 feet 

of the project impact area of Component 5 (Enhanced 

Recreation Area) and is therefore considered to be within 

the Area of Potential Effect (APE).  

Potentially 

Significant but 

Mitigable 

MM5.6-1 A protective fence shall be installed and 

maintained surrounding site 19-002472 

prior to all earth moving activities that occur 

within Component 5. 

 

MM5.6-2 A professional archaeological monitor shall 

be onsite during all earth moving activities 

occurring within 100-feet of site 19-002472 

(Component 5).  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

Given the overall sensitivity of the surrounding area, there 

would be the potential that unknown archaeological or 

paleontological resources could be discovered during 

project construction.  Therefore, all Component areas 

should be considered sensitive for cultural resources.  

Potentially 

Significant but 

Mitigable 

MM5.6-3 In the event that unknown archaeological or 

paleontological resources are discovered 

during project construction, work in the 

immediate vicinity shall be suspended, until 

a qualified archaeological or paleontological 

monitor has inspected the resources, 

identified appropriate treatment, and 

document and report as necessary.  

 

MM5.6-4 In the event that human remains are 

encountered during construction or any 

other phase of development, work in the 

area of the discovery must be halted in that 

area and directed away from the discovery.  

No further disturbance shall occur until the 

county coroner makes the necessary 

findings as to origin pursuant to Public 

Resources Code 5097.98-99, Health and 

Safety Code 7050.5.  If the remains are 

determined to be Native American, then the 

Native American Heritage Commission 

(NAHC) would be notified within 24 hours 

as required by Public Resources Code 5097.  

The NAHC would notify the designated 

Most Likely Descendants who would 

Less Than 

Significant 
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provide recommendations for the treatment 

of the remains within 24 hours.  The NAHC 

mediates any disputes regarding treatment 

of remains.  

Substantial excavations in the project component areas 

that are deeper than the Quaternary landslide material 

and/or deposits of the Sespe and Topanga Formations have 

the potential of encountering paleontological resources 

such as significant vertebrate fossils.  

Potentially 

Significant but 

Mitigable 

 

MM5.6-3 In the event that unknown archaeological or 

paleontological resources are discovered 

during project construction, work in the 

immediate vicinity shall be suspended, until 

a qualified archaeological or paleontological 

monitor has inspected the resources, 

identified appropriate treatment, and 

document and report as necessary.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

Cumulative Impacts 

Related projects in the vicinity must undergo the 

environmental/CEQA process, and appropriate mitigation 

would be applied to protect and/or record potential cultural 

resources.  With implementation of mitigation measures 

mm5.6-1 through mm5.6-4, the proposed project’s 

contribution to potentially significant cumulative project 

impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels 

Potentially 

Significant but 

Mitigable 

 

See mitigation measures mm5.6-1 through mm5.6-4 

above.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

Visual Resources and Aesthetic Qualities (see Section 

5.7.1) 

   

Impacts to Onsite Visual Resources 

The Pepperdine University’s property contains on-site 

visual resources that include the landscaped terrain and 

visible buildings of the campus, as well as Malibu Canyon, 

and a small portion of a Significant Ridgeline located in 

the northernmost portion of the property.  All of the CLP 

components would be situated within the interior or the 

developed campus in locations that are not visible from 

either of the adjacent designated scenic roads. As such, the 

visual character impacts of the existing shoreline or 

mountain viewshed, as seen from designated scenic 

highways, including PCH and Malibu Canyon Road are 

considered to be less than significant.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

No Mitigation Required. 
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Impacts on Scenic Views 

The CLP sites represent infill projects that would 

rehabilitate aged buildings and/or intensify use on 

underutilized sites.  Therefore, none of the CLP 

components would interfere with existing views of ocean 

or shoreline features from designated public viewing 

locations, nor would the CLP block or interfere with 

public views of the elevated ridgelines that are officially 

recognized as scenic features or viewshed ridgelines in the 

Santa Monica Mountains to the north of the developed 

core of the campus.  The proposed soccer field light 

standards at Component 3 would not intrude into the 

skyline and would not block views of scenic rock 

formations or natural vegetation.  The tops of proposed 

light standards at Component 3 would be visible from a 

relatively short segment of PCH (approximately 1,300 feet 

in length).  Therefore, the impact of the CLP to visual 

resources and scenic views is considered to be less than 

significant.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

No Mitigation Required.   

Impacts on Visual Character and Quality 

The proposed CLP components resemble the form and 

function of the existing institutional structures and outdoor 

activity areas that characterize normal and expected uses 

within the developed core area of the Pepperdine campus.  

Further, the sizes and heights of the proposed project’s 

structural components are generally compatible with the 

distribution and scale of existing campus facilities.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

 

The proposed project is not expected to result in 

significant impacts related to visual character, quality, or 

compatibility.  However, the following measures are 

recommended to further reduce impacts.   

 

MM5.7.1-1 Building materials that are compatible in 

color tone and/or texture with the 

surrounding natural terrain are to be 

employed on fences, retaining walls, and 

parking structures at each of the CLP 

component sites and where prominent above 

ground portions of structures are to be built 

or refurbished the tones and textures of their 

building exteriors will be painted and/or 

textured to match and/or resemble those of 

existing campus development.  
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MM5.7.1-2 Walls higher than six feet shall be in tones 

compatible with surrounding terrain and 

similar to existing campus buildings and 

facilities and/or covered in stone accent 

materials as appropriate.  Their surfaces 

must be prepared with appropriate 

construction methods and/or covered with 

building materials designed to create a 

textured effect. 

 

MM5.7.1-3 Architecturally compatible screening to 

conceal rooftop mechanical equipment such 

as air conditioning units from view will be 

emplaced on the tops of all the proposed 

new and refurbished residential structures 

and the Athletics/Events Center.  Equivalent 

architecturally compatible screening, alone 

or in combination with landscaping, will 

also be installed near parking garage 

structure openings and/or along their ingress 

and egress drives to contain vehicle lights to 

the maximum extent feasible.   

MM5.7.1-4 The applicant shall prepare a detailed 

landscape plan that is designed to provide 

aesthetically compatible accenting to and/or 

visual screening of hardscape features and 

walls for each component of the Campus 

Life Project.  The landscaping shall be 

consistent with the existing campus 

landscaping and be subject to the review 

and approval by the County of Los Angeles 

Department of Regional Planning and Fire 

Department, as appropriate, and shall 

address the following:  
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• Landscaping shall be provided on all 

the unpaved surfaces internal to, and 

along the perimeters, of each of the 

CLP components.  The landscaping 

shall include ground covers, tree 

clusters, and shrub clusters, in a manner 

consistent with fire safety needs, to help 

conceal visible linear elements and hard 

edge surface effects resulting from site 

grading, the use of retaining walls and 

the construction of new buildings and 

exposed walls of parking garages, 

including along the southerly side of the 

Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field in 

Component 3 and visible sides of the 

School of Law Parking Structure 

(Component 6). 

• Street trees and parking lot median 

trees, compatible with adjacent and 

campus development, shall be planted 

along Huntsinger Circle, John Tyler 

Drive, and Seaver Drive and in their 

adjacent surface parking areas to 

minimize views of paved surfaces and 

to create vegetative color patterns and 

textures of visual interest internal to the 

project (specifically for Components 1 

[Outer Precinct], 2, 3, 4, and 5) that are 

sufficiently located away from the 

natural wildland/project landscaped-

edge interface. 

• Appropriate landscaping, including 

trees and vegetated walls, shall be 

planted to minimize views of retaining 

walls, including the tiered retaining 
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potentially visible from John Tyler 

Drive that will buttress the southern 

side of the Upgraded NCAA Soccer 

Field (Component 3). 

• Graded slopes at the Enhanced 

Recreation Area (Component 5) shall 

be landscaped to provide suitable 

ground cover and create vegetative 

color patterns and textures of visual 

interest.  Planting palette shall include 

species selected for both short-term 

(first five years) and long-term aesthetic 

characteristics.  

• Project landscaping shall consist of 

native and non-native drought tolerant 

fire retardant species included on  the 

Los Angeles County Fire Department 

Fuel Modification Plan and/or as 

specified in the Draft Pepperdine 

University Wildland Fire and 

Landscape Management Plant to 

partially screen views of the project 

from surrounding uses.  Landscaping 

shall be compatible with the character 

of the surroundings and architectural 

style of the structures. 

 

MM5.7.1-5 To reduce the contrast and presence of the 

proposed Enhanced Recreation Area and of 

the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field light 

poles, the applicant should utilize a flat 

earth-tone finish on the metal surfaces.   
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Light and Glare (see Section 5.7.2)    

Contrast 

The proposed CLP would result in reduced contrast ratios 

at nearly all Receptor Sites; however, two Receptor Sites 

in the vicinity of Component 3 would have contrast ratios, 

which would exceed the threshold of 30:1 when powered 

to a lighting level of 100 fc.  This level is only required for 

games that are to be broadcast for television. As indicated 

above, Because this is likely to be an infrequent 

occurrence (likely less than 10 nights, the great majority of 

the time the lights are in use they will be operating at the 

lower 50 fc level.  Because the contrast ratios at these 

locations are below existing conditions, impacts are 

considered to be less than significant, however, because 

they would exceed a 30:1 contrast ratio, mitigation is 

provided.  Implementation of mitigation measures will 

reduce contrast at impacted receptor sites to below the 

established threshold.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

MM5.7.2-1 The applicant shall prepare lighting plans 

for submission and prior approval by the 

County of Los Angeles, that identify the 

type, layout, and luminaire wattage of all 

exterior fixtures to be employed at each of 

the CLP component sites. The plans shall 

include any and all lighting standards 

proposed for the nighttime illumination of 

playing fields at the Upgraded NCAA 

Soccer Field and the Enhanced Recreation 

Area, and for a related project, the proposed 

lighting improvements at the Eddie D. Field 

Baseball Stadium.  At a minimum the plan 

shall address and conform to the 

requirements defined below, and the County 

of Los Angeles Department of Regional 

Planning must approve all aspects of the 

final submitted lighting plans. 

Nuisance Prevention:  All outdoor lighting 

shall be designed, located, installed, hooded 

and aimed downward or in project-interior 

directions toward structures.  No lights shall 

be directed toward nearby residences or 

open space. 

Lighting Levels:  Outdoor lighting 

installations shall be designed to avoid harsh 

contrasts in lighting levels between the 

project site and adjacent properties.  

Lighting trespass levels as measured at 

nearby residential land use boundaries shall 

be limited to 0.5 footcandles. 

MM5.7.2-2 Ordinary athletic field lighting levels 

employed at Component 3 (Upgraded 

Less Than 

Significant 
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NCAA Soccer Field) during non-televised 

intercollegiate games and during student 

recreation use shall not exceed a Horizontal 

Illuminance at field level of 50 footcandles 

(fc).  Lighting employed at the Eddie D. 

Field Baseball Stadium during non-televised 

intercollegiate games shall be restricted to 

the minimum levels specified by the NCAA 

(75 fc in the infield and 50 fc in the 

outfield).  Use of athletic field lighting shall 

employ a curfew and be used for events 

scheduled to end no later than 10pm.  

Athletic field lighting levels of 100 

footcandles (fc) may be used only on nights 

in which a game will be nationally or 

regionally broadcast, up to 10 events per 

year. 

 

MM5.7.2-5 Project structures shall utilize non-reflective 

materials to avoid glare intruding onto 

adjacent residential properties.  

Illuminance (Light Trespass) 

Beyond Property Boundaries 

The calculated contribution of illumination from all CLP 

components results in a contribution that ranges from 

0.003 to 0.116 footcandles at receptor sites located on 

John Tyler Drive and PCH, where levels in excess of 0.5 

footcandles would be considered a significant impact.  

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. Less Than 

Significant 

 

 

Habitat and Vegetated Natural Areas 

The calculated contribution of illuminance at all receptor 

sites located in vegetated natural areas is less than the 

threshold of 0.1 fc.  

Less Than 

Significant 

MM5.7.2-8 All outdoor lighting utilized in the 

Enhanced Recreation Area and the 

Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field components 

shall utilize directional lighting methods 

with shielding and cut-off type light fixtures 

to minimize glare and incidental upward 

Less Than 

Significant 
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directed lighting effects and that will 

prevent significant light trespass into dark 

naturally vegetated areas.  

Coverage 

Although the numerical value for coverage will increase in 

some cases, the potential lighting impacts related to those 

increases in coverage were either consistent with existing 

conditions, or resulted in reduced lighting impact due to 

CLP design features such as shielding and limited aiming.  

 

Less Than 

Significant 

MM5.7.2-4 The CLP Components shall employ 

Lighting Guidelines adopted from design 

principles and recommendations provided 

by the IESNA and the IDA to minimize all 

forms of light pollution, including glare, and 

light trespass.  At a minimum the project 

lighting design shall incorporate the 

following:  

Exterior Lighting 

Pole- and post-mounted lighting within the 

direct view of any residential property shall 

be located and/or shielded so that the light 

source is not directly visible, and the view 

of the fixture lens and reflector is 

minimized. 

Sports lighting fixtures shall be aimed at an 

angle of 62° or less, normal to the horizon. 

Bollard luminaires shall be specified to 

prevent direct view of the light source.  

Where louvered bollards are specified, they 

shall utilize coated lamps. 

All up lighting fixtures shall be aimed 

and/or shielded to constrain the light to the 

object being illuminated and minimize the 

amount of illumination escaping into the 

night sky; and they shall be focused and 

confined to highlighting or emphasizing 

architectural features and significant 

landscaping elements without resulting in 

significant lighting impacts.  

Less Than 

Significant 
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Site Lighting 

All pole and post mounted luminaires over 

fifteen (15) feet in height shall meet all 

IESNA requirements for “full-cutoff”, and 

shall be aimed downward.  

 

All pole- and post-mount luminaires less 

than fifteen (15) and greater than six (6) feet 

in height shall meet all IESNA requirements 

for “full-cutoff”. 

All luminaires of less than six (6) feet in 

height, such as bollards, shall meet all 

IESNA requirements for “semi-cutoff”. 

For pedestrian walkways and plazas, all 

lighting configurations shall comply with 

IESNA RP-33-99 14.0 Walkway and 

Bikeway Lighting, in accordance with best 

practice recommendations.  

 

Parking Lot and Parking Structure Lighting 

All interior lighting for parking structures 

that is visible from areas exterior of the 

parking structure shall utilize shielding that 

blocks direct view of the light source and 

minimize the view of reflector or diffuser.   

 

For open-air and roof-top parking facilities, 

all lighting configurations shall comply with 

IESNA RP-20-98, 4.0 Illuminance 

Recommendations – Parking Lots, best 

practice recommendations for typical 

conditions.   

 

Landscape screens, hedge walls, or other 

recommended shielding screens/opaque 
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walls should be installed along the open 

sides of the parking structures along 

Huntsinger Circle and Seaver Drive to 

contain, to the extent feasible, the glare of 

headlights and tail lights of vehicles 

utilizing the structure.  

 

Landscape screens, berms, and/or hedges 

should be placed near driveway entries to 

parking structures and around surface 

parking areas near the Athletics/Events 

Center and the western end of the Upgraded 

NCAA Soccer Field to contain, to the extent 

feasible, the glare of headlights and tail 

lights of vehicles visiting the campus 

facilities. 

 

Building Mounted Lighting 

Building mounted fixtures shall be shielded 

so that the light sources (lamps) are not 

directly visible from potentially sensitive 

receptor locations and the view of the 

fixture lens and reflector is minimized.  

 

Building mounted fixtures that are not full-

cut-off shall be primarily for architectural 

accent purposes and be decorative in nature.  

The predominance of illumination for such 

areas where accent lighting and decorative 

fixtures are used shall be provided by other 

luminaires. 

 

Security Lighting:  All areas deemed as 

security risks, shall comply with horizontal 

and vertical illuminance recommendations, 
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as provided by the IESNA for Security 

Lighting per site area. 

 

Lamp Types:  All exterior lighting shall use 

High Efficiency light sources, as defined by 

California Energy Code, Title 24 and Los 

Angeles County Code (Section 22.52.2130).   

Fixture Types:  All outdoor lighting shall 

use cut-off luminaries from which light shall 

be downcast and fully shielded with no light 

emitted above the horizontal plane so that 

light sources in the fixtures are not visible to 

the surroundings. 

Accent Lighting:  Architectural features may 

be illuminated by uplighting provided that 

the light is effectively contained by the 

structures, the lamps are low intensity and 

are used only to provide subtle lighting 

effects and that no significant glare or light 

trespass is produced.  

Context 

The potential lighting impacts related to increases in 

context are either consistent with existing conditions, or 

result in reduced lighting impacts due to CLP design 

features such as shielding and limited aiming.  

Less Than 

Significant 

MM5.7.2-6 All exterior texture and color coatings of 

athletic poles and lighting fixtures visible to 

the general public should be selected to 

blend with the prevailing background colors 

and textures to minimize their visual 

intrusiveness and/or prominence.  

 

MM5.7.2-7 All lighting fixtures visible to the general 

public should be consistent with the overall 

architectural style of the project with respect 

to design, materials, and color.  

Less Than 

Significant 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Contrast 

Four related projects have been proposed within relative 

close proximity to the CLP.  The CLP and those related 

projects’ proposed lighting improvements result in reduced 

contrast ratios when compared to existing conditions at all 

Receptor Sites.  However, three sites showed contrasts in 

excess of 30:1, despite representing relative 

improvements.  The high contrast ratios at those three 

receptor sites result from elevated luminance levels 

required for baseball games that are to be nationally or 

regionally broadcast. This level of lighting is likely to be 

an infrequent occurrence with most uses requiring a 

reduced lighting level.  

Less Than 

Significant 

MM5.7.2-3 In the event that athletic field lighting 

standards are installed in the future at the 

Eddie D. Field Baseball Stadium 

(considered a Related Project, but not a part 

of the CLP) tree and shrub landscaping or 

other baseball field visibility screening 

devices shall be installed and maintained 

east of John Tyler Drive to block direct line-

of-sight visibility of the baseball field 

surfaces to the maximum extent feasible.  

The visibility screening device shall block 

more than 80% of luminance in a uniform 

distribution prior to the installation of the 

Baseball Field lighting.  This can be 

achieved through a combination of 

landscaping and artificial screening devices.  

The landscaping shall be maintained so as 

not to block distant visibility of the Santa 

Monica Mountains.  

Less Than 

Significant 

Illuminance 

The CLP and Related Projects will not create light trespass 

or exceed levels of significance beyond property 

boundaries or in vegetated natural areas. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. Less Than 

Significant 

Coverage 

The increased height of the related projects and CLP 

sports lighting could increase the amount of coverage from 

each receptor site by increasing the possibility of views to 

high brightness lamp sources. However, view angle 

studies have shown that the proposed sports lighting can 

be shielded to limit glare conditions. The potential lighting 

impacts related to increases in coverage are either 

consistent with existing conditions, or result in reduced 

lighting impact due to design features.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Context 

New taller lighting infrastructure would intrude into the 

skyline above mountain ridgelines to the north when 

viewed primarily from Receptor Sites along John Tyler 

Drive.  However, the potential lighting impacts related to 

increases in context are either consistent with existing 

conditions, or result in reduced lighting impacts due to 

design features such as shielding and limited aiming.  

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Traffic and Access    

Operational Impacts 

Traffic Congestion 

The CLP would reduce traffic entering/leaving the campus 

and therefore generate a beneficial impact to the surrounding 

intersections identified for analysis. 

The reduction in daily and peak hour traffic is predicated on 

the provision of new student housing prior to the occupancy 

of the Athletics/Events Center as scheduled in Section 3.0.  

Therefore, mitigation MM 5.8-1 is required during Phase I 

for the Project to result in Beneficial impacts in that period. 

Phase II would result in beneficial impacts.  

Less Than 

Significant  

(Phase I)  

Mitigation MM 5.8-1 is required for the Project to result in 

Beneficial impacts during Phase I. 

 

MM 5.8-1 Prior to occupancy of the new AEC, the 

University shall provide and maintain a 

minimum of 100 net new beds over existing 

conditions.  

Beneficial 

 

Regional Transportation Impacts 

The conversion of commuter students to resident students 

facilitated by the CLP housing program and other campus 

amenities would reduce the number of trips to and from the 

campus.  Thus, the CLP would generate beneficial impacts 

to the Congestion Management Program (CMP) facilities in 

the area.  

Beneficial 

 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Beneficial 

Site Access Impacts 

The proposed project would not alter currently existing 

vehicular access and/or on-campus circulation roads, none 

of which are known to have hazardous conditions.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Site Parking 

The CLP would provide additional parking without 

increasing day-to-day parking demands.  As such, the 

proposed project’s impact related to on-site parking is 

considered to be beneficial.  

Beneficial 

 

No Mitigation Required.  Beneficial 

Athletics/Events Traffic and Parking  

Events Traffic Congestion 

Traffic generated by large and medium size events that start 

or end during the peak traffic hour periods would result in 

significant impacts at 8 intersections studied.  

Significant 

 

Since large events held at the AEC would be infrequent in 

nature, and since the majority of these events would not start 

or end during the peak hour periods, the mitigation 

developed for the AEC focuses on the management of event 

traffic and parking demands and development of a 

Transportation Demand Management Program (TDM) rather 

than the construction of physical capacity improvements. 

 

MM 5.8-2 Prior to any events at the new AEC, the 

University shall develop a traffic and 

parking management plan for events with 

greater than 3,500 attendees for review 

and approval by the County of Los 

Angeles.  At a minimum the plan shall 

include the following elements:  

• Route inbound and outbound 

traffic through both of the 

University gates at Seaver Drive 

and John Tyler Drive in order to 

minimize the level and duration of 

congestion at the beginning and 

end of events.  Use of both gates 

is required to accommodate peak 

inbound and outbound traffic 

flows and avoid significant 

congestion at the campus access 

intersections. 

 

Significant 
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• Develop an event information and 

advertising plan that provides 

information to attendees regarding 

the access and parking system 

planned for the event. The plan 

would include posting information 

on the University's web site, 

providing access and parking 

information with event invitations 

or tickets that are mailed, 

providing event parking and 

access information at the on-

campus ticket sales offices, etc. 

• Post "No Event Parking" signs at 

the entrance to the Malibu 

Country Estates subdivision to 

prohibit parking in the 

neighborhood during events.   

• Implement signing at the two 

campus access kiosks to route 

inbound event traffic through 

without having to stop for a 

parking pass.  This would 

minimize driver confusion and 

vehicles stopping at the entry 

gates, which can create 

congestion. 

• Implement temporary signage at 

the Seaver Drive/Banowsky 

Boulevard and John Tyler 

Drive/Banowsky Boulevard 

intersections to efficiently direct 

attendees to the event parking 



1.0  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

!

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 Page 1-76 

Description of Impact 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 
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areas in the northern portion of the 

campus.  

• Given the proximity of the new 

AEC to the intersection of 

Huntsinger Circle and Via 

Pacifica, traffic control shall be 

required at this intersection to 

direct vehicles and pedestrians at 

the start and end of events. 

• Use signage and/or traffic control 

officers at the on-campus parking 

structures and lots. The plan 

should place officers/signage such 

that the new parking structures 

planned adjacent at the 

Athletics/Events Center, the 

School of Law Student Lot and at 

the Terrace Lot as well as the 

surface parking areas located in 

the campus interior are used to the 

greatest extent feasible. 

• Employ the campus shuttle system 

to transport attendees to/from 

parking facilities used for events.  

Increase the number of shuttles as 

needed based on event size. 

• Include event monitoring that 

reviews the adequacy of the traffic 

and parking management plan 

after the events are held and 

allows for adjustments to the In 

general, the plan elements would 

be fine-tuned and adjusted based 
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on the results of the monitoring 

efforts. 

 

MM 5.8-3 A comprehensive Transportation Demand 

Management Program (TDM) shall be 

developed and implemented for large-scale 

events attended by over 3,750 persons that 

start or end during the A.M. or P.M. peak 

periods and draw the majority of attendees 

from off-campus sources.  The TDM Program 

shall include measures, such as those listed in 

the Traffic Impact Study (Appendix H of this 

Draft EIR), to decrease the number of 

vehicular trips generated by people traveling 

to the Athletics/Events Center during these 

times by offering specific facilities, services, 

and actions designed to reduce automobile 

dependency, as well as to promote alternative 

travel modes (e.g., carpool, regional shuttle 

systems, come early and stay late initiatives, 

etc.).  The TDM Program shall be developed 

in conjunction with the County of Los 

Angeles and subject to their final approval.  A 

Preliminary TDM Plan shall be developed in 

conjunction with the County of Los Angeles 

prior to issuance of a building permit for the 

AEC.  The Final TDM Plan shall be approved 

prior to issuance of any Certificate of 

Occupancy for the AEC. 

Events Parking 

An event with maximum attendance at the 

Athletics/Events Center that occurs during peak afternoon 

operating demand would occupy 91% of campus parking 

spaces at the end of Phase I, or 88% after Phase II. 

Less Than 

Significant 

See Mitigation Measures MM 5.8-2 and MM 5.8-3 above.  Less Than 

Significant 
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In the event that the SOL parking structure is not 

constructed prior to the completion of the AEC, other 

campus parking facilities would not accommodate an 

event at the AEC with the proposed maximum attendance 

of 5,470 guests during the peak demand period.  However, 

by maximizing use of the available 4,724 parking spaces 

through programs such as special parking permits and 

shuttling to underutilized more remote on-campus parking 

locations, an event with 5,000 guests would be 

accommodated.  This attendance limitation would require 

restricting AEC events to the 5,000 permanent seats and 

not providing the 470 folding chairs on the floor.  As this 

attendance restriction does not require design changes to 

the CLP, this potential impact would be less than 

significant.  However, mitigation is included to limit the 

maximum size event to 5,000 guests during the peak demand 

period until a supply of 4,880 parking spaces is achieved.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

MM 5.8-4 The maximum size event during the peak 

parking period shall be limited to 5,000 

attendees until a parking supply of 4,880 

parking spaces is provided.  

Less Than 

Significant 

Cumulative Traffic / Access Impacts 

The CLP would reduce average daily and peak hour traffic 

entering/leaving the campus and therefore generate a 

beneficial impact to the intersections under the cumulative 

scenario. 

Beneficial No Mitigation Required. 

 

Beneficial 

Public Services – Fire Protection (see Section 5.9.1)    

Fire Protection Services 

Defensibility from Wildfires 

Although the CLP develops land uses in an area subject to 

wildfires, its occupants and/or property would be 

adequately protected from wildfires, and the potential for 

wildfire impacts to  occupants/structures of the proposed 

project would be less than significant.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

MM5.9.1-2 The University’s Sheltering/ Evacuation 

Plan, which is an element of the 

University’s Emergency Plan shall be 

updated to include all the CLP elements and 

structural facilities.  The updated plan in its 

entirety will be subject to the review and 

approval by the LACFD.  

 

MM5.9.1-5 Reclaimed water from the University’s 

storage lakes at Alumni Park will continue 

to be used for fire suppression purposes as 

Less Than 

Significant 
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needed by campus Public Safety officers 

and the LACFD.  

Wildfire Impacts Associated with Increased Human 

Activity 

The CLP does not place new structures immediately 

adjacent to undeveloped areas containing native 

vegetation. LACFD regulations requiring brush clearance 

areas and fire retardant landscaping would be applied to 

reduce the potential for on-campus wildfires. 

 

Identification of persons entering campus, closed-circuit 

surveillance cameras, and intrusion alarms also reduce the 

potential for on-campus arson or wildfires. Therefore, it is 

anticipated that the increase in the number of students 

housed on-campus and visitors to the campus as a result of 

the completion of the CLP would not substantially 

increase the possibility of an occurrence of human-caused 

wildfires. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

 

MM5.9.1-3 The proposed CLP components shall 

comply with all applicable Uniform Fire 

Code (UFC) and LACFD ordinance 

requirements for Commercial and High 

Density Residential development located in 

high fire danger areas regarding the 

following:  building construction methods 

and materials; the ease of site access; the 

adequacy of water mains, namely of fire-

flow pressures and volumes; the location 

and numbers of fire hydrants; the use of 

indoor sprinklers and sensors; and the re-

vegetation of all manufactured slopes with 

fire retardant (native) landscaping; and strict 

and timely adherence to LACFD-mandated 

fire-safety brush clearance regulations. 

 

MM5.9.1-7 Pepperdine University shall post no 

smoking and/or use of open flame signage 

at all trail and dirt road entry points to 

undeveloped (natural) areas of the campus 

and shall continue to prohibit and enforce 

the “no smoking” policy in undeveloped 

(natural) areas of the Malibu campus by 

means of the recording of violations by 

campus safety officers, the issuance of 

campus citations for violations, and the 

prompt reporting of such instances to the 

appropriate law enforcement authorities as 

necessary. 

 

MM5.9.1-8 Pepperdine University shall continue to post 

“fire danger” signs and restrict entry to all 

Less Than 

Significant 
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unauthorized persons into naturally 

vegetated hillside terrain during officially 

declared high fire hazard weather 

conditions.  The University’s Department of 

Public Safety shall continue to provide 

regular patrols and enforcement within the 

University property to prevent unlawful 

activity that could result in urban fires or 

wildfires.    

Demand for Fire Protection/Emergency Services  

Existing staff levels and equipment would adequately 

accommodate the proposed CLP.  The project is required 

to comply with requirements regarding construction, 

access, water mains, fire flows, and hydrants. The CLP 

therefore would generate a demand for typical fire 

protection services that could be adequately 

accommodated by existing staff levels, equipment, and/or 

water supply, and thus, impacts on  existing fire 

protection/emergency services would be considered less 

than significant.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

MM5.9.1-3 See above. 

 

MM5.9.1-4 The proposed CLP shall comply with all 

applicable State Fire Marshall requirements 

for the installation of fire alarms, firewalls 

and dampers, and detector devices. 

 

MM5.9.1-6 Pepperdine University shall provide detailed 

site plan maps and facilities drawings of the 

completed CLP component facilities and 

areas to the LACFD, which clearly illustrate 

access routes, building recognition 

identification, numbers names, addresses, 

building and parking structure floor plans, 

the locations of emergency exits, and any 

other pertinent information that would 

facilitate LACFD response.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

Cumulative Fire Protection Impacts 

Each additional related projects development creates 

greater demands on existing resources, which would 

increase the significant cumulative impact this project 

would have on LACFD services.  However, each project 

would subsequently be required to mitigate its individual 

impacts on  fire protection services.  Provided all 

applicable codes, and policies were followed, cumulative 

impacts upon fire services would be reduced to less than 

Less Than 

Significant 

 

MM5.9.1-1 As recommended by the LACFD, the 

incremental impact of the proposed CLP 

project on fire protection and emergency 

medical services within the Pepperdine 

University service area shall be mitigated by 

Pepperdine University’s participation in the 

City of Malibu’s adopted Developer Fee 

Program for new residential, commercial, 

and industrial construction, which benefits 

Less Than 

Significant 
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significant levels. It can be expected that the cumulative 

effect of additional development in this area could further 

increase the occurrence of wildfires.  The proposed CLP 

could contribute to this cumulative effect.  This effect is 

potentially significant but would be mitigated to less than 

significant levels by project-specific mitigation measures 

including increased fire safety awareness programs and 

implementation of fire prevention measures such as brush 

clearance.  

the Consolidated Fire Protection District of 

Los Angeles County.  Program fees levied 

by the County of Los Angeles shall support 

fire stations and apparatus necessary to 

deliver service to the City of Malibu, which 

would due to their geographic proximity, 

provide fire suppression and emergency 

services to Pepperdine University.  

Public Services – Police Protection (see Section 5.9.2)    

Police Protection Services 

Short-Term Construction Phase Impacts 

The University’s Public Safety Officers are expected to 

reduce demands for law enforcement by the LACSD 

during the construction phase, by their routine patrolling 

of construction areas to guard against the potential for 

theft of construction materials/equipment.  Traffic 

enforcement of heavy construction vehicles is not 

anticipated, as these would not utilize nearby public 

streets. Therefore no significant short-term law 

enforcement impacts are anticipated as a result of 

construction of the proposed project components.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Operational Impacts 

The proposed project would not result in the need to hire 

additional deputies and would not alter LACSD response 

times.  

 

The University’s Department of Public Safety follows a 

policy of adding one new public safety officer per 35,000 

square feet of new non-residential development. Based on 

the 243,445 square feet of non-residential development 

proposed under the CLP, approximately seven additional 

public safety officers will be required. 

Potentially 

significant without 

mitigation 

MM5.9.2-1 The University’s Department of Public 

Safety shall hire one additional public safety 

officer for every 35,000 square feet of new 

non-residential development.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 



1.0  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

!

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 Page 1-82 

Description of Impact 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

Cumulative Police Protection Impacts 

The CLP population increase, along with the population 

increase that would occur as a result of the related 

projects, would augment the existing demand for law 

enforcement and protection services provided by the 

LACSD, which could affect existing response times and 

overall levels of service.  Therefore, cumulative impacts to 

the LACSD are considered to be potentially significant.  

However, provided the University’s Department of Public 

Safety augments it current staffing to meet emerging 

needs, the CLP’s contribution to this cumulative impact 

would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

Potentially 

significant without 

mitigation 

MM5.9.2-1 See above.  

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Utilities    

Water Supply 

Potable Water 

Los Angeles County Water Works District (LACWWD) 

No. 29 has existing facilities in place to provide the 

potable water required to meet future demands and has 

issued a “Will Serve” letter for the CLP. West Basin 

Municipal Water District (WBMWD), which supplies all 

water for LACWWD No. 29, has adequate supplies to 

meet the demands of its retail customers, including 

LACWWD No. 29, through 2030.  

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required.  Less Than 

Significant 

Recycled Water Supply 

Maximum future recycled water demand at the University 

is 461,984 gpd, while availability of recycled water supply 

exceeds the future demand by approximately 1.19 million 

gpd. Additionally, the CLP would incorporate drought-

tolerant landscaping in order to help conserve recycled 

water sources.  Therefore, impacts to annual demand on  

recycled water supplies are considered less than significant  

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required.  Less Than 

Significant 
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Potable Water Storage 

Surplus Storage (total available storage less the total 

required storage) is in excess of 2.6 million gallons for the 

future demand including emergency storage, Operational 

Storage, and Fire Storage.  Thus, CLP would have a less 

than significant impact on potable water storage. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required.  Less Than 

Significant 

Recycled Water Storage 

A storage surplus in excess of 2.6 million gallons exists to 

accommodate future demand.  Thus, it is anticipated that 

the CLP would have a less than significant impact on 

recycled water storage. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required.  Less Than 

Significant 

Potable Water Pumping Capacity 

Sufficient booster pumping capacity exists to 

accommodate Maximum Day Demand with the largest 

pump out of service.  Thus, a less than significant impact 

is anticipated. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required.  Less Than 

Significant 

Recycled Water Pumping Capacity 

There is a surplus of 1,377 gpm pumping capacity for 

recycled water supplies with the largest pump out of 

service. Thus, a less than significant impact is anticipated. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required.  

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Fire Flow System Capability 

As described above under the potable water storage 

analysis, it is anticipated that the University would have 

more than enough potable water storage capacity to 

accommodate the required fire flow.  As mentioned in the 

Fire Protection Services Section (Section 5.9.1), the 

proposed CLP component designs would incorporate and 

meet all fire safety features in accordance with applicable 

County Fire Safety Code requirements and ordinances 

pertaining to the adequacy of fire-flows, the use of 

sprinklers in new construction, and the location of 

adequate numbers of fire hydrants. Nevertheless, fire code 

officials shall determine final fire flow requirements for 

buildings or portions of buildings and facilities.  Provided 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
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that the project meets fire flow requirements as determined 

by the LACFD, impacts would be considered less than 

significant. 

Cumulative Water Impacts 

Since no groundwater resources in the project area are 

proposed for use, water availability impacts related to the 

CLP would involve only the purchase or acquisition of 

potable and reclaimed water from water purveyors.  

 

Few (if any) of the Los Angeles County projects or the 

City of Malibu projects would compete for the reclaimed 

water sources that are exclusive to Pepperdine University. 

As the CLP components are in locations already served by 

the reclaimed water system, there would be no cumulative 

impacts for reclaimed water. 

 

Future University development, including the CLP, would 

represent approximately 26 percent of the cumulative 

demand. However, future CLP annual potable water 

demand would only represent a .23 percent increase on the 

current annual water demand of the LACWWD No. 29 

and at project build-out in 2030, this would represent .16 

percent of District No. 29’s demand for water and .01 

percent of future demand on WBMWD’s supplies.  While 

there are future cumulative increases in water demand, of 

which the project is a part, the water suppliers project to 

have adequate supplies to meet those future cumulative 

demands, making CLP cumulative impacts to water 

supplies less than significant. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required.  Less Than 

Significant 

Sewage Disposal 

Impacts on the Pepperdine Wastewater System 

During seasonal storm events, ground water infiltrates into 

the sewage collection system and increases the amount of 

wastewater exerted on the Wastewater Flow Equalization 

Potentially 

Significant Before 

Mitigation 

MM5.10.2-1 Applicant shall upgrade the existing 

Wastewater Flow Equalization Station with 

an additional pump with 180 gpm capacity 

that would provide the Wastewater Flow 

Equalization Station pumping station with 

50 percent redundancy at 360 gpm of duty 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Description of Impact 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

Station (WFES). The WFES diverts wastewater flows to 

both MMWRP and TWRF, and can currently divert a 

maximum of 115 gpm to the MMWRF and 180 gpm to the 

TWRF.  Under peak wet weather conditions, the pump/s 

must deliver 187 gpm over a 24-hour period.  As a result, 

in the event that one WFES pump is out of service during 

such a peak wet weather event, the WFES would not have 

the ability to maintain its level to point equal to the level 

when the peak event started, which would potentially be a 

significant impact. 

capacity.  With a third pump added, the 

capacity of the Wastewater Flow 

Equalization Station would be more than 

adequate to accommodate the additional 

flows expected during wet weather events.  

Impacts on Off-Campus MMWRP and TWRF Facilities  

The net increase of the proposed project’s wastewater 

generation would not exceed any existing entitlements or 

agreements between Pepperdine University and the 

LVMWD (which operates the TWRF) or the MMWRP. 

As such, the proposed project impacts to off-campus 

wastewater facilities are expected to be less than 

significant. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. Less Than 

Significant 

Cumulative Impacts to Wastewater Facilities 

Because it would not be feasible for related projects, other 

than those located on the Pepperdine campus, to be served 

by the MMWRP, related projects would be expected to 

contribute to the reduction in TWRF’s available excess 

capacity.  Urbanization within the TWRF service area 

could potentially have a significant cumulative impact on  

wastewater services, however, the CLP and on-campus 

related projects would use approximately 0.60 percent of 

the current excess capacity of TWRF, which would not be 

cumulatively considerable and therefore the project’s 

contribution after mitigation is less than significant. 

Less Than 

Significant 

MM5.10.2-2 The University shall prepare a sewer area 

study subject to the review and approval of 

the Los Angeles County Department of Public 

Works prior to the issuance of a building 

permit for the project.  

Less Than 

Significant 
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Description of Impact 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

Solid Waste Impacts 

Construction Period Impacts 

The CLP is expected to comply with the County’s 

mandatory Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling 

and Reuse Program.  It is expected that at least 80 percent 

of the demolition debris, based on recent campus 

demolition/construction projects, would be diverted from 

landfills through recycling efforts, leaving and estimated 

240 tons to be disposed at a landfill. Given the excess in 

permitted daily capacity at the Sunshine Canyon, 

Calabasas, and Chiquita landfills, non-recycled 

construction waste from the CLP is not expected to exceed 

the capacity of the landfills.  Therefore, the CLP is not 

expected to result in significant construction related solid 

waste impacts.  

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required.  Less Than 

Significant 

Operational Impacts 

On a yearly basis, the CLP would generate 833.3 tons of 

solid waste per year for an average daily generation of 

approximately 2.3 tons per day (approximately 4,564.7 

lbs.) during operation.  Peak days (Athletics/Events 

Center, as well as Standard and Outer Precincts, operating 

at full capacity), would generate approximately 10,575.8 

pounds.  The daily average of 2.3 tons of solid waste 

generated from the project per day represents 0.11 percent 

of the remaining average daily capacity of the Sunshine 

City/County Landfill, or 0.10 percent and 0.23 percent of 

the remaining average daily capacity at the Chiquita 

Canyon Landfill and Calabasas Landfill, respectively. By 

incorporating the CLP into the University’s existing waste 

reduction program, the solid waste generated by the 

project could be reduced from 833.3 tons per year to 183.3 

tons per year.  However, waste generation is irreversible, 

and at the project-level the CLP would contribute to 

reduction in the existing landfill capacity.  The proposed 

Potentially 

Significant Before 

Mitigation 

MM5.10.3-1 The applicant shall implement a 

recycling program for the operational 

phase of the CLP in compliance with 

the University’s current recycling 

program.  The recycling program shall 

be monitored to ensure that the program 

advances along with technological 

advancements in waste management 

industry-wide.  At a minimum the 

recycling program shall maintain 

existing levels of waste diversion with 

improvements in waste diversion 

overtime that exceed existing levels and 

are in keeping with overall Countywide 

criteria.  Some the measured recycling 

criteria that shall be met or exceeded 

include: 

• All on campus green waste (e.g. 

tree trimmings, brush clearance, 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

CLP solid waste impact is therefore considered adverse, 

but reduced to less than significant with incorporation of 

mitigation.  

grass, etc.) shall be either be 

chipped and reused for pathways 

(e.g. wood chips) or shall be 

composted at an approved 

composting site. 

• Food waste shall be separated 

from other refuse and recyclable 

materials and sent to a 

composting site and reused on 

campus for landscape 

maintenance in-lieu of fertilizer. 

• Dining on campus shall provide 

non-disposable plates and cutlery 

and cups.  Styrofoam shall 

remain prohibited. 

• Offices shall set printers to 

double sided printing whenever 

one-sided is not necessary.  

Faculty and students shall be 

encouraged to utilize double-

sided printing whenever 

possible. 

• Batteries, toner cartridges and 

other office tech equipment such 

as computer monitors, printers, 

and cell phones shall be 

recycled. 

• Offices shall promote recycled 

paper usage that contains at least 

30 percent recycled content and 

is Green Seal Certified. 

• The campus shall maintain usage 

of 100 percent recycled products 
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Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

(e.g. hand towels) for the 

janitorial products for common 

area restrooms, break rooms, etc.  

• The Pepperdine bookstore(s) 

shall amply stock recycled 

products so as to minimize 

reliance on non-recycled 

products to the extent feasible.  

Cumulative Solid Waste Impacts 

Construction and operation of the proposed CLP and the 

related projects listed in Section 4.0 would result in the 

generation of additional solid waste to be disposed of at 

County landfills.  The annual cumulative waste generation, 

including the CLP and the Related Projects, would be 

776.9 tons, of which the CLP represents 23.6 percent. The 

County plans to divert 70 percent of solid wastes by the 

year 2020, and there would likely be permitted landfill 

capacity expansions in the future that would provide 

adequate capacity to accept the cumulative waste 

generation. Although wastes from the proposed project 

and the related projects would not exceed available landfill 

capacity now, they would contribute to a cumulatively 

considerable impact, in combination with regional growth, 

on landfill capacity.  Although the project would 

contribute to a significant cumulative impact on landfill 

capacity, incorporation of mitigation requiring the project 

be incorporated into the existing University recycling 

program would reduce this contribution to less than 

cumulatively considerable.  This impact is considered to 

be potentially significant but mitigable to less than 

significant levels.  

  Less Than 

Significant 
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Mitigation 

Land Use (see Section 5.11)    

Land Use Compatibility 

Onsite 

The proposed CLP consists of improvements involving 

athletic and residential facilities, parking structures, and 

other facilities situated within the already-developed 

campus core. The types, mix, density, intensity, massing, 

and organization of uses that have historically been 

established as part of the developed campus would not be 

substantially altered in a way that would introduce on-site 

compatibility impacts.  As a consequence, the project 

would result in a less than significant impact to on-site 

land uses.  

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. Less Than 

Significant 

Offsite 

All off-site residential, commercial, public uses, parklands 

and open spaces are separated from the CLP components 

by a substantial distance with the exception of the single-

family residences comprising the MCE.  The proposed 

CLP components are infill projects located within the 

interior of the developed campus among existing campus 

structures and facilities and will not introduce any new 

uses to the University.  Additionally, the proposed 

Athletics/Events Center would relocate events to a more 

interior campus location, which is farther away from 

MCE, as compared to the existing Firestone Fieldhouse 

venue.  The CLP would result in a reduction in daily 

traffic, and associated noise and air quality impacts. Other 

impacts related to events are anticipated to be less than 

significant as discussed in each relevant section. 

Consequently, the proposed project would not result in a 

significant land use compatibility impact with respect to 

adjacent land uses. 

 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Mitigation 

Consistency With Governing Plans, Policies, and 

Ordinances 

County of Los Angeles General Plan 

The County’s General Plan land use designation for the 

proposed CLP site is (P) Public/Semi-Public, which allows 

for “major existing and proposed public and semi-public 

uses, including airports and other major transportation 

facilities, solid and liquid waste disposal sites, utilities, 

public buildings, public and private educational 

institutions, religious institutions, hospitals, detention 

facilities and fairgrounds.”  Therefore, the CLP’s proposed 

uses (i.e., parking, athletic, recreational, housing, and other 

facilities for a private education institution) are permitted 

by the County’s General Plan (P) Public/Semi-Public land 

use designation. Table 5.11-1 identifies applicable Los 

Angeles County General Plan policies and assesses the 

project’s consistency with each, and as discussed in detail 

in Table 5.11-1, the CLP would be generally consistent 

with all applicable General Plan policies. As such, project 

impacts are considered to be less than significant.  

Less Than 

Significant 

 Less Than 

Significant 

Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 

The CLP’s proposed uses, (i.e., parking, athletic, 

recreational, housing, and other related academic 

facilities), are permitted by the Malibu Local Coastal 

Program Land Use Plan’s Institution and Public Facilities 

land use designation (category 11).  Table 5.11-2 identifies 

applicable Los Angeles County Malibu Local Coastal 

Program Land Use Plan policies and assesses the project’s 

consistency with each one to identify if the project would 

conflict with policy, thereby resulting in an environmental 

impact or prevent the avoidance or mitigation of 

environmental effects intended by the policy.  As 

discussed in Table 5.11-2, the CLP would be generally 

consistent with all applicable General Plan policies.  As 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Before Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

such, project impacts are considered to be less than 

significant. 

Los Angeles County Zoning Code (Title 22) 

The CLP’s proposed uses (i.e., parking, athletic, 

recreational, housing, and other facilities) are permitted by 

the County Zoning Code designation of A-1-1-DP.  Under 

the DPZ designation, the proposed CLP will be submitted 

to the County for a CUP in consideration of environmental 

analyses regarding traffic, sewage, views, public 

infrastructure costs, alternatives and other subjects that are 

contained in this EIR. 

 

As detailed in Table 5.11-2, the CLP components include 

uses and densities that fit within the University’s long-

term development plans as previously conceptually 

approved by the County.  The proposed CLP, with 37.9 

acres and 394,137 net new square feet of facilities, covers 

fewer acres and includes fewer facilities than approved 

under the DPZ, which currently allows approximately 

640,000 square feet of structures that have never fully 

been realized.  Consequently, the proposed project would 

be consistent with the County’s Zoning Code  

Less Than 

Significant 

 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

 

California Coastal Commission Long Range Development 

Plan (LRDP) Policy Consistency 

As discussed in Table 5.11-4, the CLP would be 

substantially consistent with all applicable LRDP policies, 

and therefore no significant policy consistency impacts 

would result.  However, the University is requesting an 

amendment to the LRDP to address only the specific 

adjustments that will be required to implement the CLP, 

which are: 

• Certain buildings have been consolidated and 

relocated to minimize impacts and provide an 

efficient design. 

Less Than 

Significant 

 

No mitigation required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
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Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

• In a few instances, heights have been adjusted to 

accommodate the as-designed building heights 

and architectural elements of the CLP 

components. 

• The specific configuration and uses of a few 

facilities have been altered slightly to provide for 

more efficient uses. 

• Parking has been consolidated where possible 

• Where components require incremental additional 

square footage above that which is approved for 

development, surplus unused density available 

under other CLP components will be reallocated 

to account for the deficit. 

Cumulative Land Use Impacts 

Implementing the CLP, in accordance with the LRDP, 

would provide the campus core with infill development of 

educational, recreational, housing, parking, and supporting 

facilities.  The development of the CLP in concert with the 

related development within the surrounding sub-region 

(listed in Section 4.5) would result in the modest 

intensification of prevailing land uses, which would not 

result in significant land use compatibility impacts when 

considered in combination with the related projects 

anticipated in the area. No significant cumulative impacts 

are anticipated. 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

 

Global Climate Change (see Section 5.12)    

Greenhouse Gases 

To address global climate change impacts, California has 

set goals of returning to 1990 greenhouse gas emission 

levels which, for California, and for a project such as the 

CLP, means 29 percent below “business as usual” in 2020. 

Project design features incorporated in the project would 

reduce its contribution to greenhouse gas emissions by 

43% percent below “business as usual” emissions.  As 

Less Than 

Significant 

No Mitigation Required. Less Than 

Significant 
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such, the project would implement its fair share of the 

State’s program designed to mitigate cumulative global 

climate change impacts.  Therefore, in accordance with 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 (a)(3), the project’s 

contribution to global climate change impacts is 

considered to be less than significant. 
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1.4 ALTERNATIVES 

The DEIR evaluates the potential impacts of four alternatives.  These alternatives are compared to the 
impacts associated with the proposed project and among these an environmentally superior alternative is 
identified.  The selection of alternatives was based on CEQA Guidelines and the project’s significant 
impacts as identified in Section 4 of this EIR.  The following alternatives were selected for analysis in this 
EIR: 
 
Alternative1: No Project – The proposed CLP would not be implemented and the proposed component 

sites would remain unchanged. 
Alternative 2: Offsite Relocation of the Athletics/Events Center  
Alternative 3: Offsite Relocation of Student Housing  
Alternative 4: No Amendment to Long Range Development Plan 
 
ALTERNATIVE 1 – NO PROJECT 
As required by CEQA, this section analyzes a “No Project” alternative.  Under the No Project Alternative, 
the proposed CLP, consisting of 394,137 square feet and 796 net parking spaces, would not be 
constructed.  Specifically, the Student Housing Rehabilitation, Athletics/Events Center, Upgraded NCAA 
Soccer Field, Town Square, Enhanced Recreation Area, and School of Law Student Parking Structure 
would not be developed at the Pepperdine University Malibu campus under this alternative.   
 
The analysis of No Project Alternative assumes the continuation of existing conditions, therefore, the 
existing uses of the proposed CLP sites would remain the same.  No additional on-campus student 
residents or staff would be added to the campus under this alternative.  The campus would continue to 
have a residential population of approximately 2,275 students, faculty, and staff, while the employee 
count would generally remain at 1,561 (1,222 FTE).  50,051 square feet of existing structures and 1,120 
existing parking spaces would not be removed.  However, other off-site development in the project area 
would continue (i.e. other Pepperdine University Campus projects, and other projects in the Malibu area).  
 
ALTERNATIVE 2 – OFF-SITE RELOCATION OF THE ATHLETICS/EVENTS CENTER 
The CEQA Guidelines state that an EIR must “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, 
or to the location of the project, which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project, and 
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), italics 
added.)  As the italicized language suggests, project alternatives typically fall into one of two categories:  
on-site alternatives, which generally consist of different uses of the land under consideration; and off-site 
alternatives, which usually involve similar uses at different locations.    
 
Under Alternative 2 the Athletic/Events Center would not be constructed on campus.  All other 
components of the CLP would remain unchanged.  Under this alternative, the Athletics/Events Center 
would be developed on a portion of a 9.4-acre vacant parcel adjacent to municipal buildings on relatively 
level terrain in the Malibu Civic Center that would be accessed from Civic Center Way.  The alternative 
site is situated at the base of foothill and mountainous slopes adjacent to residential development to the 
north.  Due to the presence of steep slopes on the northern portion of the parcel, development would 
largely be limited to a 4.8-acre portion of it that gently slopes to nearly level terrain.  The parcel is located 
within the Malibu Civic Center Specific Plan Area north of the library and court building.  Like the 
proposed project, Alternative 2 would construct a 5,000-seat venue to host athletic competitions. During 
special events, approximately 470 additional folding chairs may be temporarily placed on the event floor 
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raising the seating capacity to 5,470.  However, unlike the proposed project, which only requires 
construction of a parking structure featuring 831 spaces due to available parking located elsewhere on 
campus, Alternative 2 would require the construction of a parking structure with 1,824 parking spaces.  
This figure is based on an assumed parking ratio of 1 space required for every 3 seats.3   
 
ALTERNATIVE 3 – OFF-SITE RELOCATION OF STUDENT HOUSING  
This alternative proposes the relocation of the student housing component from its proposed location on-
site within the campus core to an offsite location within the Malibu Civic Center Specific Plan Area.  As 
with Alternative 2, the site is a portion of a 9.4-acre vacant parcel adjacent to municipal buildings on 
relatively level terrain in the Malibu Civic Center that would be accessed from Civic Center Way.  The 
site is situated at the base of foothill and mountainous slopes adjacent to residential development located 
to the north. Due to the presence of steep slopes on the northern portion of the parcel, development would 
largely be limited to a 4.8-acre portion that is relatively flat.  Like the proposed project, Alternative 3 
would include a residential facility providing 468 beds, and related amenities.  However, unlike the 
proposed project, which can rely upon parking available at multiple locations on campus, Alternative 3 
would require the construction of a 468-space parking structure.  This assumes a parking requirement of 1 
space per bed.  All other components of the CLP would remain unchanged, and no improvements to the 
existing student housing units at Standard or Outer Precinct would occur. 
 
ALTERNATIVE 4 – NO AMENDMENT TO LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
As stated in Section 5.11, the proposed project would be consistent with the types, mix, density, intensity, 
massing, and organization of uses that have historically been established and planned in the LRDP as part 
of the developed University.  However, slight modifications to the LRDP will be necessary to facilitate 
the consolidation and relocation of certain buildings as proposed by the project, and to provide for 
efficient use of campus space.  Accordingly, the University is requesting an amendment to the LRDP to 
address the specific adjustments that will be required to implement the CLP. 
!
Under Alternative 4, rather than seek an amendment to the LRDP to allow the adjustments required to 
implement the CLP, the University would construct the facilities proposed to be used as part of the CLP 
exactly as approved in the University’s long-range planning documents.  Alternative 4 would include the 
build-out of the facilities discussed below.  All facilities would be constructed in the previously approved 
locations.  As with the proposed CLP, any LRDP facility, including unused square footage of a utilized 
facility that is not included in Alternative 4 would remain unchanged in the LRDP.  
 

Student Housing Rehabilitation Component Under Alternative 4 
As proposed, the Student Housing Rehabilitation component utilizes three facilities approved in the 
LRDP and consolidates them to provide an efficient upgrade of existing student housing as well as new 
residential facilities.  To achieve these goals, the component requires an amendment to the LRDP to 
adjust the locations, heights, square footage, and uses of the facilities as approved.  Similar to the CLP, 
this alternative would construct 468 new beds on campus at two locations.  By contrast, Alternative 4 
would not involve any amendment to the LRDP.  Therefore, each of the facilities would be constructed 
exactly as approved in the LRDP, without any alteration or adjustment to the previously envisioned 
locations and densities.  A description of the LRDP facilities that would be constructed under this 
component as part of Alternative 4 is below. 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
3 Malibu Municipal Code 17.48.030  
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• Facility #159:  Student Housing.  The DPZ and LRDP envisioned that this facility would 
consist of two buildings, three levels each, containing approximately 75,000 square feet of 
additional housing.  Each building would be approximately 40 feet tall.  As approved, these 
buildings would be constructed along Seaver Drive, across from the Law School.  As stated, the 
CLP would relocate the housing approved under this facility to an existing interior campus 
location in order to achieve a consolidated, more efficient use of the Standard and Outer precinct 
areas.  In contrast, Alternative 4 would result in two new multi-level buildings constructed in the 
as-approved location. 

• Facility #161:  Student Housing. As approved, this facility consists of an additional 36,000 
square feet of housing.  Facility 161 would consist of one three-level building over parking 
(height approx. 40 ft.), containing 24 units, with approximately 800-1,500 sq. ft. each.  This 
alternative would result in the construction of the additional multi-level building in the area 
between the existing Upsilon Parking Lot and John Tyler Drive.. 

• Facility #254:  Housing Reception Center.  As approved, Facility # 254 would consist of a two 
level building (height approx. 36 ft.) adjacent to the existing Howard A. White Student Housing 
Office, containing additional conference offices and lounge facilities totaling approximately 
4,000 square feet.   
 

Athletics/Events Center Component Under Alternative 4 
As proposed, the Athletics/Events Center component utilizes three facilities approved in the LRDP, and 
requires an amendment to the LRDP to adjust locations, heights, square footage, and uses of the facilities 
as approved.  A description of the LRDP facilities that would be constructed under this component as part 
of Alternative 4 is below. 
 

• Facility #252:  Auditorium.  As approved, the DPZ and LRDP envisions Facility 252 to consist 
of a 70,000 square foot auditorium with 3,500 seats totaling 75 feet in height.  The auditorium is 
approved to be constructed in the area that fronts John Tyler Drive immediately adjacent to the 
Firestone Fieldhouse and, directly across from Malibu Country Estates (see Figure 6-2).  As part 
of the project, the CLP proposes to forgo the Auditorium and reallocate the approved square 
footage to a single consolidated interior campus location in order to minimize impacts to adjacent 
neighbors and move the Athletics/Events Center away from the existing 3,100-seat Firestone 
Fieldhouse venue.   

• Facility #258:  Student Union.  As approved, Facility 258 is located along Huntsinger Circle.  It 
consists of a 75,000 square foot multi-level, multi-function building over a parking area, 
containing offices, lobbies, lounges, game rooms, a bowling alley, a movie theater, meeting 
rooms, a convenience store, reading rooms, an art gallery, and other recreational and support 
facilities.  Alternative 4 would result in the construction of this facility in the as-approved 
location, in addition to all of the other facilities described herein.  By contrast, the CLP proposes 
to consolidate the square footage approved for the Student Union and combine it with the 
Auditorium to provide a single consolidated interior campus location in order to minimize 
impacts to adjacent neighbors and move the Athletics/Events Center away from the Fieldhouse 
venue. 

• Facility #355:  Gymnasium Facilities.  The DPZ and LRDP provide for a 32,000 sq. ft. 
Gymnasium to be constructed on the existing Rho parking lot.  It would include two levels 
containing courts for basketball, racquetball, handball, volleyball, classrooms, weight rooms, 
showers, lockers, and office space.  This alternative would thus result in the construction of this 
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gymnasium facility along with the Auditorium and Student Union described above, as compared 
to the single Athletics/Events Center as proposed in the CLP.  

• Lot Q:  Parking Structure.  The DPZ and LRDP envisioned 900 space parking structure to be 
located on the site of the existing Rho Lot adjacent to Facilities 258 and 355.  Construction of 
Facilities 258 and 355 on the site of the Rho Lot would remove 566 spaces.  Therefore, the Lot Q 
parking structure results in a net increase of 334 spaces. 

 
Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field Component Under Alternative 4 
As proposed, the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field component utilizes one facility approved in the LRDP, 
and requires an amendment to the LRDP to adjust the uses and location of the facility as approved.  A 
description of the LRDP facility as it would be constructed under this component as part of Alternative 4 
is below. 
 

• Facility #452:  Maintenance Facility.  The DPZ and LRDP envision a multi-level complex of 
approximately 200,000 square feet that would reach a height of approximately 40 feet, located on 
Huntsinger Circle to the north of the existing Rho parking lot.  Facility #452 would consist of 
maintenance shops, and a warehouse containing up to 150 storage units containing approx. 800-
1,000 sq. ft. each.  In contrast to the CLP, which would utilize a small portion of the square 
footage approved for this facility and relocate it to the existing Tari Frahm Rokus Field and 
Stotsenberg Track, as well as reallocate the remaining square footage to the other CLP 
components to achieve a more efficient use, Alternative 4 would result in the construction of the 
Maintenance Facility in its approved location. 

 
Town Square Component Under Alternative 4 
As proposed, the Town Square component utilizes one facility approved in the LRDP, and requires an 
amendment to the LRDP to adjust the uses of the facility as approved.  In addition, the component would 
consolidate two parking lots approved in the LRDP into a single semi-subterranean structure.  A 
description of the LRDP facility as it would be constructed under this component as part of Alternative 4 
is below. 
 

• Facility #267:  University Reception Center.  The County’s DPZ and Coastal Commission 
LRDP provide for a 25,000 square foot University Reception Center that would be constructed on 
the left-hand side of Seaver Drive as one enters the campus.  Of the 25,0000 square feet originally 
approved for the Reception Center, 17,800 square footage of development remain un-built.  
Facility #267 would consist of three levels containing an info desk, lobby, offices, classrooms, 
and reception functions of security, admissions, alumni, etc.  As proposed in the CLP, the 
component relocates the facility slightly to a location further north on Seaver Drive, near the 
existing Main Parking Lot.  Alternative 4 would result in a new Reception Center in the as-
approved location. 

• Lots G and H: Seaver Main Lot.  The County’s DPZ and Coastal Commission LRDP include 
325 parking spaces at the proposed site of the Town Square component.  Lot G is described as a 
150 space parking structure.  Lot H provides 175 spaces.  Alternative 4 would remove 166 
existing spaces from the existing surface parking lots, resulting in a net increase of 159 net new 
parking spaces. 
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Enhanced Recreation Area Component Under Alternative 4 
The Enhanced Recreation Area has not been conceptually planned by the DPZ or LRDP, but the area has 
long served as a recreation area and stockpile/retention basin site.  The area was contemplated to consist 
of an equestrian center with associated office uses under Facility 357.  In 1998, the University updated the 
LRDP map to allow for the construction of an approx. 37,000 square foot stockpile site and drainage 
improvements.  The component proposes an expanded grass recreation area, recreational lighting 
sufficient for nighttime use, and a 1,600 square foot structure containing storage space and restrooms.  An 
underground, chilled water storage tank is proposed to be located within the earth fill required to create 
the area.  A new debris basin will be located north of the area and would replace the current debris basin 
structure.  A portion of an existing stockpile would be retained in its existing location, but the remaining 
area would be reduced in size.  Under Alternative 4, this component would not be constructed and none 
of the new facilities associated with this component would be realized. 
 
School of Law Parking Structure Component Under Alternative 4 
The School of Law lot is conceptually approved in the DPZ and the LRDP as a decked lot containing 493 
spaces (Lot U).  The CLP would further the University’s goal of providing convenient parking by 
enhancing existing uses and replacing the existing surface School of Law parking lot with a three-level 
parking structure.  Specifically, the School of Law Parking Structure would remove 291 existing parking 
spaces to provide 724 new spaces on three levels (a net difference of 433 spaces).  Alternative 4 would 
result in the build-out of the lot as previously approved, a decked lot that would provide 493 spaces (a net 
difference of 202 spaces).   
 
ADDITIONAL PARKING 
As indicated above, this alternative includes construction of parking structures at the Seaver Main Parking 
Lot, the School of Law Student Lot, and the Rho Parking Lot; however, without an amendment to the 
LRDP these lots would provide less parking then the proposed project.  Specifically, these facilities 
would provide 101 fewer parking spaces than the proposed project.  However, based upon the increased 
capacity of the auditorium (1,600 more seats than the proposed CLP), it would be necessary under 
Alternative 4 that an additional 384 parking spaces above that which is proposed under the CLP to 
maintain the same level of excess parking supply.  To satisfy the need for additional parking, Alternative 
4 would involve construction of a parking structure approved in the LRDP as Lot J, the Firestone 
Fieldhouse Lot.  In order to build out the remaining capacity approved in the LRDP for Lot J, this 
alternative would replace the existing Firestone Fieldhouse Lot with a multi-level parking structure. 
Alternative 4 would result in the build-out of the lot as previously approved, a three-level structure 
providing 420 net new spaces.   
 
Under this alternative, the proposed project would consist of 534,800 square feet of net new development, 
provide 468 new student beds, and 1,115 new parking spaces.    
 
ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE  

In addition to the discussion and comparison of impacts of a proposed project and the alternatives, CEQA 
Guidelines requires that an “environmentally superior” alternative be selected and the reasons for such a 
selection disclosed.  In general, the environmentally superior alternative is the alternative that would be 
expected to generate the least amount of adverse impacts.   
 
A summary of the environmental impacts anticipated for the proposed project and each alternative is 
provided in Table 1-2.  In this case, the Alternative 1 (No Project) would result in the fewest significant 
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adverse impacts and thus is considered the environmentally superior alternative.  However, Section 
15126.6(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an environmentally superior alternative be selected 
above and beyond the No Project Alternative.  Based on the alternative analysis provided above, it has 
been determined that of the remaining alternatives, Alternative 4 (No Amendment to Long Range 
Development Plan) would result in the fewest number of significant adverse impacts However, when 
compared to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would result in greater impacts than the proposed project; 
thus the proposed CLP has been chosen as the environmentally superior alternative. 
 

 
Table 1-2 

Comparison of Alternatives - Summary of Environmental Impacts 

 Proposed 
CLP 

Alternative 1:  
No Project 

Alternative 2:  
Offsite 

Relocation of the 
Athletics/Events 

Center 

Alternative 3:  
Offsite 

Relocation of 
Student 
Housing 

Alternative 4:  
No 

Amendment to 
Long Range 
Development 

Plan 
Geology and Soils 
Geotechnical Hazards LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM (greater) LSAM (same) 
Water Quality and Hydrology 
Drainage -Construction LSAM NI LSAM (same) LSAM (same) LSAM (same) 
Drainage -Operation LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM (greater) LSAM (greater) 
Water Quality -
Construction 

LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM (greater) LSAM (same) 

Water Quality -Operation LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM (greater) LSAM (greater) 
Biological Resources 
Biological Resources LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM (greater) LSAM 

(reduced) 
Air Quality 
Air Quality - Construction LSAM NI LSAM (reduced) LSAM 

(reduced) 
SI (greater) 

Air Quality - Operation BI NI BI (greater) LSAM (greater) BI (greater) 
Noise 
Noise - Construction LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM 

(reduced) 
SI (greater) 

Noise - Operation LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM (greater) LSAM (same) 
Cultural Resources 
Paleontological Resources LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM (greater) LSAM (same) 
Archaeological Resources LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM (greater) LSAM (same) 
Visual Resources and Aesthetic Qualities 
Visual Resources LTS NI SI (greater) LTS (same) LTS (same) 
Visual Character LSAM NI SI (greater) LSAM (same) LSAM (same) 
Lighting LSAM NI LTS (same) LTS (same) LSAM 

(reduced) 
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 Proposed 
CLP 

Alternative 1:  
No Project 

Alternative 2:  
Offsite 

Relocation of the 
Athletics/Events 

Center 

Alternative 3:  
Offsite 

Relocation of 
Student 
Housing 

Alternative 4:  
No 

Amendment to 
Long Range 
Development 

Plan 
Traffic and Access 
Traffic and Access - 
Average 

BI NI LTS (greater) LTS (greater) BI (greater) 

Traffic and Access - Large 
Event 

SI NI SI (greater) SI (greater) SI (greater) 

Public Services 
Fire Protection LSAM NI LSAM (same) LSAM (same) LTS (greater) 
Police Protection LSAM NI LSAM (same) LSAM (same) LSAM (greater) 
Utilities 
Water Supply  LTS NI LTS (same) LTS (same) LTS (reduced) 
Wastewater LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM (greater) LSAM 

(reduced) 
Solid Waste LSAM NI LSAM (same) LSAM (same) LSAM (greater) 
Land Use 
Land Use Consistency LTS NI SI (greater) SI (greater) LTS 
Land Use Compatibility LSAM NI LSAM (same) LSAM (same) LSAM (greater) 
Climate Change 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions LTS NI LTS (greater) LTS (greater) LTS (reduced) 
NI – No Impact 
BI – Beneficial Impact 
LTS – Less Than Significant 
LSAM – Less Than Significant After Mitigation 
SI – Significant Impact 

 
 
1.5 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

A number of issues regarding the proposed project were raised by public agencies in response to the NOP 
and through the Screencheck Draft EIR review process.  These issues include geotechnical hazards, water 
quality, land use, traffic/access, water supply, sewage disposal, cultural resources, biological resources, 
noise, air quality, and public services.  These issues have therefore been addressed in this EIR in Section 
5.  Several issues have been identified as areas of controversy through the public review period on the 
Initial Study/Notice of Preparation disclosure by the Lead Agency.  These include issues related to overall 
capacity of the Athletics/Events Center, hours of operation of new and existing facilities, addition of 
athletic and recreation field lighting, event traffic and access particularly via John Tyler Drive, addition of 
new beds on campus, public safety, construction, and noise.  
 



2.0  INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 Page 2-1 

2.0 INTRODUCTION 

2.1 PROJECT SUMMARY 

Pepperdine University is proposing the Campus Life Project (CLP) for its Malibu, California campus, 

which includes six components that would provide new and upgraded athletic, entertainment, parking, 

and residential facilities.  The CLP would include both the construction of new facilities and the 

renovation of existing structures.  The Pepperdine University Malibu campus is located at 24255 Pacific 

Coast Highway (PCH), on 830 acres within an unincorporated area of Los Angeles County.  Development 

on the Malibu campus is concentrated within a core campus area located in the southern portion of the 

property near PCH.  The Pepperdine CLP proposes to infill the core campus area.  The CLP components 

include:  

 

1) Student Housing Rehabilitation 

2) Athletics/Events Center 

3) Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field 

4) Town Square  

5) Enhanced Recreation Area 

6) School of Law Parking Structure 

 

Additional project elements would include ancillary facilities, such as locker rooms, meeting rooms, 

academic support facilities, offices, a plaza, a café, pedestrian friendly walkways, a grass quad and sitting 

areas. 

 

2.2 PROJECT HISTORY 

The CLP was first introduced to the public in 2008.  In order to address evolving academic programming 

goals, as well as financial feasibility issues, Pepperdine University then spent several months evaluating 

the project components.  As a result, the University decided to make a number of revisions to the project.  

In general, where feasible, facilities were consolidated, subterranean elements eliminated, and parking 

redistributed throughout the campus.  The proposed square footage of development at the site decreased 

by 76,455 square feet (sf), and the net total development has been reduced from 472,447 sf to 394,137 sf 

The number of new student beds proposed for the site has been reduced from 658 to 468, a reduction of 

190 beds.  In addition, the number of proposed parking spaces has been reduced from 1,177 to 796 

spaces.  Compared to the original project description, the existing CLP also reduces the number of 

proposed subterranean parking structures from 4 to 1 and eliminates the redundancy of facilities that were 

included as part of the original CLP (i.e. locker rooms are only provided at one facility in the existing 

CLP as compared to two facilities within the original CLP).  Some of the more notable revised Project 

Description elements are provided below. 

 

• Elimination of the Recreation and Health Center Component:  The original CLP included the 

Recreation and Health Center Component, which proposed the expansion of the Firestone 

Fieldhouse beyond the previously approved building footprint.  The University is still planning to 

convert the Firestone Fieldhouse to a student recreation center upon completion of the new 

Athletics/Events Center; however, this conversion will be accommodated within the expanded 

building footprint that has been previously approved and is not a part of the CLP.  The conversion 

is considered a related project to the CLP (see Section 4.0). 
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• Elimination of the Multi-Purpose Recreation and Parking Component:  In the original CLP, the 

Multi-Purpose Recreation and Parking component proposed the construction of a parking 

structure situated on the existing Tari Frahm Rokus Field and Stotsenberg Track, adjacent to John 

Tyler Drive.  The track and field would be located on top of a subterranean structure including 

three main levels and a partial basement.  The facility’s lower basement level would have 

provided parking spaces as well as a permanent location for the University’s Facilities and 

Management Planning (FMP) operations, including administrative offices, maintenance, 

carpentry, electrical, mechanical, heating, ventilation, air conditioning, plumbing, energy 

management, lock-shop, auto shop and painting, as well as a loading dock and gas station. The 

current CLP would retain the FMP facilities at the existing location adjacent to Rho Parking Lot 

as opposed to relocating the FMP operations and associated uses (loading dock, gas station, etc.) 

nearer to the offsite Malibu Country Estates (MCE) residential community. Parking is 

redistributed throughout the campus.   

• Consolidation of the Athletics/Events Center facility:  As designed in the original CLP, the 

Athletics/Events Center consisted of two separate buildings connected by a bridge.  The new CLP 

envisions the Athletics/Events Center as a single building to increase efficiency of space.  In 

addition, the previous design of the Athletics/Events Center component converted the existing 

FMP site into a surface parking lot.  To accommodate both event and residential parking needs, 

the current CLP provides an 831 space parking structure adjacent to the proposed 

Athletics/Events Center.  

• Modification of the Soccer Field Component:  The original CLP proposed a new NCAA 

competition venue soccer field above Huntsinger Circle, along with ancillary facilities including 

permanent spectator seats, concessions, storage space, restrooms, and locker rooms.  The new 

CLP proposes to retain the existing NCAA track at the Tari Frahm Rokus Field and Stotensberg 

Track.  The Tari Frahm Rokus Field and Stotensberg Track would be retained as an upgraded 

NCAA soccer field with storage space, 1,000 permanent bleacher seats, and restrooms.  An 

enhanced recreation area is now proposed above Huntsinger Circle. 

 

2.3 CEQA NOTICING AND PROCESS 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the preparation of an Environmental Impact 

Report (EIR) when there is substantial evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the 

environment.  The purpose of an EIR is to provide decision makers, State and local agencies, and the 

general public with detailed information on the potentially significant environmental effects that a 

proposed project is likely to have, to list ways that the significant environmental effects may be avoided 

or substantially lessened, and to indicate feasible alternatives to the project.  Additionally, CEQA requires 

that an EIR identify those adverse impacts determined to remain significant after feasible mitigation.  

 

The EIR for the CLP is a Project EIR.  As stated in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15161, a Project EIR 

should “focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would result from the development 

project.”  The Project EIR examines all phases of a project, including planning, construction, and 

operation.   

 

The CLP project proposal was reviewed by the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 

(serving as Lead Agency), an Initial Study was prepared (attached in Volume II, Appendix A), and it 

was determined that the project required the preparation of an EIR.  The determinations contained in the 

Initial Study were based on detailed knowledge of the University property and surrounding area, as well 

as the project application provided by Pepperdine University.  A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was then 
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issued for the project on April 24, 2008 and publicly circulated until May 25, 2008 with a public scoping 

meeting held on May 14, 2008.  Comments were solicited on the proposed content of the EIR until June 

3, 2008.  Following circulation of the NOP, the EIR’s scope was adjusted to include the issues raised by 

agencies and the general public in response to the NOP.   

 

As determined by the Lead Agency, local environmental considerations and resources could be 

significantly impacted by construction and operation of the CLP (CEQA §21002.1 and 21151).  The 

issues identified as potentially significant in the Initial Study and that were recommended for analysis in 

the EIR include: 

 

• Geotechnical Hazards 

• Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Fire Hazards 

• Noise 

• Air Quality 

• Biota 

• Cultural Resources 

• Visual Qualities 

• Traffic and Access 

• Public Services 

 Fire Protection Services 

 Sheriff Protection Services 

• Public Utilities 

 Water Supply 

 Sewage Disposal 

 Solid Waste 

• Land Use  

 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that “An EIR shall contain a statement briefly indicating 

the reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and 

were therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR.  Such a statement may be contained in an attached copy 

of an initial study.”  The Lead Agency determined that there was no evidence that the project would cause 

significant environmental effects in the following areas and that no further environmental review of these 

issues was necessary for the reasons described in the Initial Study, which can be found in Appendix A: 

 

• Mineral Resources 

• Agriculture Resources 

• Education 

• Other Factors - General 

• Population/Housing/Employment 

• Parks and Recreation 
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• Public Utilities 

 Electricity/Gas 

• Environmental Safety (see discussion below) 

 

It is important to note that the Initial Study identified Environmental Safety as a potentially significant 

issue because the existing FMP operations, which store gas and diesel fuels, as well as pressurized air and 

portable Freon tanks, would be relocated to the Multi-Purpose Recreation and Parking Structure, as part 

of the original CLP.  As described above, the current CLP eliminates the Multi-Purpose Recreation and 

Parking component and retains the FMP facilities at its existing location; thereby eliminating the need to 

relocate the storage tanks.  The project components are not expected to produce, handle, or store 

hazardous materials.  Construction of the proposed project would involve grading, demolition, and/or 

other related activities near residences and education facilities.  In addition, implementation of the project 

would involve the use of common hazardous materials (paint thinners, solvents, etc.) during on-site 

maintenance and cleaning.  However, Federal, State, and local regulations and statutes regulate the use of 

all such hazardous and/or flammable materials.  As such, the project’s impact on environmental safety is 

expected to be less than significant and no further environmental review of this issue is required. 

 

This Draft EIR (DEIR) is now being circulated for public review and comment for a period of 60 days, 15 

days in addition to the 45 days required under CEQA.  During this period, comments from the general 

public, organizations, and agencies on environmental issues raised in the DEIR and the DEIR’s accuracy 

and completeness may be submitted to the Lead Agency at the following address: 

 

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 

320 West Temple Street 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

Attn:  Mr. Kim K. Szalay, MPL, AICP 
 

Comments on the DEIR should be submitted in writing and delivered to the above address by no later 

than 5 p.m. on the last day of the public review period.  Upon completion of the public review period, a 

Final EIR (FEIR) will be prepared that will include the comments on the DEIR as well as responses to 

those comments.  This DEIR and the FEIR will comprise the EIR for the proposed project. 

 

2.4 ORGANIZATION OF THE EIR 

Section 1.0, Executive Summary, provides an executive summary of detailed information contained in 

subsequent sections.  It includes a description of the project; alternatives considered; and identifies by 

environmental issue the significance determination, mitigation measures, cumulative impacts, and 

significance after mitigation for those impacts.  

 

Section 2.0, Introduction, identifies the lead agency and provides an introduction to the project.  It 

provides a brief overview of the history of the project, the CEQA environmental review process, and a 

description of the organization of the EIR. 

 

Section 3.0, Project Description, provides a description of the project.  It identifies the location, size, and 

components of the project, including the proposed uses, as well as proposed amenities.  Additionally, this 

section identifies project objectives and goals. 
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Section 4.0, Environmental Setting, provides a description of the proposed project in the context of its 

regional and local environmental setting.  This section also provides a list of related projects, as the 

cumulative impacts discussed in the EIR (refer to Section 5.0, below) are those that result from the 

individual effects of the proposed project in combination with the effects of other related projects, which 

are commonly in close proximity to the project site. 

 

Section 5.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, describes the potential environmental impacts of the 

proposed project.  The discussion in this section is organized by environmental issue area including 

geotechnical hazards, hydrology and water quality, fire hazards, noise, air quality, biota, cultural 

resources, visual qualities, traffic and access, public services, public utilities, and land use.  Each issue 

discussion is organized into six subsections as described below:   

 

Existing Conditions:  This section describes the existing conditions and environmental setting in the 

project vicinity as it pertains to the specific environmental issue. 

 

Thresholds of Significance:  This section defines the criteria for determining whether an impact of the 

project is considered significant. 

 

Project Impacts:  This section provides an analysis of the proposed project, including the identification 

and evaluation of direct and indirect impacts, as appropriate, which may occur during construction or 

operation.  This section also discusses whether or not these environmental effects meet or exceed the 

established threshold of significance. 

 

Cumulative Impacts:  This section addresses the potentially significant cumulative impacts that may result 

from the proposed project when taking into account the environmental impacts of other related, and 

reasonably foreseeable past, present, and future projects. 

 

Mitigation Measures:  This section identifies potentially feasible mitigations that would avoid or 

substantially reduce significant adverse project-related impacts. 

 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:  This section discusses the environmental effects of the proposed project 

after the implementation of the identified mitigation measures and indicates whether or not the resulting 

impact has been reduced to a less than significant level. This section also categorizes the project’s impacts 

on a particular environmental issue according to the following classes of impacts: 

 

• Class I – Significant adverse environmental impacts that cannot be feasibly mitigated or avoided.  

Decision-makers must make a Statement of Overriding Considerations under Section 15096(b) of 

the CEQA Guidelines for project approval. 

• Class II – Significant adverse environmental impacts that can be feasibly mitigated or avoided.  

Decision makers must make findings under Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines for project 

approval. 

• Class III – Adverse environmental impacts that are not significant.  These impacts do not require 

mitigation or that findings be made. 

• Class IV – Beneficial impacts. 

 

In the event that the Lead Agency finds that the proposed project results in one or more significant 

environmental effects, it may, after making a series of findings, certify the FEIR and then approve or 
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decline to approve the proposed project.  Should the County decide to certify the FEIR and approve the 

project despite unavoidable adverse environmental effects, it is required by CEQA to state in the record 

the overriding considerations for approving the project prior to the approval and implementation of the 

project. 

 

Section 6.0, Alternatives provides a discussion of the No Project Alternative as well as other alternatives 

to the proposed project. The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR identify a reasonable range of 

alternatives to a project, as well as determine what environmental effects would result from alternatives 

and whether the alternatives would meet the objectives of the project.  Based on the alternatives analysis, 

an environmentally superior alternative is designated among the alternatives.  CEQA requires that if the 

environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, then the EIR shall identify an 

environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. If an alternative that is environmentally 

superior to the proposed project cannot be feasibly implemented, the reasons are to be included in the 

record of the agency’s action on the EIR.   

 

Section 7.0, Significant Environmental Effects and Irreversible Environmental Changes, discusses the 

significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented.  

Additionally, this section discusses the irreversible environmental changes that could occur as a result of 

construction or operation of the proposed project. 

 

Section 8.0, Growth Inducing Impacts, describes the potential for the proposed project to foster economic 

or population growth or the construction of additional housing either directly or indirectly in the 

surrounding environment. 

 

Section 9.0, Preparers of the EIR, Contacts, and References, provides a list of contacts and references 

consulted during the preparation of the EIR and also identifies the preparers of the EIR. 

 

Appendices are provided under separate cover in the EIR Technical Reports, Volumes II and III.  

 

2.5 LEAD AND RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES 

Implementation of the proposed project would require approvals from the agencies listed below: 

 

Lead Agency 

As stated, the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning has the principal responsibility 

for approval or denial of the project and is the Lead Agency, as defined by Section 15367 of the CEQA 

Guidelines.  As Lead Agency, the County is responsible for the preparation and distribution of this DEIR.  

The Lead Agency has the responsibility for the following actions: 

 

• Approval of Various Discretionary Actions.  The proposed CLP will be subject to various 

discretionary actions by the County of Los Angeles including, but not limited to, additional 

conditional use permit(s), parking permit(s), grading and building permits, and occupancy 

permits. 

 

Responsible Agencies 

Responsible agencies are public agencies other than the Lead Agency that have responsibility for carrying 

out or approving the project, as defined by Section 15381 of the CEQA Guidelines.  The following 

agencies are identified as responsible agencies: 
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• Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  The Los Angeles RWQCB would review and 

approve permits and plans that pertain to construction activities and the issuance of a National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and 401 Certification. 

• California Coastal Commission.  The Coastal Commission would review and approve any 

proposed amendments to the Pepperdine University Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) 

and any applicable Notice of Impending Development (NOID). 

 

Trustee Agencies 

Trustee agencies, as defined by Section 15386 of the CEQA Guidelines, have jurisdiction over natural 

resources that may be affected by the proposed project.  The following agencies are identified as trustee 

agencies: 

 

• California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).  The CDFG has jurisdiction over biological 

resources affected by the project.  Additionally, pursuant to Section 1600 of the California Fish 

and Game Code, a Streambed Alteration Agreement would be required prior to disturbance of 

jurisdictional stream channels. 

• South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  The SCAQMD is responsible for 

managing air quality in southern California.  The SCAQMD may review and comment on 

development proposals under consideration by the County of Los Angeles. 

• State Department of Parks and Recreation.  The State Department of Parks and Recreation has 

jurisdiction over the State Parks System.  The Malibu Bluffs State Recreation Area is located 

immediately south of Pepperdine University’s Malibu Campus across Pacific Coast Highway and 

is currently administered by the City of Malibu.  The State Department of Parks and Recreation 

also has jurisdiction over trails within the state park system, including two deed-restricted trails 

(Mesa Peak and Coastal Slope Trails) that traverse Pepperdine University’s Malibu Campus.   

• Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE).  The ACOE maintains jurisdiction over “waters of the United 

States,” which are present within the CLP site.  All dredge and fill activities within “waters” are 

regulated by the ACOE and an existing permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Federal Clean 

Water Act will require amendment for the proposed CLP. 
 

Other Agencies 

As defined by Section 15086 of the CEQA Guidelines, in addition to the responsible and trustee agencies, 

the Lead Agency is required to consult with other State, Federal and local agencies that exercise authority 

over resources that may be affected by the project.  The following agencies are identified as other 

agencies:  

 

• City of Malibu.  Pepperdine University is not located within the City of Malibu’s sphere of 

influence.  However, the City of Malibu does have jurisdiction over infrastructure and/or 

resources that may be affected by the proposed project, such as City roadways.  Additionally, 

project Alternatives related to relocating one or more project components could be within the 

City’s limits. 

• California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).  Caltrans has discretionary approval power 

over private development projects that may affect or require modification to a State highway.  

Pepperdine University’s Malibu Campus is located immediately north of PCH. 
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• United States Fish and Wildlife Service.  Involvement of the United States Fish and Wildlife 

Service is not likely unless rare or endangered species are found within the project site or if the 

agency determines that implementation of the CLP would significantly affect these resources. 

• County of Los Angeles Environmental Review Board.  The project is not anticipated to involve the 

County of Los Angeles Environmental Review Board, which normally addresses projects that 

may affect areas designated as Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) or certain areas 

designated as Significant Ecological Areas (SEA) located within the Local Coastal Zone in the 

County of Los Angeles.  While a portion of Pepperdine University’s Malibu Campus is located 

within SEA #5 (the northern and northeastern areas of the property), the CLP site is located 

outside of this area. 

• Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) and Las Virgenes Municipal Water 

District (LVMWD).  LACDPW and LVMWD provide wastewater treatment and recycled water 

for the Pepperdine University Malibu Campus.  The primary regulatory boundary for wastewater 

planning and entitlement is the northerly line of the Rancho Topanga Malibu Sequit boundary, 

which crosses the Pepperdine University Malibu Campus in an east-west direction, (shown in 

Figure 5.10.2-1).  The LACDPW provides service to the area south of the Rancho Topanga 

Malibu Sequit boundary, while the LVMWD provides service to areas both north and south of the 

boundary.  The LACDPW-operated Malibu Mesa Water Reclamation Plant (MMWRP) and the 

LVMWD-operated Tapia Water Reclamation Facility (TWRF) provide treatment of wastewater 

flows from Pepperdine University Malibu Campus.  Pepperdine University is permanently 

entitled to 165,000 gallons per day (gpd) of wastewater, or 82.5 percent of the MMWRP 200,000 

gpd treatment capacity.  The current minimum wastewater entitlement at the TWRF is 153,932 

gpd; however, there is no maximum entitlement capacity for development north of the sequit 

boundary.  As a result, additional entitled capacity may be purchased from LVMWD for 

treatment services north of the sequit boundary.  As discussed in Section 5.10.2 (Sewage 

Disposal), the three-year average (2004-2007) wastewater flow treated by the MMWRP and the 

TWRF is 103,839 gpd and 47,702 gpd, respectively. Pepperdine receives recycled water from 

MMWRP in an amount equal to what is treated by the MMWRP and has a recycled water 

entitlement of 153,932 gpd at the TWRF. 
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

The Campus Life Project (CLP) includes upgrades and new facilities for the Pepperdine University 

Malibu Campus.  The proposed project consists of six components intended to enhance the campus life 

experience of its students and community by providing new and upgraded athletic, recreation, parking, 

and residential facilities.  The CLP meets existing needs for the current campus population and does not 

propose to increase enrollment.   

 

3.1 PROJECT LOCATIONS AND BACKGROUND 

Project Location 

The Pepperdine University Malibu Campus is located at 24255 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH), within an 

unincorporated area of Los Angeles County.  Regionally, the University is located approximately twenty-

five miles west of downtown Los Angeles (Figure 3-1).  Locally, Pepperdine University is located 

adjacent to the City of Malibu and is bordered by the Santa Monica Mountains on the north, east, and 

west (Figure 3-2).  The Malibu Country Estates residential subdivision and Malibu Canyon Road are 

located to the southwest and southeast of the campus, respectively.  PCH and the Malibu Bluffs State 

Recreation Area are located immediately to the south of the campus (Figure 3-3). 

 

The Malibu Campus property totals approximately 830 acres with development concentrated within the 

core campus area located in the southern portion of the property near PCH (Figure 3-4).  The CLP 

proposes to infill the core campus area.   

 

Project Background  

Pepperdine University began as a small liberal arts college located within South-Central Los Angeles.  In 

1969, the University received a gift from the Seaver Family in order to build the Malibu Campus.
1
  In 

1971, construction of the Seaver College of Letters, Arts, and Sciences was initiated.  The campus opened 

to students in September 1972.  A limited campus enrollment of 2,500 full time equivalent (FTE) 

students
2
 was initially permitted and subsequently increased to 3,500 FTE under County CUP 97-191.  

Onsite development continued throughout the 1970s with infilling occurring as funds became available 

and when facilities were considered inadequate.  During this time, the University began to move several 

of its programs to the Malibu Campus.  After 1977, all undergraduate programs, with the exception of the 

Bachelor of Science in Management program, were housed in the Malibu Campus.  In 1978, the School 

of Law was relocated to the Malibu Campus.  Additional infilling of the Malibu Campus occurred during 

the 1980s, as well as the formulation of both long- and short-term planning efforts.
3
  These included 

approval by the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (County) of a Development 

Program Zone (DPZ) and Specific Plan for Development in 1987 and approval by the California Coastal 

Commission (Commission) of a Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) in 1989, with a 5,000 FTE 

maximum.  The LRDP, previously approved by the Coastal Commission, and the DPZ, established by the 

County, provide the framework for the future buildout of the University’s long-term conceptual 

                                                
1
 The University also has graduate campuses in Encino, Irvine, West LA and Westlake Village.  Internationally, the University 

operates facilities in Heidelberg, Germany; London, England; Florence, Italy; Buenos Aires, Argentina; Shanghai, China; 

Chang Mai, Thailand; and Lausanne, Switzerland. 
2
 The number of FTE students for a specific school/program/level is calculated by dividing the total student credit hours by the 

annualized divisor, which represents the average credit hours a typical full-time student enrolls at the specific 

school/program/level multiplied by the three terms held during the school year.  The average credit hours a typical student 

enrolls at a specific school/program/level ranges from 9 credit hours per term to 16 credit hours per term (Seaver College 

Undergraduate, Graduate School of Business and Management, and School of Public Policy). 
3
 Refer to Section 5.11 (Land Use) and Appendix I for a detailed discussion of past and present University planning 

entitlements. 
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development plans.  The current project proposal does not propose to increase student enrollment or 

exceed the maximum set by the County (i.e., 3,500 FTE).  Any subsequent future project proposals 

beyond 3,500 FTE would require additional approvals from the County to increase FTE up to the 

maximum 5,000 FTE allowed by the LRDP.   

 

Pepperdine University is an educational and residential campus community located on private property in 

an unincorporated area of Los Angeles County.  The core function of the campus is to educate students 

both inside and outside the classroom.  All facilities on campus are related to that ultimate purpose.  The 

campus includes a residential population of approximately 2,000 students, faculty, and staff; therefore, the 

University must operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. 

 

Consistent with its long-term planning efforts and its prior approvals, Pepperdine University is now 

seeking to implement the CLP in order to meet future student, faculty, and staff needs and to 

expand/modernize some of its existing academic, residential, recreational, and support facilities.  The 

CLP provides a net increase of 394,137 square feet of academic and support uses in six different 

components.  The total square footage and uses proposed for the CLP are consistent with the long-range 

vision and overall development program approved in the DPZ and LRDP.  

 

Project Need 

The CLP is needed in order to enhance the University’s academic environment, support educational 

activities, upgrade aging buildings on a thirty-eight year old campus, increase the University’s ability to 

remain competitive in prospective student recruiting efforts, and provide necessary support facilities.   

 

Pepperdine University believes that a comprehensive college education does not focus solely on 

academics.  Therefore, among the goals of the University is that graduates leave school with foundational 

knowledge in their areas of study; a well-examined value set; a commitment to personal wellbeing; and 

most importantly, a sense of purpose, service and leadership.  Of major importance to achieving this 

academic, personal and social growth is the quality of life on campus.  The CLP aims to improve upon the 

safe, intellectually stimulating, culturally appealing, and socially supportive learning and living 

environment that Pepperdine University provides for its students. 

 

3.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND GOALS  

According to the mission statement on Pepperdine University’s website, Pepperdine is committed to the 

highest standards of academic excellence, where students are strengthened for lives of purpose, service, 

and leadership.  To this end, the CLP aims to improve Pepperdine’s facilities to accommodate the 

evolving needs of the University’s academic, administrative, and student-support programs, to enhance 

the educational experience for students, and to improve facilities and programs for students, faculty, and 

staff, all within the existing enrollment limits currently in place.  Specifically, the following list provides 

a synopsis of the objectives and goals of the proposed CLP. 

 

• Enhance campus life by improving upon the safe, intellectually stimulating, culturally appealing, 

and socially supportive learning environment without increasing enrollment. 

• Provide for the most effective use, operation, and maintenance of the University’s Malibu 

Campus by creating improved academic, residential, athletic, and recreational opportunities, and 

supplying adequate parking, support, and operations facilities. 

• Improve educational, athletic and student life facilities in the existing developed core campus 

consistent with the policies of the University’s approved long-term planning documents. 
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• Enable the University to financially assist young students independent of government support and 

funding by improving campus life and campus facilities, thereby attracting increased financial 

support, endowments, capital, and operating funds. 

• Provide a high quality academic, recreational, and environmental experience in the California 

Coastal Zone for young people from the United States and around the world.  

• Foster a communal educational environment on campus and fulfill the University’s strategic 

student housing plan by providing increased housing on the Malibu Campus, allowing the 

University to house seventy-five percent of the Seaver College student body on the Malibu 

Campus. 

• Move more undergraduate students into campus housing to eliminate the commute for most 

students and reduce daily trips to and from the campus.   

• Upgrade and enhance the aging Seaver Residence Hall buildings to improve the residential and 

educational environment on campus, aid in student recruitment, and encourage on-campus living. 

• Create a housing model that will raise the standard of campus housing to encourage non-freshman 

students to reside on campus. 

• Provide an updated athletic/events center with adequate seating to create a collegial and unified 

location that meets demand for institutional athletics, intramural and intercollegiate athletics.   

• Create athletic venues that are NCAA compliant and on par with other Division I, West Coast 

Conference (WCC) schools for soccer, volleyball, and basketball in a manner consistent with 

NCAA Division I caliber of competition.  

• Encourage a larger segment of the campus population (including students, faculty, and staff) and 

the local community to attend the University’s cultural and athletic events. 

• Construct a lighted soccer field that is NCAA compliant, meets NCAA Division I regional 

broadcast standards, is appropriate for competitive play by all schools in the WCC and Division I, 

and provides opportunities for practice schedules consistent with academic needs. 

• Alleviate the overcrowded conditions at the existing athletic facilities and consolidate Athletics’ 

offices, venues, and support facilities. 

• Provide enhanced recreational facilities including lighted field to alleviate the overcrowded 

conditions at the existing recreational fields to adequately accommodate the student body, and 

better meet the recreational and intramural needs of the broader campus community.  

• Provide additional on-campus recreation options to encourage health and well being of students 

and general campus population. 

• Provide needed outdoor recreational fields within areas of the existing developed campus. 

• Create a central quad area that provides for community interaction in close proximity to existing 

learning facilities and incorporates natural landscaping for use by students, faculty, and staff for 

recreation, relaxation, meetings, and classes.   

• Provide sufficient parking spaces in convenient locations to better accommodate students, faculty, 

and staff needs and facilitate an enhanced campus experience for the entire University population. 

• Foster support of sustainability concepts through student educational programs and continued 

efforts to improve resource conservation to minimize the University’s impact on the land through 

improvements in the design of campus facilities and the use of the campus’ developed space. 

• Minimize potential off-site impacts by balancing appropriate soils on-site within existing 

developed areas to the extent feasible. 
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3.3 PROJECT COMPONENTS 

Campus Life Project Components 

The CLP is made up of six components including new infill and replacement facilities as well as the 

renovation of existing facilities.  The proposed improvements involve athletic and residential facilities, 

parking structures, and other facilities situated within the already-developed campus core.  The CLP has 

been planned within the densities of existing long-term plans for the campus.  The CLP components are 

designed to enhance the existing campus environment and improve the campus life experience for 

students.  Specifically, the six CLP components include: 

 

1) Student Housing Rehabilitation  

2) Athletics/Events Center 

3) Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field 

4) Town Square  

5) Enhanced Recreation Area 

6) School of Law Parking Structure 

 

The locations of each of these components are illustrated in Figure 3-5.  A summary of each component 

is provided in Table 3-1.  Various project elements of these components would include facilities such as 

locker rooms, meeting rooms, academic support facilities, offices, an outdoor plaza, a café, pedestrian 

friendly walkways, and outdoor congregation/sitting areas.  A detailed description of each of the proposed 

facilities is provided below.  

 

Component 1 - Student Housing Rehabilitation   

The Student Housing Rehabilitation aims to restore, enhance, improve and/or replace the University’s 

aging residence halls thereby providing additional, improved opportunities for prospective student 

residents.  Most of these halls are thirty-eight years old with all of the associated aesthetic, electrical, 

plumbing, and technological deficiencies expected in aged buildings.  The Student Housing 

Rehabilitation also proposes to meet the University’s strategic goal to house seventy-five percent of the 

Seaver College student body on the Malibu Campus.  Increased on-campus housing provides mentorship 

opportunities and enhanced peer interactions while also allowing the University to better control student 

housing costs and reduce daily trips to the campus.  Providing additional beds would also help meet the 

significant unmet demand for on-campus housing, as there are more students who want to live on campus 

than residences currently available for them.  Moreover, studies have shown that living on-campus 

improves academic performance by increasing a student’s chances of aspiring to, and acquiring, a 

graduate or professional degree.
4 

  The University believes in a concept of educating the “whole student,” 

which signifies that education outside the classroom is equally important as education in the classroom.  

The proposed facilities will also improve the University’s efforts to create sustainable buildings and 

provide additional modernized amenities to students.  

 

                                                
4
  Astin, Alexander W.  “Student Involvement: A Developmental Theory for Higher Education.”  From the Journal of College 

Student Involvement and available at http://www.housing.sc.edu/resed/pdf/AstinInvolvement.pdf. 
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Table 3-1 

Summary of Proposed CLP Components 

Components 
Existing Structure to be 

Removed  

 

New Structure 

 

Net Difference 

Student Housing Rehabilitation     

Standard Precinct 0 gsf 109,585 gsf 109,585 gsf 

Outer Precinct 59,348 gsf 100,455 gsf 41,107 gsf 

Athletics/Events Center  3,455 gsf 239,300 gsf 235,845 gsf 

Athletics/Events Center Parking Structure 0 gsf 0 gsf 0 gsf 

Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field (Storage) 0 gsf 1,500 gsf  1,500 gsf 

Town Square (Welcome Center) 0 gsf 4,500 gsf 4,500 gsf 

Enhanced Recreation Area (Storage) 0 gsf 1,600 gsf 1,600 gsf 

School of Law Parking Structure  0 gsf 0 gsf 0 gsf 

Totals 62,803 gsf 455,340 gsf  394,137 gsf 

Components and Associated Parking  
Existing Spaces to be 

Removed 
New Spaces Net Difference 

Student Housing Rehabilitation     

Standard Precinct 5 15 10 

Outer Precinct 103 0 -103 

Athletics/Events Center 566 831 265 

Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field and Track 33 43 10 

Town Square  166 369 203 

Enhanced Recreation Area 53 31 -22 

School of Law Parking Structure 291 724 433 

Totals 1,217 2,013 796 

Notes:  gsf = gross square ft. areas on all floors of a building (not including parking) included within the outside 

faces of its exterior walls, including all vertical penetration areas for circulation and shaft areas that would connect 

one floor to another.   

 

 

The Student Housing Rehabilitation is comprised of two separate housing areas (i.e., Standard Precinct 

and Outer Precinct), with styles aimed at different student demographics (i.e., freshman and non-freshman 

undergraduates).  The design for the “freshman” residence halls retains the existing sense of community 

while creating distinct residential groups.  The design proposed for the “non-freshman” residence halls 

encourages older students to remain on campus by providing smaller groups of students per living area 

and a lower student-to-restroom ratio.  As discussed below, the Standard Precinct provides a net increase 

of 300 beds; the outer precinct provides a net increase of 168 beds. 

 

Seaver Residence Halls, Standard Precinct 

EXISTING:  The existing Seaver Residence Halls, Standard Precinct, consists of sixteen residence hall 

buildings located between Upper and Lower Dorm Roads in the middle of the campus core.   

 

PROPOSED:  The CLP proposes to renovate, expand, and/or replace the sixteen residential halls, add 

support facilities, and provide four new community buildings (Figure 3-6).  The improvements proposed 
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for the Standard Precinct are intended to further a cohesive sense of community within a residential 

village setting that encourages student interaction with each other and with University housing 

professionals.  This project improves the energy efficiency, enhances fire-safety (through the addition of 

fire sprinklers), and the quality and resident capacity of the existing buildings.  The addition of up to 300 

student beds at Standard Precinct, along with the net increase of 168 beds at Outer Precinct, assists in 

meeting the University’s strategic housing goal. 

 

Construction of the Standard Precinct would temporarily displace students living in the existing residence 

halls.  The Outer Precinct project, if completed prior to the commencement of the Standard Precinct 

project, would accommodate these students during the transition.  Temporary off-campus housing would 

accommodate any students unable to receive on-campus housing due to construction of the CLP.  

Temporary housing would likely be located within twenty-five miles of the University and be serviced by 

regularly scheduled shuttles.  

 

Physical Attributes 

Upon rehabilitation, the Standard Precinct buildings would increase in area from 145,952 sf to 255,537 sf 

(an increase of 109,585 sf) and reach a height of approximately 43 feet above grade, as compared to the 

existing height of 29 ft. 8 in.  

 

The architectural style for the Standard Precinct Residence Halls refines the original style of the existing 

residence hall buildings, consistent with design elements found in other locations on campus.  Primary 

materials proposed for use in both building types would match campus standards and include stucco, as 

well as terra-cotta roofing materials for roofs. 

 

Access and Parking 

The Seaver Residence Halls, Standard Precinct residents would utilize the new parking structures 

proposed as part of the CLP, as well as campus street parking.  The number of parking spaces within the 

Standard Precinct will be increased from 5 to 15.  Pedestrian pathways would provide access to, and 

among, the residence halls of the Standard Precinct and would link it with the adjacent areas of the 

campus. 

 

Construction 

Construction of the Standard Precinct is estimated to occur over a 2.5-year period.  Earthwork for these 

facilities would include cut and fill grading with an estimated 4,830 cubic yards (cy) of cut and 1,265 cy 

of fill. For a summary of cut and fill calculations for all components, see Table 3-3.  

 

Seaver Residence Halls, Outer Precinct  

EXISTING: The proposed Seaver Residence Halls, Outer Precinct site is located on the current Upsilon 

Parking Lot and Seaver College Residence Halls, lying east of Huntsinger Circle between the Lovernich 

Apartments, Stotsenberg Track and Rho Parking Lot. 

 

PROPOSED:  The proposed Seaver Residence Halls, Outer Precinct would replace six existing buildings, 

which include Morgan Hall, Dewey Hall, Sigma Hall, Shafer Hall, Krown Beta Hall, and Krown Alpha 

Hall, as well as the Upsilon Parking Lot.  This aspect of the CLP intends to encourage upperclassmen to 

remain on campus after their freshman year by providing smaller groups of students per living area and a 

lower student-to-restroom ratio.  This project would remove 290 existing beds and all 103 spaces at the 

Upsilon Parking Lot; replacing them with 458 beds.  The resulting net increase of 168 beds, along with 

the net increase at the Standard Precinct of 300 beds, would help the University meet its strategic housing 
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goal to increase student housing opportunities on the campus.  As shown in Figure 3-7, the project would 

also provide residential buildings, café/convenience store, and a student quad.  These new buildings 

would improve efficiency, as well as fire safety, by providing more up-to-date living amenities for 

students and increasing the student capacity within this smaller area.  

 

The Outer Precinct will also provide additional support amenities such as café dining, open green space, 

common gathering spaces, multi-purpose classroom space, recreation lounges, game rooms, outdoor 

barbeque grills, a student convenience store, open seating space, and a quad area.  

 

Construction of the Outer Precinct would temporarily displace students living in the Outer Precinct.  The 

Standard Precinct project, if completed prior to the commencement of the Outer Precinct, would 

accommodate these students.  Temporary off-campus housing would accommodate any students unable to 

receive on-campus housing due to construction of the CLP.  Temporary housing would likely be located 

within twenty-five miles of the University and be serviced by regularly scheduled shuttles. 

 

Physical Attributes 

Upon completion, this aspect of the CLP would result in a net addition of 41,107 sf to the Outer Precinct 

buildings, resulting in a total of 100,455 sf (development of this project component would remove 59,348 

sf) and reach a height of approximately 48 feet above grade, as compared to the existing height of 29 ft 8 

in.  

 

Access and Parking 

The Seaver Residence Halls, Outer Precinct residents would utilize the new parking structures proposed 

as part of the CLP, as well as campus street parking.  Pedestrian paths and sidewalks along campus streets 

would provide access to and between the residence halls. 

 

Construction 

Construction of the Seaver Residence Halls, Outer Precinct is estimated to occur over a 1.5-year period. 

Earthwork for these facilities would include cut and fill grading with an estimated 2,500 cy of cut and 

10,800 cy of fill. For a summary of cut and fill calculations for all components, see Table 3-3. 

 

Component 2 - Athletics/Events Center  

EXISTING:  The proposed Athletics/Events Center site is located on the existing Rho Parking Lot, which 

is an interior campus location along Huntsinger Circle adjacent to the temporary Student Health and 

Counseling Centers and Lovernich Residential Complex.  The site is characterized by a relatively flat 

asphalt parking lot with limited vegetation and no permanent structures.  The parking lot provides 566 

spaces and has been included in the University’s long-term plans as a location for a student union/events 

facility.  

 

The University currently has both men’s and women’s NCAA Division I basketball and volleyball teams.  

Home games, practices, intramurals, and student “pick-up” games are all presently held on one 

performance court at the Firestone Fieldhouse.  Upon completion of the Firestone Fieldhouse in 1973, the 

facility was considered the “jewel” of the WCC; however, today, the Fieldhouse is outdated, undersized, 

and one of the least preferred basketball venues in the conference.  There is one men’s and one women’s 

locker room facility at Firestone Fieldhouse.  During athletic events, home and visiting teams have to 

share the locker room space while the Pepperdine community (students, faculty, and staff) does not have 

access to locker rooms for recreational use of the facilities.  During athletic performances the Fieldhouse  
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has a seating capacity of 3,104, a number that may be temporarily augmented by the placement of up to 

470 folding chairs on the floor. 

 

PROPOSED:  The CLP proposes a multi-purpose Athletics/Events Center that would satisfy the campus’ 

need for a NCAA Division I regulation volleyball and basketball competition venue with ancillary event 

amenities and additional practice facilities for both sports (Figure 3-7).  The facility would also provide a 

unified location for the Athletics department offices that are currently spread across campus.  

 

This would enhance communication, efficiency, and collegiality in the department as well as allow for 

better interactions of Athletics with players, recruits, and their families.  The Athletics/Events Center 

would provide athletic facilities comparable to those of other schools in the WCC.  This component of the 

CLP would in effect replace many of the current functions supplied by the Firestone Fieldhouse and 

thereby allow its conversion to support other University needs such as the provision of improved student 

recreation facilities and offices to house needed health center functions.  This would result in the 

relocation of the University’s main athletics and events venue from its current location next to Malibu 

Country Estates to an interior campus location.  Upon occupancy of the Athletics/Events Center, the 

existing spectator seating at Firestone Fieldhouse would be removed.   

 

The proposed Athletics/Events Center would also provide necessary infrastructure to support a Division I 

Athletics Program.  For example, the improved academic support lab provided to student-athletes would 

allow for increased performance, both in athletics and academics, by providing several different areas for 

individual and group studying as well as tutoring.  The new facility would also include locker rooms for 

both visiting and home teams, meeting rooms for teams to prepare and strategize for upcoming games as 

well as improved strength and conditioning space for all student-athletes.  Space is also allocated to 

equipment storage, media coverage, concession services, and fundraising events. 

 

The Athletics/Events Center would include 5,000 permanent seats. During special events, approximately 

up to 470 additional folding chairs may be temporarily placed on the event floor raising the seating 

capacity to 5,470.  In addition to athletic competitions and practices, the Center will also host campus and 

community events.  While Alumni Park would likely remain the preferred forum for graduation 

ceremonies, the Athletics/Events Center would serve as an alternate venue in the event of inclement 

weather. 

 

The University proposes to construct a chilled water central plant facility to satisfy the space cooling 

needs of the proposed CLP buildings.  The central plant will utilize indoor electric chillers and pumps, as 

well as outdoor cooling towers, located inside and adjacent to the proposed parking structure at the 

Athletics/Events Center.  This location allows new noise-producing equipment to be located at an interior 

location within the campus, and eventually allows the similar equipment at existing buildings to be 

reduced or eliminated.  Underground pipelines will conduct chilled water throughout most of the existing 

campus, and connect to the new facilities.  An underground, chilled water storage tank is proposed to be 

located beneath the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area (Component 5), as described below.   

 

Physical Attributes  

The building footprint of the Athletics/Events Center would encompass an area of approximately 107,400 

sf. and reach a height of approximately 75 ft with architectural elements extending to 90 ft.  The 

construction of this facility would remove 3,455 sf of floor space contained in the Student Health Center 

and Student Counseling Center trailers and would add approximately 239,300 sf of floor space for a net 

difference of 235,845 sf.  An adjacent parking structure would provide 831 parking spaces within two 
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subterranean and five above ground levels.  Existing University student health and counseling services 

would be relocated to Heritage Hall.  

 

Proposed Events 

In addition to routine athletic practices, the Athletics/Events Center would provide a forum for WCC 

athletic competitions as well as campus and community events.  Regularly scheduled games would be 

held for the University men’s and women’s basketball and volleyball programs.  Sample campus and 

community events include weekly convocation and an annual Bible Lectureship Series.  

 

Access and Parking 

The Athletics/Events Center would provide an aboveground parking structure with a total of 591 parking 

spaces.  This structure will serve as the primary parking location for spectators.  Street parking and shuttle 

service from other parking areas, such as the existing Page Terrace Parking Lot or proposed School of 

Law Parking Structure, will also be utilized. 

 

Construction 

The duration of construction for the center is expected to be 2.5-years assuming construction is 

continuous throughout the year and there are no weather delays.  Earthwork for this site would include cut 

and fill grading with an estimated 115,100cy of cut and 14,900 cy of fill. For a summary of cut and fill 

calculations for all components, see Table 3-3. 

 

During construction, equipment and personnel staging would be accommodated at the Page Terrace 

Parking Lot, and/or the component site.  Haul routes for dirt, materials, concrete, and other large 

deliveries would utilize John Tyler Drive and Huntsinger Circle.  Temporary parking during construction 

would be accommodated by the Page Terrace Parking Lot and on street parking.  

 

Component 3 – Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field 

EXISTING:  The proposed Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field site is located on the existing Tari Frahm 

Rokus Field and Stotsenberg Track (Figure 3-7).  The existing track and field is situated on a leveled tier 

between the Seaver Residence Halls, Outer Precinct and Upsilon Parking Lot (to the north) and the Eddy 

D. Field Baseball Stadium (to the south).  Currently, temporary mobile seating is relied upon to provide 

seating for up to 1,000 spectators.  The Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field component of the CLP in 

conjunction with the enhanced Recreation Area, (Component 5), would fulfill unmet University needs for 

recreation space.  Pepperdine University supports a very successful women’s soccer program that is 

limited by overcrowding from other activities that have a high demand for use of the field.  The demand 

for field time, not only by the women’s soccer team but by all intramural and recreational activities, as 

well as community use, far exceeds the daylight hours in a day.  The field is inadequate for NCAA 

tournament play because of insufficient lighting and size, as well as overcrowding from other activities 

that have a high demand for use of the field.  The women’s soccer program utilizes Tari Frahm Rokus 

Field for practices and games, however, some schools in the WCC will not play on the existing field 

resulting in a disadvantage to the existing soccer program.  The only lighting provided at the Tari Frahm 

Rokus Field is intended to light the track for recreational nighttime use and does not provide sufficient 

light for competitive nighttime play on the field.  The existing field also does not meet NCAA 

requirements for a possible future men’s soccer team.  

 

PROPOSED:  The Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field would meet the present and future institutional needs 

of the University’s soccer program.  This includes providing a NCAA compliant competition field to 

meet the needs of the existing women’s soccer team and a possible future men’s team.  The Upgraded 
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NCAA Soccer Field would provide a dedicated student athletics facility on par with all other schools in 

the WCC.  

 

The encircling NCAA-compliant running track would be enlarged to provide sufficient interior space to 

accommodate an appropriately sized soccer field.  The playing field would measure 240 ft. by 360 ft., 

which is sufficient to meet NCAA competition standards, and provide an additional 20-foot “runoff area” 

surrounding the field.  The elevation of the upgraded soccer field would be approximately ten feet higher 

than the level of the existing track and soccer field.  The field would have a natural grass playing surface 

and be equipped with 100-foot candle level lighting for nighttime competitive use during televised games.  

The lighting level would be reduced to 50 foot-candles for non-televised games and practice use.  The 

component also provides 1,000 permanent spectator seats on the northern side of the field and 1,500 sf of 

storage space, which includes restrooms for athletic use.  The adjacent Athletics/Events Center will 

provide locker room space for home teams, officials, and visiting teams, while the adjacent 

café/convenience store associated with the proposed Outer Precinct would provide concessions.   

 

Proposed Events 

Events, games, and practices would occur at the Soccer Field over the course of the academic school year.  

As is the case currently, the women’s soccer team would host 12-14 games per year from August through 

December in addition to holding practices.  Athletic camps (e.g., soccer, volleyball, basketball, baseball), 

serving the local community are typically scheduled for 5-6 weeks each per year in June, July, and 

August.  These camps currently occur at the Tari Frahm Rokus Field and Stotsenberg Track facility as 

well as at other locations on campus and may continue to occur at the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field.  

Alternatively camps may be located at the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area (Component 5).  Field use 

would occur predominantly during daylight hours; however, nighttime games, practices, and special 

events would also extend into the evening hours.   

 

Access and Parking 

Removal of the existing Track Lot (33 parking spaces) is necessary for the implementation of the 

proposed Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field.  It would be replaced by a surface parking lot containing 43 

spaces. Pedestrian access is readily available given the facilities’ proximity to student residential facilities 

and the Athletics/Events Center. 

 

Construction 

Construction of the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field is expected to occur over a one-year period. Earthwork 

for this site would include cut and fill grading with an estimated 8,000 cy of cut and 78,400 cy of fill. For 

a summary of cut and fill calculations for all components, see Table 3-3. 

 

Component 4 - Town Square  

EXISTING:  The proposed Town Square site is located on what is now the Seaver Main Parking Lot, a 

large surface parking lot which projects westerly from Seaver Drive to occupy a core area between the 

Thornton Administrative Center and Huntsinger Academic Center (on the east) and the Center for the 

Arts (on the west).  The current parking lot on this site contains 166 spaces.  

 

PROPOSED: The Town Square proposes to provide the University a quad area centrally located in the 

center of campus, including additional parking spaces.  This aspect of the CLP would consist of two 

levels of underground parking with a landscaped quad on the third, or top, level.  The quad would satisfy 

the campus’ need for a central community interaction area incorporating natural landscaping and green 

grass (Figure 3-8).  This aesthetic enhancement is critical as this location acts as the “gateway” to the 
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Seaver College campus.  The central quad area would also allow the campus community to hold classes 

outside and provide an area for informal student recreation and dispersed seating arrangements for student 

congregation.  A street-level Welcome Center, located adjacent to Seaver Drive, would further enhance 

the notion of the Seaver College gateway by welcoming guests and providing information on the 

University.  The facility would also contain necessary support systems including, storage space and 

restrooms. 

 

Physical Attributes 

The new street-level Welcome Center would reach a height of approximately 30 ft. above the prevailing 

grade (i.e., above the quad area) and have a total area of 4,500 sf.  The remaining ground level would 

consist of an open, landscaped quad.  The two levels of parking would accommodate 369 parking spaces. 

 

Access and Parking 

Seaver Drive would provide access to Town Square.  Ingress and egress to this area would be provided at 

the slope adjacent to Thornton Administrative Center south of the current guard station site.  Construction 

of the 369-space subterranean parking structure and quad would replace the existing 166 space Seaver 

Main Parking Lot, resulting in a net addition of 203 spaces.   

 

Construction   

Construction of the Town Square is expected to occur over a two-year period (including six months of 

underground utility relocations). Grading activities would involve primarily cut earthwork operations, 

with an estimated net of 70,000 cy of soils. For a summary of cut and fill calculations for all components, 

see Table 3-3. Due to the soil at this site consisting primarily of bedrock, excess soil may be exported to 

an undesignated off-campus location.  

 

Component 5 – Enhanced Recreation Area  

EXISTING:  The proposed Enhanced Recreation Area site is located north of Huntsinger Circle in an area 

currently consisting of an intramural field, the Terrace Parking Lot, naturally vegetated areas, an earthen 

debris stockpile, and a debris basin maintenance structure.  As discussed under Component 3, there is a 

lack of adequate fields on campus to accommodate the University’s need for athletic program, intramural 

and recreational use.  The existing recreation field is of insufficient size for current recreational needs, 

(e.g., intramural rugby and lacrosse), or to allow for more than one game at a time.  Nevertheless, 

intramural and club sports are well represented on campus.  Currently there are 1,200 students 

participating in seven intramural sports including flag football, tennis, volleyball, dodge ball, basketball, 

soccer and ultimate Frisbee. Club sports are extramural activities, played against other colleges including 

lacrosse, rugby, and soccer and ultimate Frisbee. 

 

The existing Tari Frahm Rokus Field and Stotsenberg Track is utilized for both student recreation as well 

as for University athletics.  However due to Rokus Field being the only NCAA-compliant athletic playing 

field on the campus, the field is unable to sufficiently accommodate intramural or recreational use.   

 

PROPOSED: The CLP proposes an improved and expanded grass recreation area on the site of the 

existing intramural field.  The proposed field would help meet the University’s goal to provide for on-

campus recreation options to encourage the health and well being of its students.  The field would provide 

sufficient space to accommodate a playing field consistent with the size requirements for student 

recreation needs and intramural sports, (Figure 3-9). In order to accommodate intramural use, the project 

proposes to replace existing inefficient lighting fixtures with modern, more efficient fixtures.  The 

component also provides a 1,600 square foot structure containing storage space and restrooms. 



Huntsinger Circle

Source: S.E.C. Civil Engineers, Inc., September, 2009.
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An underground, chilled water storage tank is proposed to be buried within the earth fill required to create 

the Enhanced Recreation Area.  The tank capacity would be approximately 2 million gallons, providing 

sufficient storage to allow chillers and cooling towers located inside or adjacent to the proposed parking 

structure at the Athletics/Events Center to operate during off-peak hours, substantially reducing energy 

consumption during the highest demand period of the day.  

 

Access and Parking 

Ingress and egress to and from the Enhanced Recreation Area would be provided by the campus 

pedestrian walkway network and by an adjacent access road.  Currently, four terraced levels of the Page 

Terrace Parking Lot provide parking in the vicinity.  Removal of the lowest tier of the four terraced 

parking levels (53 parking spaces) and the parking lot’s access driveway would be necessary for the 

construction of the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area.  However, a parking lot with 31 parking spaces 

would be constructed along the access road just east of the proposed field.  For improved vehicular 

ingress and egress, the Terrace Parking Lot would be connected to the George Page Lot. 

 

Debris Basin 

A new debris basin located north of the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area would replace the current 

debris basin structure, located just east of the existing intramural field.  The proposed debris basin is 

required by the County to have a retention/storage capacity for 8,500 cy of debris.  As designed, the new 

debris basin would provide capacity for approximately 9,100 cy of debris. 

 

Stockpile 

A stockpile composed of uncompacted fill material is currently located north of Huntsinger circle to the 

east of the existing Marie Canyon debris basin structures.  This existing stockpile is used both as a site to 

place the fill generated from on-going campus projects and to acquire fill as needed.  The existing 

stockpile is permitted to accommodate 23,000 cy of fill.  As designed, the Enhanced Recreation Area and 

its adjacent debris basin would allow for the retention of a portion of the existing stockpile location.  The 

remaining stockpile area would be reduced in size and have a space capacity for the stockpiling of 

approximately 8,000 cy of fill. 

 

Construction 

Construction of the Enhanced Recreation Area is expected to occur over several years.  Site preparation 

would take place early in the process followed by soil import as other CLP components are constructed. 

The outlet drainpipe from the reconfigured debris basin would also be connected to the existing 54” RCP 

storm drain located under Huntsinger Circle.  To complete the new connection with the existing storm 

drain would require the excavation of approximately 100 feet of Huntsinger Circle.  The excavation of the 

roadway would be made necessary because approximately 50 feet of the existing upper end of the storm 

drain would be abandoned and a new connection from the reconfigured debris basin would be installed 

slightly farther downhill of the existing connection.  Final construction of the facility will commence once 

the soils are imported and placed with desired degrees of compaction to achieve the desired pad size over 

a time span that is anticipated to take approximately one year. 

 

The Enhanced Recreation Area functions as a balance pad for the CLP and would require the placement 

of approximately 89,000 – 157,000 cy of fill to support the field, depending upon the availability of fill 

soils. For a summary of cut and fill calculations for all components, see Table 3-3.  Construction would 

also require the removal of one of the four levels of the existing Page Terrace surface parking lot, a 

revegetation site, and adjacent disturbed slopes north of Huntsinger Circle.   
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Component 6 – School of Law Parking Structure 

EXISTING:  The proposed site location for the School of Law Parking Structure is currently occupied by 

the School of Law Student Lot.  This existing surface parking lots provides campus parking for students, 

faculty, and staff.  The School of Law Student Lot is located at the southeast corner of Baxter Drive and 

Seaver Drive and provides 291 parking spaces.   

 

PROPOSED:  The CLP proposes to replace the existing surface School of Law Student Parking Lot with 

a three-level parking structure, which would provide 724 parking spaces.  Completion of the structure 

would result in a net increase of 433 parking spaces (Figure 3-10).  

 

Physical Attributes 

Upon completion, the proposed School of Law Parking Structure would have a maximum height of 33 

feet.  The exterior finishes and building materials proposed for the parking structure are intended to blend 

in with and compliment the existing colors and building material textures in common use on the campus.  

Such building materials would include the use of terra cotta colored roof elements, off-white and/or earth 

tone stucco walls as aesthetically appropriate, horizontal voids with wall sections of sufficient height 

above floor levels to contain the potential glare of vehicle lights at night.  Tree and shrub landscape 

elements incorporated along the perimeter edges of the parking structure will soften the architectural 

profile edges of the facilities.   

 

Access and Parking 

Access to the School of Law Parking Structure would be from Baxter Drive. In total, the parking structure 

would provide approximately 724 parking spaces, for a net increase of 433 parking spaces. 

 

Construction 

Construction of the proposed parking structure is estimated to occur over a 1.5-year period.  The proposed 

School of Law Parking Structure would be built nearly level with the gently sloping site of the existing 

parking lot.  Earthwork for this facility would include cut and fill grading with an estimated 6,500 cubic 

yards (cy) of cut and 2,500 cy of fill. For a summary of cut and fill calculations for all components, see 

Table 3-3. 

 

Campus Life Project Characteristics 

Landscaping 

Proposed CLP landscape designs, which are deer resistant and water efficient, would enhance the overall 

physical appearance of the campus; particularly at specific building sites.  The plant palettes would take 

fire zone constraints and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) recommendations into consideration, 

including the CNPS list of “Non-Native Invasive Plants in the Santa Monica Mountains."  As stated by 

the CNPS, “for landscaping far from natural areas, a greater variety of non-local native plants, or native 

hybrids, can be used, since there is less chance this vegetation would displace or intermix with native 

populations."  The plant palette list will incorporate these provisions and conform to standards required 

by the Los Angeles County Drought-Tolerant Landscaping Ordinance.  Consistent with existing 

University water conservation practices, the continual use of reclaimed water would be utilized for 

irrigation purposes.  

 

Building Design 

Building designs for all aspects of the CLP are not yet final.  However, the proposed buildings will 

incorporate similar architectural styles, building materials, color, scale, massing, and design as the 



Source: S.E.C. Civil Engineers, Inc., July 2009.

School of Law Parking Structure (Component 6)
PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY CAMPUS LIFE PROJECT – DRAFT EIR

ENVICOM
CORPORATION

FIG
UR

E3-10FE
ET

80400

Revised: Sep. 21, 2009

Seaver Drive

Baxter Drive

3-Level
Parking Structure

(724 Spaces)



3.0  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

Page 3-24 

 

existing buildings on the Pepperdine University Malibu Campus.  Illustrations depicting representative 

architectural styles, building materials and general designs are provided in Figure 3-11.  The maximum 

height requested for the proposed CLP is approximately 75 feet (with architectural elements extending to 

90 feet).  This height is associated with the construction of the proposed Athletics/Events Center, which is 

to be located in an interior and visually remote area of campus.  CLP structures will incorporate 

sustainable design principles where feasible and will comply with the County of Los Angeles’ 

development standards.  Detailed design and lighting plans for the proposed CLP will also conform to 

governing standards. 

 

Campus Population 

Student Enrollment 

The current enrollment at the Malibu Campus is approximately 2,650 FTE students.  Buildout of the 

proposed CLP would not result in an increase in FTE enrollment.  Both Los Angeles County and the 

California Coastal Commission (CCC) provide caps for the maximum student enrollment permitted at the 

Malibu campus that are well above current and anticipated enrollment.  These limits are 3,500 FTE 

(County approved) and 5,000 FTE (CCC approved) students.  The proposed CLP does not seek to change 

these approvals.  

 

Staffing 

Buildout of the proposed CLP would result in an increase in staffing.  As shown in Table 3-2, buildout of 

the CLP would result in a net of approximately 48.3 new FTE and 15 new contract employees.  The list of 

departments in Table 3-3 is not exhaustive but instead includes all departments for which staffing is 

impacted by the CLP.  However, the row for “overall campus totals” refers to all departments on the 

Malibu Campus.    

 

Construction of the Campus Life Project 

Construction Phasing and Grading 

Buildout of the entire proposed CLP would likely occur in two phases over approximately twelve years, 

although it could take more or less than that depending on funding availability and emerging University 

needs.  While subject to change, Figure 3-12 provides a summary of anticipated project scheduling and 

estimated construction durations.  Phase I of construction would commence upon the issuance of building 

permits by Los Angeles County Department of Building and Safety and is scheduled to last six years.  

During this phase, the School of Law Parking Structure and the Outer Precinct portion of the Student 

Housing Rehabilitation would be constructed first.  As indicated above specific component phasing is 

contingent upon fundraising, future University needs and is subject to change.  In the event that the SOL 

parking structure is not constructed first, the University will maximize use of other available campus 

parking facilities during construction.  This may include use of special parking permits and shuttling, as 

necessary, in order to utilize excess parking at Drescher Campus and other remote on-campus parking 

locations.  It should be noted that the quad portion of the Outer Precinct would not be constructed at this 

time; this would allow three existing dorm buildings to offset the temporary loss of beds during the 

construction of the Standard Precinct in Phase II.  The debris basin portion of the Enhanced Recreation 

Area and the Athletics/Events Center would follow.  Phase II would commence with the Upgraded 

NCAA Soccer Field followed by the Standard Precinct portion of the Student Housing Rehabilitation.  

The CLP would conclude with buildout of the Town Center and Enhanced Recreation Area.  As part of 

the construction schedule, it is anticipated that subsequent phases may not commence immediately upon 

the completion of a previous phase due to the potential need to raise funds for component project costs as 

well as the need to determine current University priorities and needs.   
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Table 3-2 

Existing and Proposed Staffing 

Existing Staff 
Future Staff  

(Proposed After CLP) 
Department 

FTE 
Contract  

Employees 
FTE 

Contract  
Employees 

Component 

Allocation 

Athletics 
52.8 

15  

(event staff) 
65 

20  

(event staff) 
AEC 

Campus Recreation 

(includes changes to 

staffing with previously 

approved expansion 

anticipated to occur in 

2009) 

7.6 0 9.0 0 

Rec Field 

Counseling 8.0 1 8.0 1  

Facilities Management & 

Planning/Business 

Services 
186.0 122 211 132 

Allocated 

between 

components 

based upon sf 

Health  7.3 10 8.0 10  

Housing 17.5 0 18.5 0 SHR 

Public Safety 

36.3 0 43.3 0 

Allocated 

between 

components 

based upon sf 

Totals by Listed 

Department 
307 147 355 162 

Overall Malibu Campus 

Totals 
1406 149 1454 164 

Overall Net Increase n/a n/a 48.3 15 
Note:  Part time employees are included in the existing and proposed FTE staffing.  Each department has a 

conversion factor for the hours their part time staff work.  For example, part time Athletics staff on average 

works 10 hours out of a 40-hour workweek (25%).  As such, the FTE for Athletics is calculated using the 

following formula:  Full time + Part time (.25) = FTE for Athletics.  The conversion factors for each 

department are as follows: Campus Recreation (.155), Counseling (.33), FMP/BS (.5), Health (.25), Housing 

(.5), and Public Safety (.66). 

n/a 

 

 

Collectively, grading of the component sites would consist of a cut/fill operation with the Enhanced 

Recreation Field serving as a balancing pad.  The proposed CLP cut and fill values for each of the 

Component sites are presented in Table 3-3.  While it is the intent of the project to utilize all cut soils 

generated on site, preliminary investigations indicate that soils from the Town Square may not be suitable 

to serve as fill at one of the other CLP component sites.  Therefore, for purposes of the analysis in this 

document, a conservative (i.e., worst case) condition is assumed: that being that the Enhanced Recreation 

Area would be filled to its highest design capacity and all cut from the Town Square would be exported.  

Any potential deficit in soils on site can be provided by the Graduate Campus balancing pad.   
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Construction Equipment for all Campus Life Project Components 

Typical construction equipment for development of the proposed CLP would include: 

• Caterpillar D8R or D9R, excavators, scrapers, dozers and loaders; 

• Dump trucks, and 10-wheeler bottom dumps, truck/transfers; 

• Drilling and tieback equipment; 

• Compaction equipment, including sheep’s foot roller, tampers, vibrator plates, whackers; 

• Back hoe, trenching equipment, breaker hoe; 

• Paving equipment;  

• Skip loader; 

• Cranes, concrete trucks and pumps, hand tools, construction material delivery trucks; 

• Pettibone articulated arm lift; 

• Scissor lift; 

• Fork lift; 

• Stucco and shotcrete spray equipment; 

• Pneumatic and Electric percussion hammer/drills; 

• Wood, metal, concrete, and tile saws; 

• Gunite applicator equipment; 

• Shot pin drivers; 

• Concrete / plaster mixers; and 

• Hot pots, torches, and other roofing/waterproofing equipment.  

 

Table 3-3 

Summary of Cut and Fill Calculations 

Component 

Amount of 

Cutting 

Needed (cy) 

Amount of 

Filling 

Needed 

(cy) 

Net Amount of 

Cut per 

Component(s) 

(cy) 

Net Amount of 

Fill per 

Component(s) 

(cy) 

Net Amount of 

Cut or Fill for 

Entire CLP 

(cy) 

Student Housing Rehabilitation       

Standard Precinct 4,830 1,265 3,565 --- --- 

Outer Precinct 2,500 10,800 --- 8,300 --- 

Athletics / Events Center 115,100 14,900 100,200 --- --- 

Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field 8,000 78,400 --- 70,400 --- 

Town Square 70,000 cy not 

suitable for fill 

0 70,000 cy not 

suitable for fill 

--- --- 

Enhanced Recreation Area  

(Filled to higher level) 

15,900 172,900 --- 157,000 --- 

School of Law Student Parking 

Structure 

6,500 2,500 4,000  --- 

CLP Totals 152,830 280,765 127,935 235,700 Fill: 107,765 

Source:  Pepperdine University, 2009, S.E.C. Civil Engineers, Inc., 2009, Penfield and Smith 2009. 

Notes:  Calculations for this scenario assume the option of filling of Enhanced Recreation Field to the higher field elevation and that all 

the material cut at Town Square would not be suitable as fill for use elsewhere in the CLP.  No soils are expected to be imported from 

off-campus for the proposed project; however, soils may be moved from the Graduate Campus Balance Pad for any needed fill. The 

Graduate Campus Balance Pad is estimated to have a minimum of approximately 39,000 cy and a maximum of 125,000 cy of dirt 

available for use in the Campus Life Project. 
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Required Project approvals 

Upon certification of the CLP Environmental Impact Report (EIR) by the County of Los Angeles, a 

variety of agency discretionary and ministerial actions may be required, including but not necessarily 

limited to: 

 

County of Los Angeles 

• Discretionary actions that the County of Los Angeles may find appropriate include additional 

conditional use and parking permits.  Various administrative actions would also be required such 

as grading, building, and occupancy permits.   

 

California Coastal Commission 

• Discretionary actions that the California Coastal Commission may find appropriate include 

amendment to the Pepperdine University Long Range Development Plan (LRDP). 

 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

• Permits associated with grading activities (i.e., approval of Stormwater Pollution Prevention 

Plan), and Section 401 Clean Water Act Certification. 

 

California Department of Fish and Game 

• Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement. 

 

United States Army Corps of Engineers 

• Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit, revision to Regional Permit No. 51.  
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section provides a brief overview of the project site’s regional and local setting.  Additional 
descriptions of the environmental setting as it relates to each of the environmental issue areas are included 
in the existing conditions discussions contained within Sections 5.1 through 5.14.  Also provided below is 
a list of related projects, which is used as the basis for the discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 5 
(Environmental Impact Analysis). 
 

4.2 REGIONAL SETTING 

Pepperdine University’s Malibu campus is located in the southwestern portion of Los Angeles County.  
See Section 3.1 for a regional location map (Figure 3.1).  The Pacific Ocean is located approximately one-
quarter mile south of the campus. Malibu Surfrider Beach is located approximately three miles to the 
southeast.  The Malibu area is bounded by the Santa Monica Mountains on the north, east, and west and 
the Pacific Ocean on the south.  The regional setting of Pepperdine University includes development 
along the County's Malibu shoreline, which tends to be confined to a narrow coastal strip by the steep 
foothill slopes of the Santa Monica Mountains.  Southern California’s Mediterranean climate, along with 
dry, extended Santa Ana wind patterns, renders the region vulnerable to periodic and intense wildfires, 
many of which occur at the urban fringe.  As recently as October 2007, the Malibu campus was put on 
high alert and implemented emergency response plans when a wildfire encroached on Pepperdine 
property. 
 

4.3 LOCAL SETTING  

Pepperdine University’s Malibu campus is located at 24255 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu, California.  
The property consists of 830 acres with development concentrated in the southern portion of the property 
near PCH.  PCH is a four-lane highway that extends along the California coast and provides regional 
access between the Pepperdine campus and Ventura County to the northwest and the Los Angeles area to 
the southeast. Malibu Canyon Road is located to the southeast providing access to PCH to the south and 
U.S. Highway 101 to the north.  The campus has been developed on terrain surfaces that extend inland 
from the upper reaches of coastal terrace landforms into the foothills of the Santa Monica Mountains.  
The University’s property continues northerly through the steep and rugged headwater terrain of Winter 
and Marie Canyons to reach locally prominent mountain ridge crests that form the drainage divide with 
Malibu Canyon.   
 
The City of Malibu is adjacent to the University to the south, west and east.  See Section 3.1 for a local 
setting map (Figure 3.2).  The City of Malibu Civic Center is located approximately one mile to the east.  
There are concentrations of institutional, commercial, residential, and public uses within the City of 
Malibu in the vicinity of the University, which are surrounded and separated by open space of coastal 
foothills and valleys of the Santa Monica Mountains.  The Malibu Country Estates residential 
subdivision, which contains 107 lots and has a density of 2-4 units per acre, is located adjacent to the 
University to the southwest.  Additional residential developments in the vicinity of the University include 
the Malibu Knolls to the east and the Malibu Colony to the south along Malibu Colony Drive.   
 
Malibu Bluffs Park, as well as 83 acres of open space owned by the Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy, are located to the south of the University.  Malibu Creek State Park is located adjacent to 
the northernmost boundary of the University’s property, a distance of approximately 1.3 miles from the 
nearest proposed CLP component.  
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The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation’s Riding and Hiking Trails Master Plan, 
the Malibu LCP, and the City of Malibu Draft General Plan have consistently made reference to public 
trail routes that cross portions of the Pepperdine University property or that may pass by it in relative 
close proximity.  The primary adopted east-west trail system to the north of the Pepperdine University 
property is the Backbone Trail System.  Other routes are the Mesa Peak Trail and the Coastal Slope Trail, 
both of which form portions of an interconnecting trail network envisioned for the local vicinity in the 
Santa Monica Mountains.  The Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area Interagency Trail 
Management Plan Map (September 2005) contains an existing conditions map that depicts the proposed 
routes of the Backbone Trail, the Mesa Peak Trail, and the Coastal Slope Trail.

1
  The legend categories on 

the Interagency Trail Management Plan Map summarize the existing “Right-of-way Status” and 
“Designated Trail Usage.”  As depicted on this map, segments of the two trails would cross the campus 
along routes that follow closely along the crests of the two ridges and that converge to meet at a 1,800-
foot summit point at the head of Marie Canyon (Figure 5.7.1-7).  According to the Interagency Trail 
Management Plan Map, the “Right-of-way Status” of both the Coastal Slope Trail and Mesa Peak Trail is 
“Unauthorized” and the type of trail usage for both is “Undesignated.”  As such, the status of these trails 
can be described as planned but not yet as developed.   
 

Two Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) are located in the vicinity of the 
Pepperdine University, Malibu campus.  Los Angeles County has defined Significant Ecological Areas  
(SEAs) as ecologically fragile or important land and water areas that are valuable as plant or wildlife 
habitat (England and Nelson, 1976; Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Study, 1986).  The 
Malibu Coastline Significant Ecological Area (SEA #1) consists of the Malibu coastline from the lower 
intertidal zone to 100 feet in depth.  A portion of SEA #1 is located off-site approximately two-third miles 
south of the nearest CLP Component (Town Square). As shown in Figure 5.3-3, The Malibu Canyon and 
Lagoon Significant Ecological Area (SEA #5) is approximately one-half mile to the north and one-third 
mile to the northeast of the nearest CLP Component (Enhanced Recreation Area).  Interior portions of the 
Pepperdine University property are within SEA #5. 

 
4.4 LOCAL SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

Pepperdine University receives its fire protection and paramedic services from the Los Angeles County 
Fire Department (LACFD).  Of the County’s fire stations located throughout the Malibu and Santa 
Monica Mountains area, Fire Station No. 88, located at 23720 W. Malibu Road, is the closest to the 
campus, at approximately 0.8 miles.  Police protection and enforcement services are currently provided to 
the Pepperdine University, Malibu campus by the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LACSD) 
and the University’s Department of Public Safety.    
 
The main storm drain of the University’s stormwater system begins at the Marie Canyon debris basin 
located north of Huntsinger Circle.  Runoff from natural areas and campus hardscape is transported south 
through the main storm drain, which is aligned beneath Huntsinger Circle and John Tyler Drive.  Three 
catch basins and associated connectors located along Huntsinger Circle also serve the Pepperdine campus 
and empty into the main storm drain.  Drainage flows are transported south under PCH and eventually 
empty into the unlined channel of lower Marie Canyon Creek on Winter Mesa before reaching the Pacific 
Ocean.  Most of the existing developed campus area and all of the CLP components lie within the 
drainage area that contributes runoff to this culvert. 

                                                
1
  Pepperdine University formerly had a dedicated east-west easement for an alignment of a potential future Coastal Slope Trail 

segment that traversed the headwall slopes of Marie Canyon that was routinely shown in long-range campus planning concept 
documents.  Field inspections of the former route found that it traversed treacherously steep slopes and was considered unsafe 
and infeasible.  The relocation of an alternative dedicated easement by Pepperdine University was made at the request of the 
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy. 
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The Malibu Mesa Wastewater Reclamation Plant (MMWRP), located at the northwest corner of the 
junction of PCH and John Tyler Drive, southwest of the Pepperdine campus, is a tertiary wastewater 
treatment plant that serves the wastewater treatment needs of the Pepperdine University Malibu campus 
and the Malibu County Estates subdivision.  The design capacity of the Plant is 200,000 gallons per day 
(gpd) of domestic wastewater.  The reclaimed water from this Plant is stored in lakes at Alumni Park and 
is used to irrigate approximately 99 percent of the irrigated Pepperdine University campus area, and 
potable water is used to irrigate the remainder. Pepperdine University’s Hydrogeologic Monitoring 
Program monitors and evaluates the effects of the University irrigation system, to ensure that irrigation 
does not contribute to instability of slopes on the University property and on the coastal terrace and 
coastal bluffs downslope from the campus.  Treatment of the portion of the wastewater flows from the 
Pepperdine University Malibu campus that is not provided by MMWRP is provided by the Tapia Water 
Reclamation Facility (TWRF), which is owned and operated by Las Virgenes Municipal Water District 
(LVMWD).  The TWRF has a capacity of 16.1 million gallons per day.  However, based on estimated 
future wastewater flows, it is undergoing planned modifications that are expected to reduce its rated 
capacity to an average of 12 million gallons per day.

2
  

 
The LVMWD currently provides reclaimed water to the campus, while the Los Angeles County Water 
Works District (LACWWD) No. 29 provides all retail potable water.  Water for fire service is also 
delivered to the campus by LACWWD No. 29 facilities, which include reservoirs, pumping stations and 
pipelines.  
 
Pepperdine University is responsible for arranging for the disposal of all solid wastes generated on the 
campus.  For the past nine years Pepperdine has partnered with Crown Disposal Company, a mixed 
processing plant, to help recycle or dispose of campus solid waste.  Non-recoverable materials are then 
transported to County landfills such as the Calabasas, Sunshine Canyon or Chiquita Canyon landfills for 
disposal. 
 

4.5 CAMPUS SETTING  

Pepperdine University’s Malibu campus is located at 24255 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu, California.  
The property consists of 830 acres, with development concentrated in the southern portion of the 
property. Vehicular access is currently provided via John Tyler Drive on the west and Seaver Drive on the 
east.  
 
The proposed Campus Life Project (CLP) consists primarily of infilling the core campus area including 
athletic facilities, residential facilities, parking structures, and support facilities.  These facilities have 
been proposed for under-utilized sites situated within the core area of the campus.  As discussed in 
Section 3, the CLP consists of six (6) components involving new construction as well as rehabilitation 
and revitalization of existing facilities.  The proposed components are to be sited at the existing Seaver 
College Residence Halls, Upsilon Lot (parking lot), Stotsenberg Track & Tari Frahm Rokus Field, the 
Rho Lot (parking lot), Seaver Main Lot (parking lot), School of Law Student Lot (parking lot), Page 
Terrace Lot (parking lot), and the intramural field.  These locations are depicted in Figure 3.4.   
 

                                                
2
 Boyle Engineering.  Integrated Water System Master Plan Updated 2007. October 2007. 
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4.6 RELATED PROJECTS  

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of cumulative impacts.  Cumulative impacts 
are defined as two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which 
compound or increase other environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355).  In the context of 
this EIR, cumulative impacts are those resulting from individual effects of the proposed project in 
combination with effects of other related projects.  Related projects most commonly include projects in 
close proximity to the proposed project site.   
 
The list of related projects used in conducting the cumulative impact analyses for this project is presented 
in Table 4-1.  The cumulative impact analyses are provided in Sections 5.1 through 5.14. 
 
The list presented in Table 4-1 is based on the related projects list identified as part of the traffic analysis 
conducted for this EIR, included as Appendix I.  This list was compiled through consultation with the 
County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning, the City of Malibu Planning Department, and 
Pepperdine University.  The related projects in Table 4-1 are depicted in Figure 4-1.  Seventy-two off 
campus and four on-campus related projects were identified. 
 

 

Table 4-1 
Approved and Pending Cumulative Projects List 

Project 

No. 

Assessor's 

Parcel Number 
(APN) 

Street Address Description 

1 4452-010-002 23501 Malibu Road 
Addition to existing single-family residence 
under planning review. 

2 4458-007-015 23864 Malibu Road 
New single-family residence under 
construction. 

3 4458-018-004 23915 Malibu Road 
Subdivision with four new single-family 
residences under planning review. 

4 4458-009-014 24008 Malibu Road 
New single-family residence under 
construction. 

5 4458-009-002 24052 Malibu Road 
New single-family residence under planning 
review. 

6 4458-010-009 24132 Malibu Road 
New single-family residence under 
construction. 

7 4458-010-002 24166 Malibu Road 
New single-family residence under 
construction. 

8 4458-011-006 24230 Malibu Road 
New single-family residence in building plan 
check. 

9 4458-011-009 24254 Malibu Road 
Fire rebuild; new single-family residence (yet 
to be submitted). 

10 4458-011-010 24266 Malibu Road 
Fire rebuild; new single-family residence 
under planning review. 

11 4458-011-011 24300 Malibu Road 
New single-family residence in building plan 
check. 
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Project 

No. 

Assessor's 

Parcel Number 

(APN) 

Street Address Description 

12 4458-011-013 24320 Malibu Road 
Fire rebuild; new garage and second unit 
under construction. 

13 4458-011-019 24352 Malibu Road 
Fire rebuild; new single-family residence 
approved, addition under planning review. 

14 4458-011-020 24358 Malibu Road 
Fire rebuild; new single-family residence (yet 
to be submitted). 

15 4458-011-022 24402 Malibu Road 
Fire rebuild; new single-family residence 
under construction. 

16 4458-011-025 24420 Malibu Road 
New single-family residence under 
construction. 

17 4458-012-003 24470 Malibu Road 
Addition to existing single-family residence 
under construction. 

18 Unknown 24605 Malibu Road 
Marie Canyon stormwater/runoff treatment 
facility; construction complete. 

19 4458-012-022 24626 Malibu Road 
New single-family residence in building plan 
check. 

20 4458-013-015 24844 Malibu Road 
New single-family residence under planning 
review. 

21 4458-013-016 24848 Malibu Road 
New single-family residence; recently 
constructed. 

22 4459-015-011 25160 Malibu Road 
Addition to existing single-family residence 
under planning review. 

23 4459-016-001 25222 Malibu Road 
New single-family residence under planning 
review. 

24 4459-017-005 25360 Malibu Road Two-unit condo under planning review. 

25 4459-014-012 25411 Malibu Road 
New single-family residence under planning 
review. 

26 4459-014-015 25439 Malibu Road 
Addition to existing single-family residence 
under planning review. 

27 4459-014-021 25447 Malibu Road 
New single-family residence under 
construction. 

28 4452-008-016 
23316 Malibu Colony 
Drive 

Addition to existing single-family residence 
under planning review. 

29 4452-010-010 
23405 Malibu Colony 
Drive 

New single-family residence in building plan 
check. 

30 4452-009-026 
23414 Malibu Colony 
Drive 

Addition to existing single-family residence 
recently constructed. 

31 4452-010-027 
23445 Malibu Colony 
Drive 

New single-family residence under 
construction. 

32 4452-010-002 
23501 Malibu Colony 
Drive 

Addition to existing single-family residence 
under construction. 

33 4458-004-046 
23556 Malibu Colony 
Drive 

Addition to existing single-family residence 
under construction. 

34 4458-003-014 
23561 Malibu Colony 
Drive 

Addition to existing single-family residence 
recently constructed. 
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Project 

No. 

Assessor's 

Parcel Number 

(APN) 

Street Address Description 

35 4458-005-030 
23652 Malibu Colony 
Drive 

New single-family residence in building plan 
check. 

36 4458-002-008 
23681 Malibu Colony 
Drive 

New single-family residence in building plan 
check. 

37 4458-005-022 
23684 Malibu Colony 
Drive 

Addition to new single-family residence in 
building plan check. 

38 4458-002-004 
23705 Malibu Colony 
Drive 

Addition to existing single-family residence 
under planning review. 

39 
4452-011-039; 
4452-011-042 

3900 Cross Creek 
Road 

Cross Creek Road improvements between 
Cross Creek Way and Pacific Coast Highway. 

40 4458-022-025 3700 La Paz Lane 

Development project for retail/office use and 
a future City Hall or wastewater treatment 
facility (or similar municipal use), totaling 
132,000 square feet. 

41 445-802-3003 
3441 Cross Creek 
Road 

Landscape restoration project (yet to be 
submitted). 

42 4458-020-902 
23500 Civic Center 
Way 

Legacy Park Project, including construction 
of a 15-acre park, with a linear park along the 
north site of Civic Center Way, and 
infrastructure to tie into the Civic Center 
stormwater treatment facility.  Currently 
under planning review. 

43 4458-022-001 
23401 Civic Center 
Way 

Construction of a Whole Foods grocery store 
and skate park under planning review. 

44 4458-020-903 
23641 Pacific Coast 
Highway 

Lumber Yard project for two new restaurants 
and retail center under construction. 

45 4458-025-023 
3324 Malibu Canyon 
Road 

Presbyterian Church, fire rebuild under 
planning review.  Temporary structures for 
pre-school recently constructed onsite.  
Temporary sprung structure for church will 
be placed onsite as well. 

46 4458-024-013 
23843 Harbor Vista 
Drive 

Fire rebuild; new single-family residence (yet 
to be submitted). 

47 
4458-024-038; 
4458-006-023 

23800 Malibu Crest 
Drive 

Fire rebuild; new single-family residence (yet 
to be submitted). 

48 4458-026-011 
23903 Malibu Knolls 
Road 

Fire rebuild; repair of existing single-family 
residence (yet to be submitted). 

49 4458-026-012 
23905 Malibu Knolls 
Road 

Fire rebuild; repair of existing single-family 
residence under construction. 

50 4458-025-001 
23915 Malibu Knolls 
Road 

Fire rebuild; new single-family residence 
under planning review. 

51 4458-027-023; 
4458-027-024; 
4458-027-025 

3625 Winter Canyon 
Road 

Fire rebuild; Malibu Glass commercial 
building under construction. 

52 4452-014-004 
3250 Cross Creek 
Road 

New single-family residence under 
construction. 
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Project 

No. 

Assessor's 

Parcel Number 

(APN) 

Street Address Description 

53 4452-015-029 
3551 Cross Creek 
Road 

New single-family residence recently 
constructed. 

54 4452-015-018 
23255 Mariposa de 
Oro Street 

Addition to existing single-family residence 
in building plan check. 

55 4452-026-018 3270 Serra Road 
New single-family residence under 
construction. 

56 4452-026-012 3314 Serra Road 
Subdivision of one lot into three parcels; no 
construction proposed at this time. 

57 Unknown 
Sweetwater Mesa 
Road 

Sweetwater Mesa Road extension into the 
County. 

58 Unknown 
2860 Sweetwater 
Mesa Road 

New single-family residence in building plan 
check. 

59 Unknown 
2930 Sweetwater 
Mesa Road 

New single-family residence in building plan 
check. 

60 4452-016-003 
3311 Sweetwater 
Mesa Road 

New single-family residence in building plan 
check. 

61 4452-016-019 
3415 Sweetwater 
Mesa Road 

Addition to existing single-family residence 
with guest house under construction. 

62 4452-016-016 
3416 Sweetwater 
Mesa Road 

New single-family residence under planning 
review. 

63 
4452-004-038; 
4452-004-042 

22706 Pacific Coast 
Highway 

Windsail; approximately 7,300 square foot 
restaurant in building plan check. 

64 4452-004-037 
22716 Pacific Coast 
Highway 

Pierview; approximately 10,000 square foot 
restaurant in building plan check. 

65 Unknown 
4000 Malibu Canyon 
Road 

Rancho Malibu Hotel; 179,000 square feet of 
total floor area proposed under planning 
review. 

66 4458-018-904 
24200 Pacific Coast 
Highway 

Crummer Subdivision; five new single-family 
residences and baseball field under planning 
review. 

67 4452-019-009 
22941 Pacific Coast 
Highway 

Malibu Chabad; two-story commercial 
building under planning review. 

68 

Unknown (In 
median of 

Pacific Coast 
Highway) 

23400 Pacific Coast 
Highway 

Malibu Green Machine; landscaped medians 
will be installed along Pacific Coast Highway 
between the Malibu Creek Bridge and Malibu 
Canyon Road.  Currently in building plan 
check with Caltrans. 

69 4458-019-008 
23614 Pacific Coast 
Highway 

Demo of the existing Chevron station under 
planning review. 

70 4458-019-009 
23670 Pacific Coast 
Highway 

Remodel and reopening of former 76 Station 
(now a Chevron) at the corner of Pacific 
Coast Highway and Webb Way under 
construction. 
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Project 

No. 

Assessor's 

Parcel Number 

(APN) 

Street Address Description 

71 

4452-007-900 
(may include a 

few more 
APN’s) 

23400 Pacific Coast 
Highway 

Malibu Lagoon State Beach Restoration 
Project; Phase 1 includes relocation of 
existing parking lot is now complete.  Phase 2 
being processed as a consolidated CDP 
processed by Coastal Commission. 

72 Unknown Malibu Pier 
State of California proposing two new 
restaurants at the end of the pier.  Will be 
processed by the State. 

73 4458-038-010 
24255 Pacific Coast 
Highway 

Pepperdine University Firestone Fieldhouse 
Expansion.  Approved expansion and 
conversion of recreation facilities to provide 
enhanced multi-sport athletics, recreation and 
related supplementary facilities. 3,104 
permanent seats would be removed.    

74 4458-039-078 
24255 Pacific Coast 
Highway 

Pepperdine University academic and 
professional building.  LRDP facility 256 is 
an approved four level structure containing 
offices, classrooms, lounge, kitchen and 
dining facilities.  It replaces temporary mobile 
facilities with an approximately 40,000 sq. ft. 
building. Height, approximately 60 ft.  

75 4457-024-010 
24255 Pacific Coast 
Highway 

Pepperdine University academic learning 
center and church school facility. LRDP 
facilities 254 and 265 provide 55,000 square 
feet of useable space in two two-level 
structures. 

76 4458-038-009 
24255 Pacific Coast 
Highway 

Pepperdine University addition of sports 
lighting at baseball field 
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.1 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Site-specific information contained within this section is based upon several geotechnical investigations 
and reports prepared for five of six components within the Pepperdine University Campus Life Project 
(CLP)

1
 and for three other previous projects in the vicinity of the CLP components.  The eight most 

recent reports include findings, conclusions, and recommendations based on geotechnical investigations 
related to component-specific conceptual grading plans developed by the project architect/designer.

2
  

Other references used to supplement these reports are provided in Section 11.0.   
 
The component-specific geotechnical investigations included: (a) reviews of available geotechnical data 
pertaining to the project site and surrounding areas; (b) historical aerial photograph interpretation; (c) 
geological reconnaissance mapping, subsurface excavation (i.e., drilling and sampling of bucket auger 
borings and trenches); (d) laboratory testing of undisturbed and bulk soil/bedrock samples; (e) analysis of 
slope stability; and (f) performance of a deterministic and probabilistic seismic hazard assessment of the 
project area.  The relevant portions of each geotechnical report are summarized herein and each report is 
presented in its entirety in Appendix B.   
 
Additionally, the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works Building and Safety Division would 
review each technical report for sufficiency with respect to the grading plan and to the suitability of the 
CLP components to be developed as proposed by the applicant. 

 

5.1.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Regional Conditions 

Topography and Landforms 

The Pepperdine University Campus in Malibu is located along the southern flanks of the central Santa 
Monica Mountains, within an unincorporated area of Los Angeles County that lies adjacent to the 
boundary with the City of Malibu (Figure 5.1-1).  The campus is bounded to the south by a coastal 

                                                                    
1
 Van Beveren & Butelo Inc., 2006, Report of Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Events Center, Pepperdine University 
Campus, Malibu, California dated April 18, 2006. 
Van Beveren & Butelo Inc., 2006, Report of Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Seaver Residence Halls Outer Precinct, 
Pepperdine University Campus, Malibu, California dated July 7, 2006. 
Van Beveren & Butelo Inc., 2006, Report of Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Stotsenberg Track, Soccer Field, and Parking 
Structure, Pepperdine University Campus, Malibu, California dated August 4, 2006. 
Van Beveren & Butelo Inc., 2006, Report of Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Parking Structure, Pepperdine University 
Campus, Malibu, California dated November 29, 2005. 
Stoney-Miller Consultants, Inc., 2005, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation and Review of 40-Scale Rough Grading Plans, 
Soccer Field and Field House, Pepperdine University, City of Malibu, California dated April 12, 2005. 
Stoney-Miller Consultants, Inc., 2008, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation and Review of 40-Scale Rough Grading Plans, 
Soccer Field and Field House, Pepperdine University, City of Malibu, California dated July 10, 2008. 
Stoney-Miller Consultants, Inc., 2008, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation and Review of 40-Scale Rough Grading Plans, 
Soccer Field and Field House, Pepperdine University, City of Malibu, California dated July 10, 2008. 
Stoney-Miller Consultants, Inc., 2009, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation and Review of 40-Scale Rough Grading Plans, 
Chiller Structure, Pepperdine University, City of Malibu, California dated December 11, 2009. 
HOK Sports Facilities Group LLC, 2006, Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan, Athletic/Events Center, Pepperdine 
University, Sheet C-3 and untitled Sheet (Pool Facility), dated 2-22-06. 

2
 Penfield & Smith, 2007, Conceptual Plan Grading and Drainage Standard Precinct Housing, Sheet C-1, dated March 30, 2007. 
Penfield & Smith, 2007, Conceptual Plan Grading and Drainage Stotsenberg Track Parking Structure Pepperdine University 
Malibu, California, Sheet C-1, dated March 30, 2007. 
Penfield & Smith, 2007, Conceptual Plan Grading and Drainage Seaver Parking Structure Pepperdine University Malibu, 
California, Sheet C-1, dated November 27, 2007. 
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marine terrace platform that encompasses PCH and Malibu Bluffs State Park to the edge of Santa Monica 
Bay.  Open mountainous terrain of the Santa Monica Mountains abuts the campus to the north, east, and 
west; Malibu Canyon lies to the north and east of the campus.   
 
The Santa Monica Mountains are a relatively young and rugged coastal range that define the southern 
margin of the Transverse Ranges, an east-west trending geological province that also encompasses the 
major Santa Ynez, San Gabriel, and San Bernardino mountain ranges.  The Santa Monica Mountain range 
averages seven miles in width north to south and extends east and west for 47 miles from Pt. Mugu in 
Ventura County to Griffith Park in Los Angeles County. 
 
The majority of the 830-acre Pepperdine property consists of a portion of a coastal marine terrace and 
three northwest-southeast trending, coastal-slope draining canyons including from east to west, Winter 
Canyon, Middle Canyon, and Marie Canyon, as well as tributary drainages thereto.  The northernmost 
extension, or panhandle, of the campus property extends inland beyond the Malibu Canyon drainage 
divide ridgeline that is located north of the developed campus, and includes a portion of the north-facing 
slopes in the Malibu Creek drainage basin.  Marie Canyon is a prominent campus drainage feature that 
descends from the Malibu Creek drainage divide through the CLP roughly bisecting the campus.  The 
central and lower reaches of the three canyons have been filled in part to allow construction of existing 
campus facilities, PCH, Malibu Canyon Road, and Civic Center Way. 
 
Topographic relief across the developed portion of the campus is approximately 712 feet, ranging from 
approximately 163 feet above mean sea level (MSL) at the campus entry point at the intersection of PCH 
and John Tyler Drive, to 875 feet in the residential area near the upper terminus of Baxter Drive.  North of 
the developed campus, steeply sloping terrain rises to a 1,800-foot elevation ridge crest situated on the 
Malibu Creek drainage divide at the head of Marie Canyon.  The present shoreline of Santa Monica Bay 
immediately south of the site abuts against the south edge of the remnant marine and non-marine terraces, 
and an alluvial fan surface that extends southerly from the Santa Monica Mountains. 
 

Geologic Units 

The geologically complex Santa Monica Mountains contain bedrock units ranging in age from the 
Jurassic to the Pleistocene that are locally overlain by Pleistocene-age marine and non-marine terraces 
and Recent (Holocene) stream deposits (Figure 5.1-2).  The bedrock units comprising the mountain range 
have been folded into a large, asymmetrical anticline (an uneven upward arching fold) and have 
subsequently been subjected to extensive faulting.  Rapid tectonic uplift along the coastline has 
contributed to the rejuvenation of coastal terrace stream courses that has led to the development of 
numerous deeply-incised stream channels distinguished by steep gradients (headwater to stream mouth), 
minor meandering, and minimal floodplain development.  The coastal landforms along the southern 
margin of the range are, consequently, comprised of an eroded bedrock platform covered by a 
discontinuous series of terrace deposits formed by marine and non-marine sedimentary processes.

3
 

 
The bedrock stratigraphic sequence exposed in the central Santa Monica Mountains consists of two 
primary divisions, separated by the inactive Malibu Bowl Detachment fault the trace of which is located 
to the south and west of the developed campus (as shown by a hachured fault symbol on Figure 5.1-2).  
The sequence of bedrock units below the fault plane (on the lower plate) are exposed on campus.  This 
sequence is a varied, stratified assemblage of sedimentary and volcanic rock of middle Tertiary age 
(Oligocene and Miocene) that comprises part of the south-central and western Santa Monica Mountains 
where the Pepperdine University Campus area is located (Figure 5.1-2).  The bedrock units specifically 

                                                                    
3
 Yerkes, R. F., and R. H. Campbell, 2005, Preliminary Geologic Map of the 30' x 60' Los Angeles Quadrangle, Southern 

California, USGS OFR-2005-1019. 
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identified within the CLP are the Sespe (map symbol Ts), and Vaqueros (Tv) Formations and 
miscellaneous intrusive volcanic rocks (Ti). 
 
The younger surficial units within and adjacent to the campus include Pleistocene and Holocene marine 
terrace and non-marine terrace alluvial fan deposits.  Within the CLP surficial units are limited to young 
alluvium (late Holocene--Qal), landslide deposits (Qls), and overlying man-made artificial fill (Qaf).  The 
Qal and Qaf units are not all shown on Figure 5.1-2 due to the regional scale of the map and limited 
exposure areas of the smaller Qls deposits.  Landslide deposits have been mapped at the regional scale 
depicted in Figure 5.1-2 by several authors in slightly different configurations within and adjacent to the 
CLP.  Various site-specific geologic studies referenced above contain geologic maps depicting the units 
within the CLP component areas, in particular landslide deposits north of Huntsinger Circle.  All of the 
surficial units are discussed in the context of the individual CLP component projects. 
 
Faulting and Seismicity 

The Santa Monica Mountains define the approximate southern margin of the Transverse Ranges, an east-
west trending geological province that has been deformed by the relative movement of the North 
American and Pacific tectonic plates on opposite sides of the San Andreas fault.  The majority of the Los 
Angeles Basin east of Pepperdine University lies within the northwest-trending Peninsular Ranges 
Province.  This trend also represents the prevailing structural orientation of California’s mountains north 
and south of the Transverse Ranges.  The Transverse Ranges are characterized by compressional folding 
and over-thrust and reverse faulting, most notably related to a large flexure in the San Andreas fault 
northwest of where it crosses the Transverse Ranges at Cajon Pass.  Major faults and fault zones 
associated with the Transverse Ranges include the Malibu Coast fault (just south of the campus; Figure 
5.1-2), the Santa Monica fault, and the Raymond fault along the southern boundary of the Santa Monica 
Mountains.  The cross-cutting San Andreas and San Jacinto faults lie at a substantial distance to the north 
and east of the CLP (Figure 5.1-3). 
 
The deterministic seismic hazard assessment for the Pepperdine University Campus was performed in 
connection with the development of the Graduate Campus Project (GCP) project area

4
 in the northwest 

portion of the campus in order to assess the potential hazard to the development from known active and 
potentially active faults.  The relative distances of known faults to the proposed CLP development (Table 

5.1-1) are substantially the same and therefore the former seismic hazard analysis provides an accurate 
planning estimate for the proposed CLP.  The deterministic seismic hazard analysis evaluated potential 
seismic risk applicable to the CLP area from all known active and potentially active faults within a 62-
mile (100 km) radius.  Peak horizontal ground acceleration could exceed 1g (g = the force of gravity) 
based on this deterministic analysis.  Further discussion of groundshaking is provided in the seismic 
hazards subsection below. 
 
Pursuant to the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning (APEFZ) Act,

5
 the State Mining and Geology 

Board considers an active fault as one which demonstrates surface displacement (relative movement in 
any direction) within Holocene time (11,000 years before present) and which therefore possesses a 
relatively high potential for future surface rupture.  A potentially active fault is one with demonstrated 
offset of Quaternary deposits (i.e., to 1.6 million years before present).

6
  Deterministic seismic analysis 

mentioned above utilized the Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE, an out-dated term now called the 
maximum earthquake), which is the largest earthquake that a fault in question could be expected to cause 

                                                                    
4
 Leighton and Associates, Inc., Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation of the Upper Campus Development Plan Area, 

Pepperdine University, 24255 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu, California, May 13, 1997, Volumes 1-3. 
5
 Known as the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act prior to January 1, 1994. 

6
 Division of Mines and Geology, Department of Conservation, Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones in California:  Alquist-Priolo Fault 

Zoning Act with Index to Earthquake Fault Zones Maps, Special Publication No. 42, rev. 1994, interim rev. 2007. 



Faults of the Los Angeles Area

PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY CAMPUS LIFE PROJECT – SCREENCHECK DRAFT EIR
ENVICOM
CORPORATION

MI
LE

S 1680

Revised: June 16, 2008

FIG
UR

E5.1-3

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

Alamo thrust
Arrowhead fault
Bailey fault
Big Mountain fault
Big Pine fault
Blake Ranch fault
Cabrillo fault
Chatsworth fault
Chino fault
Clamshell-Sawpit fault
Clearwater fault
Cleghourn fault
Crafton Hills fault zone
Cucamonga fault zone
Dry Creek

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

Eagle Rock fault
El Modeno
Frazier Mountain thrust
Garlock fault zone
Grass Valley fault
Helendale fault
Hollywood fault
Hoiser fault
Lion Canyon fault
Liano fault
Los Alamitos fault
Malibu Coast fault
Mint Canyon fault
Mirage Valley fault zone
Mission Hills fault

31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.

Newport Inglewood fault zone
North Frontal fault zone
Northridge Hills fault
Oak Ridge fault
Palos Verdes fault zone
Pelona fault
Peralta Hilss fault
Pine Mountain fault
Raymond fault
Red Hill (Etiwanda Ave.) fault
Redondo Canyon fault
San Andreas fault
San Antonio fault
San Cayetano fault
San Fernando fault zone

46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.

San Gabriel fault zone
San Jacinto fault
San Jose fault
Santa Cruz-Santa Catalina Ridge f.z./Anacapa
Santa Monica fault
Santa Ynez fault
Santa Susana fault zone
Sierra Madre fault zone
Simi fault
Soledad Canyon fault
Stoddard Canyon fault
Tunnel Ridge fault
Verdugo fault
Waterman Canyon fault
Whittier fault

Source:  Lisa Wald, U.S. Geological Survey (modified from SCEC)

Pepperdine
University



5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.1 Geology and Soils 
 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 Page 5.1-7 

given currently known conditions; this served as a basis for the evaluation of peak horizontal ground 
acceleration.  Probabilistic methodologies utilize the maximum probable earthquake (MPE), the 
maximum earthquake believed likely to occur during a 100-year interval.

7
 

 

The principal active fault that lies in closest proximity to the project area is the Malibu Coast fault.  The 
Malibu Coast fault encompasses a zone of folding and faulting up to several miles in width (north/south), 
and extends for 21 miles between Leo Carillo State Beach and Malibu Point.  The fault zone passes 
within 1,500 feet to the south of the CLP project area.  Table 5.1-1 lists 37 faults that have been 
determined to potentially affect the project area with affects ranging from very mild to severe ground 
motions (Leighton and Associates, 1997). 
 
Trenching studies conducted on separate short fault splays of the Malibu Coast fault at Winter Mesa 
located south of the campus and PCH, were thought to have indicated displaced Holocene-age colluvium, 
suggesting that the most recent movement along this part of the fault was between 4,000 to 6,000 years 
ago (CDMG, 2005).

8
  According to State fault activity classification this is termed an “active fault” since 

it appeared to offset materials of Holocene age (<11,000 years before present).  However, further 
evaluation of the short fault splays

9
 on Winter Mesa (CGS, 2007)

10
 indicates that the faults previously 

classified as active should not be considered “active”.  Therefore they were removed from the State 
APEFZ maps and are not shown by Yerkes and Campbell (2005) or Figure 5.1-2.  The northwesterly fault 
splay projection (of the two on Winter Mesa) is believed to offset deposits older than 11,000 years, but 
younger than 1.6 million years, therefore this same fault would receive a new State classification of 
“potentially active.”  This fault splay aligns with a portion of the southern boundary of the Malibu Coast 
fault zone at the tennis court area on the Pepperdine University Campus near the intersection of 
Banowsky Boulevard and John Tyler Drive.  Neither this fault splay nor the other splay of the former 
APEFZ projects toward the CLP area and there is geologic information to link these faults to the Malibu 
Coast fault. 
 
CLP Site Conditions 

Topography and Landforms 

Most of the project is situated between the broad side slopes bordering Marie Canyon and the lower reach 
of the Marie Canyon drainage, an area that has already been modified to accommodate existing campus 
development (Figure 5.1-1).  Remnants of secondary and tertiary drainage swales descend through the 
project area as narrow poorly developed channels with no floodplain development.  Slopes within the 
project area range from nearly level on previously graded pads to gently and moderately inclined 
(gradients of 5 to 20 percent) on remnant canyon slopes.  Elevations of the CLP project components range 
from a low of approximately 380 feet above MSL along the southwest edge of Component 1 (Student 
Housing and Rehabilitation-Standard Precinct) to approximately 620 feet above MSL in the north within 
Component 6 (on the highest paved surfaces of the School of Law Parking Structure).  
 

                                                                    
7
 Leighton (1996) used the computer program EQFAULT Ver. 2.2 to calculate the maximum probable earthquake (MPE, or 

design basis earthquake (DBE)).  The MPE was a term used in the 1997 Uniform Building Code and denoted what was 
considered to be the largest earthquake a fault was predicted to be capable of generating within a specified time period of 
concern (in this case 100 years).  It was commonly used in assessing seismic risk.  For a specific fault the MPE often was 
estimated based in the fault length versus earthquake magnitude relationships from past earthquake events (e.g., Wells and 
Coppersmith, 1994, New Empirical Relationships among Magnitude, Rupture Length, Rupture Width, Rupture Area, and 
Surface Displacement, Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America, Vol. 84, No. 4, pp. 974-1002, August 1994). 

8
 CDMG, 1995, Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, Malibu Beach Quadrangle, June 1995. 

9
 A fault splay as used herein is a branching fault that deviates in its orientation from a main fault and thereby extends potential 

fault displacement to adjacent areas. 
10

 California Division of Mines and Geology, 2001, Seismic Hazard Zone Report for the Malibu Beach 7.5-minute Quadrangle, 
Los Angeles County, California, OFR-050, Plate 2.1. 
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Slopes to the north and west, outside the project area, grow gradually steeper and higher in elevation.  The 
CLP project component areas are located on already developed and utilized sites. 

 

Table 5.1-1 

Faults within 100 Kilometers (62.5 Miles) of the GCP That Could Potentially Affect the CLP Project Area 

Maximum Earthquake 
Maximum Probable 

Earthquake 

Abbreviated Fault System Name 

Approximate 

Distance From the 

nearest CLP 

Component  

(in miles) 

Magnitude 

Peak 

Acceleration in 

GCP Project 

Area 

Magnitude 

Peak 

Acceleration 

in GCP 

Project Area 

Malibu Coast 0.28 7.50 1.277 6.50 1.112 

Palos Verdes-Coronado Banks-Agua 
Blanca 

5 7.50 0.659 6.75 0.486 

Santa Monica-Hollywood 5 7.50 0.928 5.25 0.234 

Anacapa 7 7.0 0.542 5.00 0.131 

Newport-Inglewood-Offshore 17 7.00 0.173 5.75 0.072 

Northridge Hills 17 6.50 0.155 5.00 0.052 

Simi-Santa Rosa 17 7.00 0.226 5.25 0.065 

Santa Susana 19 7.00 0.190 6.00 0.094 

Sierra Madre-San Fernando 21 7.50 0.241 6.00 0.085 

Verdugo 22 6.70 0.127 4.50 0.026 

Elysian Park Seismic Zone 23 7.00 0.148 5.75 0.061 

Oak Ridge (Onshore) 23 7.20 0.165 6.50 0.101 

San Cayetano 25 7.50 0.185 6.25 0.077 

Holser 27 6.60 0.090 5.75 0.049 

San Gabriel 27 7.00 0.091 5.75 0.037 

Raymond 28 7.50 0.162 4.00 0.013 

Oak Ridge (Offshore) 29 7.20 0.125 5.50 0.036 

Whittier-North Elsinore 29 7.50 0.117 6.00 0.040 

Catalina Escarpment 31 7.00 0.075 6.25 0.043 

Mid-Channel 32 7.50 0.131 5.50 0.031 

Ventura-Pitas Point 32 7.20 0.108 5.75 0.037 

Arroyo Parida-More Ranch 36 7.50 0.110 5.25 0.021 

San Clemente-San Ysidro 38 8.00 0.111 6.50 0.037 

Santa Ynez (East) 38 7.50 0.077 5.25 0.014 

Clearwater 39 7.00 0.067 3.00 0.003 

Pine Mountain 39 7.00 0.067 4.25 0.009 

Red Mountain 39 7.30 0.084 5.25 0.018 

Santa Cruz Island 41 7.40 0.084 4.75 0.012 

San Andreas (Mojave) 46 8.30 0.104 8.00 0.084 

Frasier Mountain 48 6.50 0.033 3.00 0.002 

Cucamonga 51 7.00 0.043 6.25 0.024 

Big Pine 54 7.30 0.038 5.50 0.009 

Chino 55 7.00 0.038 5.50 0.012 

Garlock (West) 55 7.80 0.054 6.50 0.020 

Ozena 57 7.00 0.035 4.75 0.006 

Mesa 60 6.00 0.011 5.25 0.006 

Pleito 61 7.00 0.031 5.75 0.012 

Source:  Leighton and Associates, Inc., Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation of the Upper Campus Development Plan Area, Pepperdine 
University, 24255 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu, California, May 13, 1997, Vols 1-3.  
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Soils 

According to the Soil Conservation Service Classification System,
11

 the predominant soil found 
throughout the CLP area is classified "urban land – xerorthents.”  This designation is based upon 
characteristics derived from previous cutting and filling, as well as from the underlying sedimentary rock 
and/or sandy/clayey soils found in the lower elevations of stream courses, at the bases of slopes and 
canyons, and on gradually sloping terrain. 

 

Geologic Units 

The overall geologic and geotechnical conditions within the CLP area are classified generally according 
to U.S. Geological Survey (Yerkes and Campbell, 2005) and other mapping sources, and are identified in 
Figure 5.1-2.  The CLP area is underlain predominantly by sedimentary bedrock of the Sespe Formation, 
associated landslide deposits (Figure 5.1-2)

12
 and man-made artificial fill created for previously approved 

campus construction.  The Sespe Formation consists of coarse-grained sandstone, pebbly sandstone, 
conglomerate, and mudstone.  Surface exposures of intrusive igneous rocks are also present.  Small, 
localized bands of alluvium are located within drainage channels.  Several individual ancient landslide 
deposits, locally overlain by younger debris flow deposits, occur in the CLP area and they extend down 
slope from northwest to the southeast.  Artificial fill is locally present within the CLP, however, it is not 
shown on the regional geologic map (Figure 5.1-2) within the campus area. 
 
Artificial Fill (Qaf):  Artificial fill is predominantly located beneath, north, and east of Huntsinger Circle 
and John Tyler Drive in the CLP area; fill was placed during grading of the roads and the other 
developments within the broad former lower reach of Marie Canyon.  Fill materials consist of loose to 
moderately dense silty sand and rock fragments.  Additional small areas of hand-placed artificial fill are 
located along the equestrian trails.  Where encountered, these fill deposits are more thoroughly described 
in the individual Component geotechnical reports. 
 
Alluvial deposits (Qal):  Alluvium appears as localized, narrow, discontinuous bands along the bottom of 
Marie Canyon, and subsidiary drainages and smaller tributary swales entering the canyon.  Alluvium 
encountered consists of loose to slightly dense silty sand with angular sandstone cobbles and boulders 
derived from the Sespe Formation. 
 
Ancient landslide deposits (Qls):  The distribution of landslide deposits within and adjacent to the CLP 
is mapped differently by the two authors considered for this study (Yerkes and Campbell, 2005; CDMG, 
2001).

13
  Both show two sizeable portions of the project area (lying generally northwest and northeast of 

the Huntsinger Circle) are underlain by ancient landslide deposits (Figure 5.2-1), with locations 
determined largely based on pre-campus development aerial photographs and early campus geotechnical 
investigations.  Yerkes and Campbell shows two larger landslides and the CDMG shows four landslides 
with a slightly larger total affected area.  Stoney-Miller Consultants, Inc. (2009) have independently 
mapped landslides associated with Component 5 - Enhanced Recreation Area that largely agree with 
Yerkes and Campbell.  One landslide deposit (northwestern landslide) is located on the west side of Marie 
Canyon north and west from Huntsinger Circle on slopes encompassing much of Component 5.  The 
filling of large portions of Marie Canyon and previous development work have served to enhance slope 
stability in these areas. 
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 United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service, http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/, 
2008. 

12
 Leighton and Associates, Inc, 1996, Geologic Portion of the Environmental Impact Report Upper Campus Development Plan 

Area Malibu, California, October 9, 1996, Plate 12 
13

 California Division of Mines and Geology, 2001, Seismic Hazard Zone Report for the Malibu Beach 7.5-minute Quadrangle, 
Los Angeles County, California, OFR-050, Plate 2.1. 
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The other landslide deposit (Yerkes and Campbell eastern landslide) is situated on the east side of Marie 
Canyon and it extends from east of Component 5 under Huntsinger Circle, Baxter Drive, and Seaver 
Drive to beneath the location of Component 6 – School of Law Parking Structure.  The CDMG (2001) 
shows one of the four smaller landslides extending farther west and south than the eastern landslide; since 
this smaller landslide partially underlies Component 6 and approaches Component 1 – Standard Precinct 
it is shown for completeness (Figure 5.1-2).  A very small landslide shown by Yerkes and Campbell 
(1980) and CDMG (2001) is not shown by Yerkes and Campbell 2005 and is not shown on Figure 5.1-2. 
    
The northwestern landslide deposits are approximately 660 feet wide by 1,980 feet long and the eastern 
landslide deposits are approximately 1,980 feet long by 990 feet wide (Yerkes and Campbell, 2005).  The 
one CDMG landslide shown on Figure 5.1-2 extends several hundred feet west and south of the eastern 
landslide deposits.  Collectively, these landslide deposits are estimated to be up to 50- to 100-feet thick at 
the toe (generally in the lowest down-slope location).  The landslide deposits are old, deep-seated, and 
have been modified by previous grading for other previously approved on-campus development.  The 
deposits are typically characterized by relatively intact to fractured bedrock, commonly with a narrow 
zone of well-defined shear surfaces and a basal clay-rich slide plane. 
 
Intrusive Volcanics (Ti):  Miocene andesitic and basaltic volcanic rock, formed as sills and dikes in the 
Sespe Formation was mapped within the CLP area prior to its development.  The Intrusive Volcanics 
occurred in two distinct surface exposures in the area of Components 3 (Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field) 
and 1 (Student Housing Rehabilitation-Standard Precinct).  These rocks make up a relatively small 
portion of the materials present in the CLP area. 
 
Sedimentary bedrock of the Sespe Formation (Ts) and the Vaqueros Formation (Tv):  Although 
covered by landslides, surface soils, and artificial fill over portions of the project area, Sespe Formation 
bedrock underlies the majority of the CLP area.  The formation represents a terrestrial sequence of 
sandstone, siltstone, claystone, and conglomerate and is Eocene to early Miocene in age.  Typical of the 
regional bedding structure of the area, the bedding planes of the Sespe Formation generally dip to the east 
(northeast and southeast) at about 20 to 60 degrees within the project area.  In contrast, local variations 
occur in the dip of bedding planes to the southwest at low to moderate angles due to the occurrence of 
folding and faulting.  Regional mapping also indicates that the Vaqueros sandstone (Tv) is present in the 
southeast portion of the CLP beneath Component 4 - Seaver Town Square and Subterranean Parking.  
Vaqueros Formation typically consists of medium- to thick-bedded sandstone with siltstone and claystone 
interbeds. 
 
Faulting 

With regard to potential ground surface rupture in the general campus area, the Malibu Coast fault zone 
and related faults are of the greatest concern (Figure 5.1-2).  Studies by Leighton & Associates (1996, 
Plate 12) included a fault map for the campus based on past geotechnical and engineering geology 
investigations for other facilities.  This map shows several bedrock faults (each numbered based on the 
Leighton 1996 report) passing through or nearby individual CLP components (Figure 5.1-2).  These faults 
are not known to be connected to the Malibu Coast fault zone and are not considered active by VBB and 
SMCI in their reports related to Components 1 through 5.  VBB refers to these faults to the Puerco fault 
(also known as the Puerco Canyon fault).  A recent evaluation of the Winter Mesa area (City of Malibu, 
2009 and Leighton & Associates, 2007) indicates that the Puerco Canyon fault is a left-lateral reverse 
fault and that “No evidence of Quaternary or Holocene displacement has been documented.”  This is 
consistent with Leighton & Associates (1996) characterization as “bedrock faults.”     
 
The faults shown by Leighton (1996) that pass through or near the sites of Components 1 (Student 
Housing Rehabilitation-Standard Precinct), 2 (Athletic/Events Center), 3 (Upgraded NCAA Soccer 
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Field), and 4 (Seaver Town Square) are believed to be indicative of bedrock faults identified by others 
(see below) as not active or potentially active.  No further site-specific data addressing these for fault 
activity within the CLP area was found in the component-specific geotechnical reports; this is addressed 
below.  The following is a summary of the Leighton fault numbers and relationship to the components as 
indicated on Figure 5.1-2. 
 
Component 1:  Aligned north-northwest trending faults labeled from northwest-to-southeast 6-14-5-7-11 
pass through the west end of the Outer Precinct and the southwest edge of the Standard Precinct. 
 
Component 2:  Two nearly east-west trending short faults labeled 6 cross the building areas of this 
component. 
 
Component 3:  Faults labeled 14-5 in the central portion of the aligned faults cross the western end of the 
soccer field area. 
 
Component 4:  Faults labeled 7-11-12 at the southern end of the aligned faults and a short unlabeled 
branching fault cross the northeast corner and central portion, respectively, of this component. 
 
Van Beveren & Butelo (VBB; 2006a and 2006b) discuss the aligned north-northwest trending faults 
labeled 2-6-14-5-7-11-12 as the Puerco fault that they consider inactive based on their research for 
Components 1 and 3.  VBB (2006c) does not mention the fault labeled 6 in its report for Component 2.  
VBB (2005) does not specifically mention the fault labeled 7-11-12 or the short branch fault in their 
report for Component 4, although they do refer to older inactive faults “within the site vicinity”.  
Although based on available reports no faults have been mapped within (or near) the existing parking area 
proposed for the Component 6 - School of Law Parking Structure, no geotechnical or engineering 
geology reports were prepared for this component.   
 
The Leighton and Associates, Inc. Plate 12 appears to be a compilation of older (1970s and 1980s) 
geotechnical and engineering geology reports associated with early grading in Marie Canyon when fault 
features would have been exposed and noted as grading for each individual project progressed.  The 
companies performing the work (Leighton and Associates [1973 and 1983], and Slossen and Associates 
[1971-1973 and 1978]) were well aware of the potential impacts of active faulting, having worked on 
projects associated with the then recent 1971 San Fernando-Sylmar earthquake.  Had these faults shown 
potential for future earthquake related movements, this would very likely have been noted at the time.  In 
addition, studies of the Malibu fault zone were conducted by the California Division of Mines and 
Geology

14
 (1994) and later the California Geological Survey (2007) for designating Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Fault Zones east and west of the campus.   
 
The 1994 studies reviewed vintage (1928, 1947, 1952-54) and newer (1970) aerial photographs of the 
area between Malibu and Point Dume including the campus area (CDMG, FER 229 [Figure 3C], 1994).  
No evidence of faulting within the CLP component areas was noted on the “late Quaternary faults and 
fault features” map (Figure 3C) included in the report.  Yerkes and Campbell (2005) show three faults in 
the CLP area similar in location to the Leighton Plate 12.  Extending west-northwest into the CLP project 
site are two fault splays (Yerkes and Campbell, 1980) that are truncated farther south by the Malibu Coast 
fault.  The State Fault Activity Map of California

15
 indicates that these fault splays within the campus area 

are not active or potentially active. 
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 California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG), 1994, Fault Evaluation Report 229, Malibu Coast Fault Zone, text and 
Figure 3C. 

15
 Jennings, C. W., 1994, Fault Activity Map of California, scale 1:750,000. 
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Based on the discussion above and the CDMG (2001) description of the project area, the campus is within 
an area of complex older faults including splays from (a) the Malibu Coast fault, (b) older faults 
associated with the Miocene-age intrusive volcanics (Ti), and (c) possible old detachment thrust faults 
exposed within the overall campus.  All component-specific geotechnical reports address the faults in the 
CLP area with reference to previous studies and no further fault-related studies are recommended. 
 
Groundshaking 

While the GCP deterministic seismic hazard (peak horizontal ground acceleration) analysis is equally 
representative of the CLP for a planning estimate, a separate analysis of the groundshaking expected at 
each component site is necessary for the design and permitting stages of the CLP.  Seismic source 
parameters have been provided in several of the geotechnical reports submitted for the design of the 
proposed facilities.  The California Geological Survey website provides a means to assess, at a planning 
level, the probabilistic groundshaking levels that would be expected at the CLP and are lower than the 
deterministic assessment for the GCP because of the difference between the probabilistic and 
deterministic computational methods.  These results, shown in Table 5.1-2 below, indicate the peak 
horizontal ground acceleration (PGA) for the expected 10 percent probability of occurrence in 50 years is 
approximately 0.49g, but higher for different spectral accelerations (Sa).  This PGA level is routinely 
accommodated within modern building design, however would be felt as significant shaking by affected 
populations.   
 
 

Table 5.1-2 
CLP Peak Horizontal Ground Acceleration for the  

Expected 10 Percent Probability of Occurrence in 50 Years (CGS, 2008) 

Ground Motion Firm Rock Soft Rock Alluvium 

PGA 0.485 0.485 0.492 

Sa 0.2 sec 1.122 1.122 1.179 

Sa 1.0 sec 0.415 0.505 0.593 

 

 

Geologic Hazards 

Slope Stability 

The certain locations within the CLP area are susceptible to landsliding, which is a slippage of large 
masses of earth material from higher to lower elevations.  Such slippage causes displacement of the 
ground surface and disturbs any man-made features present on the material or in the path of its 
movement.  Figure 5.1-2 shows the configuration of landslides within the CLP area and surrounding the 
CLP area west, north, and east of John Tyler Drive/Huntsinger Circle/Seaver Drive.  As previously noted, 
the southernmost CDMG landslide and the Yerkes and Campbell northwestern and southeastern 
landslides underlie portions of Components 1-3 and 5 and 6.  All of these landslides were mapped from 
older aerial photographs and geotechnical reports prior to or during development within the Pepperdine 
Campus over the past 30 to 40 years.  Each area where these landslides are shown has been considered 
and investigated either for the CLP project or as necessary in geotechnical investigations for previous 
campus development projects.  This includes areas adjacent to Component 6, which was not specifically 
investigated for the CLP project.  It will be necessary to complete a full geotechnical and engineering 
geology investigation for this site prior to responsible agency review.  
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Sheared claystone interbeds in the Sespe Formation generally serve as planes of weakness along which 
landslide movement may occur.  The larger landslides appear to be translational bedrock slides and have 
failed along out-of-slope bedding planes along the slopes into Marie Canyon.  There is no indication that 
these landslides pose a risk to persons and property in this undisturbed state.  Component 5 (Enhanced 
Recreation Area) and Component 2 (Athletics/Events Center) are projects with current geotechnical 
reports where landslide slope stability considerations have been made.  Component 6 (School of Law 
Parking Structure) has no current geotechnical study, but is adjacent to existing campus facilities 
(McConnell Law Center and Page Residential Complex) that have been evaluated.  
 
Erosion 

Erosion is the wearing away of soil and bedrock by weathering, mass wasting, and transport by wind and 
water.  Severe erosion is a concern of agencies that regulate development, particularly the construction 
and maintenance of graded land such as slopes and building pads.  Within the project area, erosion can 
occur on all sloping ground with exposed soil, artificial fill, or bedrock.  The potential severity of erosion 
is controlled by (a) the hardness, compactness, and cementation of the earth materials, (b) the slope of the 
ground, and (c) the presence of man-made drainage control devices and vegetation/ground cover.   
 
The erosion potential of many of the deposits exposed within the CLP area is considered to be moderate 
to high.  Erosion is most prevalent in the artificial fill, younger alluvium, and colluvium, all of which are 
prone to the development of severe rills, sheet wash, slumping, and bank failures during runoff flows 
following heavy rainstorms.  These materials would be particularly prone to erosion during the 
construction phases of the development, especially where significant disturbed surface areas are exposed 
during periods of heavy rains.  Once each site grading plan is completed, and its County approved 
landscaping/vegetation plan is established, the risk of severe erosion of these deposits would diminish 
significantly.  Erosion in the portions of the site to remain in their natural state would be similar to current 
levels, provided that the design incorporates erosion control measures. 
 
Shallow Groundwater 

Shallow groundwater is subsurface water that is at a high enough sub-surface elevation to interfere with 
the construction and long-term performance of the earthworks and structures planned for the site.  
Concerns for worker safety, dewatering of excavations, slope stability, and liquefaction are among the 
reasons that several regulatory agencies have jurisdictional concerns in this area.  Static groundwater 
surface was encountered at an elevation of approximately 380 feet at Component 1 (Outer Precinct 
Student Housing).  The groundwater impact report

16
 indicates the presence of water in borings that 

appeared to result from moderate to heavy seepage from perched water in the artificial fills, water on top 
of the bedrock underlying the fills, or water within buried alluvial deposits.

17
  Concerns arise when water 

is found within any construction zone where cuts or fills are planned.  Saturated conditions can affect the 
stability of excavations and cut slopes during the grading process, and therefore pose a potential safety 
threat to workers and equipment. 
 
Other Considerations 

Mineral Resources 

No mineral resources have been identified at the subject site and none of economic value is likely to 
occur.  There are no hazards or development concerns associated with mineral resources within the CLP 
site. 
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 Campus Life Project Potential Impacts to Groundwater, prepared for Pepperdine University Campus Life Project: Prepared by 
Daniel B. Stephens & Associates, Inc. August 7, 2008. 

17
 See Section 5.2.2, Water Resources - Subsurface Drainage, for a discussion of hydrogeological conditions. 
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Flooding Attributable to Dam/Levee Failure 

Flooding can occur if water retaining/impounding structures such as dams or levees break or collapse.  
Such failures can result in damage to structures and properties located downstream of the damaged 
retaining structure.  Depending upon the size of the water retaining structure, it may fall under State 
review, but would also be included in County review of the proposed grading plans.  There are two 
reservoirs but no large water bodies upstream from the CLP area.  A new, relocated debris basin is 
proposed at the north edge of Component 5 (Enhanced Recreation Area) and, much like the existing 
condition of the debris basin currently located there, it is possible that it could have water in it during a 
large earthquake event. 
 
Land Subsidence 

General land subsidence occurs over a broad area and may be a uniform process or it may show local 
differential movement.  In California, subsidence related to man's activities has been attributed to 
withdrawal of subsurface fluids such as oil and groundwater, oxidation of subsurface organic material 
such as peat and coal, and hydrocompaction of clays in arid and semi-arid areas that have been irrigated 
extensively.  County agencies concerned with the long-term performance of engineered structures and 
earthworks have it within their regulatory responsibilities to ensure that projects address this potential 
hazard in areas where there is a defined land subsidence potential.  No oil or gas has been withdrawn from 
the underlying Sespe Formation in the CLP component site areas and there are no known deposits of peat 
and coal.  Irrigation within the campus is highly controlled to prevent excessive watering.  The lack of a 
known groundwater reservoir beneath the project area indicates a low risk of extraction-induced 
subsidence.  Hence, the hazard for broad area land subsidence affecting the site is considered to be 
nonexistent. 
 
Geotechnical Hazards 

Soils engineering parameters dictate the degree of hazard (or constraint) associated with development of a 
given portion of land.  The parameters of concern based on existing studies are: 
 

• Consolidation/compressibility and settlement (including differential settlement); 

• Expansiveness and shrinkage; 

• Suitability as fill material; 

• Rippability; and 

• Cut and fill slope stability. 

 
Based on the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Soil Conservation Service agricultural 
data classification scheme, it is possible to get a general idea of the hazard level present for the above 
parameters at a given site.  The onsite soils include urban land (artificial fill and cut areas), and some 
exposed sedimentary rock land in the areas of existing graded pads and man-made slopes.  The following 
discussions are based on preliminary geotechnical reports prepared for the GCP area (Leighton & 
Associates, 1997), which encountered the same units found in the CLP.  Each of the geotechnical reports 
prepared for the component areas have a description of the units encountered; however, these are not 
consistent across the CLP.  Use of the 1997 descriptions provides an illustrative and comprehensive 
discussion of units found within and surrounding project area.   
 
Consolidation/Compressibility and Settlement:  Consolidation is the adjustment of soil or loose bedrock 
in response to an increased load, and may involve simple decrease in open pore space, squeezing of water 
out from pore space, taking water into pore space, or decomposition of materials such as organic matter.  
The concern for consolidation and settlement are addressed in County building codes.   
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The sandstone, siltstone, claystone, and conglomeratic units of the Sespe Formation have a moderate to 
high density and low compressibility.  Consolidation characteristics of the landslide materials and 
colluvium were determined in order to assess the soil strength.  Buried landslide debris samples subjected 
to water inundation and pressure, showed tendencies to expand or collapse, usually undergoing a volume 
change of a few percent.  Therefore, onsite materials in undisturbed or unconsolidated states, particularly 
landslide and buried alluvial deposits, present a moderate risk of water- and pressure-induced 
consolidation with accompanying uniform settlement of overlying structures.  Differential settlement of 
several inches over short distances is often noted at the cut/fill contact on graded pads.   
 
Expansion and Shrinkage:  Expansiveness of soil, soft bedrock, and fill material relates to the potential 
for the materials to shrink and swell in response to alternate drying and wetting from water sources such 
as precipitation, irrigation, or subsurface flow.  In general, the greater the clay content of the material, the 
greater the potential for expansion.  This process can result in damage to structures that are in contact 
with these clay-rich materials.  For this reason, the County building codes require analysis to address 
expansion potential. 
 
Expansion potential at the CLP site is variable.  The Sespe Formation is characterized by sandstone and 
conglomeratic beds with a low expansion potential that may be interbedded with moderately- to highly-
expansive siltstone and claystone.  Alluvial soils onsite are generally coarse grained with scattered 
sandstone cobbles and boulders and therefore have a high permeability and are low to moderately 
expansive.  Depending on the clay content, colluvium, if present onsite, may be highly expansive.  Due to 
the nature of the landslide deposits, the potential for expansive soils is variable, but may be moderate to 
high. 
 
Suitability as Fill Material:  Earth materials which are oversized (e.g., large boulders) or almost entirely 
very fine-grained (e.g., claystone), can present problems in the compaction process.  Reviewing agencies 
look for this potential and require methods to deal with these occurrences.  Since the CLP site has a 
minimum of such materials, and conventional grading methods can overcome most potential problems, 
this is not considered a project constraint or hazard.  County building codes require analysis to address 
proper fill material compaction. 
 
Rippability:  Rippability refers to the relative ease or difficulty of efforts required to excavate earth 
materials in order to create cut slopes and pad areas.  Most of the bedrock and soil materials at the CLP 
site are expected to be rippable with conventional grading equipment.  It is not anticipated that blasting 
would be necessary as a result of the formations on-site.  The unweathered Sespe Formation and volcanic 
bedrock sections are expressed as linear bedding or dikes with several feet separation.  Therefore, the 
risks associated with material excavation are considered to be minor. 
 
Cut and Fill Slope Stability:  Construction of cut and fill slopes must consider the strength of the in-place 
earth materials, and of the supporting earthworks or other structures, in order to determine the short- and 
long-term stability of the slopes.  Preventing the failure of such slopes represents one of the primary 
concerns of regulating agencies for hillside land development projects.  Cut and fill slope stability (gross 
and surficial) hazards will vary depending upon the development component in question and would be a 
source of potential project development impacts at the CLP site.  As discussed in the Project Impacts 
section that follows, a comprehensive visual examination was made of existing slopes in order to assess 
potential affects of CLP construction on these areas.

18
  County building codes have very rigorous 

requirements to analyze all cut and fill slopes for long-term stability. 
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 Shannon & Wilson, Inc., 2010, Slope Stability Input to Campus Life Project EIR, Pepperdine University, Malibu, California, 
29 pages, dated August 30, 2010. 
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Seismic Hazards 

Seismic Ground Shaking 

Earthquake generated ground shaking is the most pervasive and critical earthquake factor for 
development planning purposes.  The intensity of groundshaking at a site is most dependent upon the 
earthquake magnitude, the distance of the earthquake event from the site, and the geologic conditions at 
the site.  An earthquake magnitude between the Landers and Northridge events (about M = 7) could occur 
beneath this portion of the Santa Monica Mountains; however, the timing, size and location of this 
planning level event cannot be predicted at this time.  Both State and County agencies regulate the design 
of structures in seismic zones, and these regulations require consideration of both nearby and distant 
faults in the design analysis for critical facilities. 
 
For a nearby large earthquake, it must be assumed that the Malibu Coast Fault zone is a reasonable 
estimate of the location for planning purposes.  It is located less than one-half mile south of the center of 
the CLP component sites and can be expected to generate an earthquake as large as a magnitude 6.5 to 
7.5.  Peak horizontal ground acceleration could exceed 1g for either earthquake (Leighton, 1997), 
however, probabilistic design parameters could lower (e.g., PGA ~0.49g) depending upon the nature of 
the buildings proposed (e.g., single story, multi-story, elongate, equant) in a given component area.  An 
8.0 to 8.3 magnitude earthquake at the closest approach of the San Andreas fault is important, especially 
to taller or older structures.  Building codes and engineering investigation report requirements govern the 
design of most structures to withstand earthquake hazards.  Such requirements have been updated and 
improved upon based on the results of the Northridge earthquake.  The potential risks from seismic 
groundshaking are significant at the CLP site. 
 
Fault-Induced Ground Rupture 

When an earthquake is sufficiently large or the hypocenter
19

 is shallow enough, the rupture surface may 
extend to the ground surface.  This surface movement creates offsets that can pass through structures and 
cause severe damage.  More than several inches of differential lateral or horizontal movement could cause 
severe, sometimes irreparable damage to most structures (e.g., buildings, pipelines, bridges, cables).  The 
State Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act addresses fault rupture relative to habitable structures 
and active faults.  The County of Los Angeles adheres to the Act and has other requirements for 
addressing potentially active faults. 
 
The Malibu Coast fault, which is outside the CLP project area, may have the capability to break the 
ground surface in areas located immediately adjacent to the mapped alignments of the fault during a 
major earthquake associated with the fault (Figure 5.1-2).  The fault may be expected to generate 
movements at the surface ranging from a few inches to several feet.  Most of this should be vertical offset, 
but would likely also have a horizontal component.  This fault rupture would be concentrated along the 
mapped trace of the fault, which is a few thousand feet south of the site and should have no effect on the 
site. 
   
The Puerco Canyon faults mentioned by VBB and SMCI, mapped by Yerkes and Campbell (2005), and 
shown by Leighton (1996) within the campus (and through the CLP) have not been linked directly to the 
Malibu Coast fault zone.  The Puerco Canyon fault has been characterized in the available literature and a 
2009 City of Malibu EIR as neither active nor potentially active.  On the basis of these sources, these 
faults are considered bedrock (not active) faults that should pose a very low potential ground rupture 
hazard to the CLP.  No specific fault activity commentary was provided in the updated geotechnical 
reports for the CLP development components that could be potentially affected by these faults.  These are 
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 The point within the earth where earthquake energy is released that lies directly beneath the earthquake epicenter. 
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fault traces 2, 6, 14, and 5 that pass under Components 1, 2, and 3, and fault traces 14 and a projection of 
4 that pass under Component 4. 
 
Secondary Effects of Seismic Ground Shaking 

Liquefaction and dynamic (seismically-induced) settlement, ground lurching, and flooding attributable to 
dam/levee failure, tsunami, or seiche are potential secondary effects of seismic groundshaking. 
 
Liquefaction and Dynamic Settlement:  Liquefaction occurs when loose, cohesionless, water-saturated 
soils (generally fine-grained sands) are subjected to strong seismic ground motion of significant duration.  
These soils essentially behave as liquids, losing all bearing strength.  Structures built on these soils tilt or 
sink when the soils liquefy.  Liquefaction more often occurs in earthquake-prone areas underlain by 
young alluvium where the ground water table is less than 50 feet below the ground surface.  Strong 
ground shaking can cause dynamic (seismically-induced) settlement by allowing unsaturated sediment 
particles to become more tightly packed, thereby reducing pore space.  Unconsolidated, poorly packed 
alluvial deposits are especially susceptible to this phenomenon and can lead to severe differential 
movement of foundations and distress to structures.  Both liquefaction and dynamic settlement are within 
the overall regulatory purview of the County and are required to be addressed in structure design where 
applicable.  While the potential effects of these hazards would be local in nature, they are not expected to 
be substantial risks at the CLP site due to the lack of widespread porous or saturated surficial deposits 
within 50 feet of the surface.  While some groundwater and perched water has been detected by site-
specific investigation, it has been within bedrock formations and should not impact the proposed 
construction.  Existing building codes, engineering investigation report requirements, and generally 
accepted criteria for foundation studies are in place to ensure proper design and construction practices. 
 
Ground Lurching:  Certain soils have been observed to move in a wave-like manner (ground lurching) in 
response to intense seismic ground shaking, that may result in the formation of ridges or cracks on/in the 
ground surface.  At present, the potential for ground lurching to occur at a given site can be predicted only 
generally (Ziony and Yerkes, 1985).  Areas underlain by thick accumulations of alluvium, colluvium, or 
artificial fill appear to be more susceptible to ground lurching than bedrock.  Generally, only lightly 
loaded structures such as pavement, fences, pipelines, and walkways are damaged by ground lurching; 
more heavily loaded structures appear to resist such damage.  The County has no specific codes related to 
ground lurching, however, the County recognizes its potential and often requires that it be addressed if the 
potential exists.  There is some risk of damage due to ground lurching in artificial fill areas. 
 
Flooding Attributable to Dam or Levee Failure, Tsunami or Seiche:  A tsunami is a seismically generated 
sea wave which affects low-lying coastal areas as the rapid incoming tide “runs up” on beaches, into 
harbors and other narrow inlets damaging light-weight or poorly anchored structures.  This is not a viable 
hazard at the CLP site due to the component site elevations greater than 300 feet above MSL.  Seiches are 
waves generated in enclosed water bodies, including reservoirs and water tanks.  Seiche hazards are 
evaluated by the County on a case-by-case basis as conditions apply.  The County General Plan Safety 
Element provides guidelines for dealing with these phenomena, however, there are no specific building 
code requirements. 
 
Seiche conditions are possible in the two water tanks in the GCP area, and the debris basins in the GCP 
and CLP areas, if they are at least partially full of water during a significant seismic event. Water from the 
3 million-gallon water tank northeast of the CLP would flow to the east away from the CLP.  These 
water-retaining structures could also fail from strong groundshaking or landslide movement, thereby 
causing flooding.  The water tank structures lie at the highest developed campus elevations and the debris 
basin at a higher elevation than those of the proposed CLP component sites and therefore water may be 
released onto the lower building pads in the event of a failure of these facilities.  The nearest CLP project 
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components are approximately 2,000 feet away.  The greatest hazard is closest to the “failed” structures 
where a release of floodwaters would have the greatest volume, depth, and velocity that could cause direct 
impact to downstream/slope structures, plus flooding and severe erosion.  Local flooding due to seiche-
induced failure is considered a remote, yet possible risk, namely, (a) from the water tanks in the GCP area 
for the western portion of the CLP site area containing Components 1 (Student Housing Rehabilitation-
Outer Precinct) and 3 (Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field), and (b) from the CLP debris basin and 10,000-
gallon water tank for Components 5 (Enhanced Recreation Area), 2 (Athletics/Events Center), 1 (Student 
Housing Rehabilitation-Outer Precinct), and 3 (Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field).  
 

5.1.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The Appendix G CEQA Guidelines identify the following applicable criteria for determining a 
significant effect.   
 
Project NOP checklist items have been considered and added to the CEQA checklist as necessary, and 
LRDP policies that relate to each item are noted.  Components of the proposed CLP would be considered 
to have significant impacts if their completion results in significant adverse impacts to geology and soils 
as identified in the following thresholds.  Namely, the CLP components would generate significant 
adverse impacts from geology and soils if their completion would: 

a. expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving:  

i. rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area (Refer to Division of 
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42) or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known active or potentially active fault; 

ii. strong seismic ground shaking, 

iii. seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction (also considering State Seismic Hazards 
Zones), 

iv. landslides (also considering State Seismic Hazards Zones) and areas of greater than 25% 
slopes: 

b. result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil;  

c. be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of 
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse; 

d. be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the California Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property; and/or 

e. have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water. 

 

5.1.3 PROJECT IMPACTS 

General Potential Impacts 

The CLP implementation actions and geologic hazards potentially affecting the site are related to: 
 

• Grading of slopes and canyons; 

• Slope stability of natural, and cut and fill slopes; 

• Earthquake (seismic and fault) activity; and 

• Soils (foundation) conditions. 
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Grading would disturb, displace, cover, and compact the natural rock and soils, and previously placed 
artificial fill materials.  Site preparation and grading would cause local changes in the prevailing 
topography and create greater densities of the ground surfaces.  Potential earthquake-related effects 
include the possibility of strong ground shaking and associated secondary effects, such as ground lurching 
and dynamic compaction/settlement, which can damage structures, cause ground cracking, and slope 
failures.  Potential soils-related hazards include expansiveness and consolidation/settlement of artificial 
fill and the potential presence of weak soil/alluvium/bedrock beneath the thicker fills. 
 
Component-specific geotechnical data, analysis, conclusions, and recommendations do not exist for all 
six proposed components.  No current geotechnical or engineering geology reports have been prepared for 
Components 1 and 6.  The recommendations from each of the reports for Components 2 though 5 are 
considered mitigation for the potential adverse geology and soils impacts, and shall be considered a part 
of the project description that must be implemented as indicated with necessary modifications and 
additions as dictated by conditions determined at each component location.    
 
Component Conditions and Potential Impacts 

Geotechnical investigations of the CLP area and review of the proposed conceptual grading plans have 
been performed as follows: 
 
Component 1 (Student Housing Rehabilitation)  

Standard Precinct:  Geotechnical and foundation reports from 1971 and 1974
20

 are available for this area.  
Rehabilitation of existing structures (remodeling and adding additional stories) and the addition of four 
new structures are proposed.  Existing reports suggest that the area has exposed Sespe Formation and 
intrusive volcanic bedrock, and it is assumed that unsuitable soils and colluvium are present overlying the 
bedrock.  In addition, two faults (believed to be the inactive faults [including the Puerco Canyon Fault] 
mentioned above) have sheared and fractured the bedrock along the southwestern edge of the 
development area.  These faults are not in the vicinity of the proposed four new community buildings.  A 
small landslide shown by the CDMG (2001) at the southernmost edge of the Standard Precinct was 
mapped prior to the current development in the area. 
 

Based on the Standard Precinct design, changes to perimeter slopes should be minimal to non-existent.  
The internal slopes may require construction of retaining walls for the proposed improvements, including 
areas around the proposed community buildings.  Some additional geotechnical exploration may be 
required for the Pepperdine Pier and the Pedestrian Promenade, although the existing subsurface 
conditions should not prohibit the improvements proposed for the Standard Precinct.

 21
 

 

These reports suggest that the project area is suitable for its intended use if graded as proposed; however, 
potential adverse affects include weak and expansive soils, slope instability, erosion, and the 
characteristics of faults that may pass through the development area.  Although the previous geotechnical 
or engineering geology reports have not been updated for this site and the proposed development, the 
scope of the foundation modifications may not require further detailed analysis if standard building code 
values can be used pending the County geotechnical review. 
 

Outer Precinct:  A 2006 geotechnical report (Van Beveren & Butelo-VBB) is available for this area and it 
builds upon a previous VBB geotechnical report for the area done in November 2005.  All current 
                                                                    
20 Converse Davis & Associates, 1971, Foundation Report for the Student Housing Area on the Malibu Campus, report dated 

June 28, 1971; Converse Davis & Associates, 1974, Foundation Report Proposed Phase II Student Housing, Pepperdine 
University, Malibu Campus, Malibu, California, report dated January 8, 1974.  

21
 Shannon & Wilson, Inc., 2010, Slope Stability Input to Campus Life Project EIR, Pepperdine University, Malibu, California, 

29 pages, dated August 30, 2010. 
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dormitory structures and the current ground level parking lot would be demolished as part of the CLP, 
and several new buildings would be added in the parking lot and the area to the east.  An open quadrangle 
area would be built in the eastern 1/3 of the existing building area.  The 2006 report indicates that the 
artificial fill exposed at the surface derived from grading undertaken in the 1970s that filled this portion of 
Marie Canyon over Sespe Formation bedrock.  It is likely that unsuitable soils and colluvium were 
present over the bedrock.  In addition, the inactive Puerco fault has altered and weakened the bedrock in a 
northwest-southeast zone across a portion of the site.   
 
Fill that varies from about 13 to 71 feet thick (with the greatest thicknesses on the south and east) was 
investigated by drilling and was found to be suitable for the proposed construction using drilled and cast-
in-place concrete piers.  The 2006 VBB report suggests that the project area is suitable for its intended use 
if graded as proposed.  The proposed development in the area south (down slope from) the proposed 
Athletic/Events Center may require a retaining wall that would be approximately 5 to 25 feet in height in 
order to retain existing artificial fill.  Additional exploration would likely be required for the retaining 
wall design and construction appears feasible based on the current conditions.

22
  Overall, potential 

adverse affects include artificial fill soils that are potentially unstable in temporary slopes, erosion, 
assumed inactive faults with no age of last movement determined, and perched water causing seepage into 
excavations. 
 
Component 2 (Athletics/Events Center): VBB (2006) prepared a geotechnical report for the 
Athletics/Events Center component area, which is situated in the Rho Parking Lot north of CLP 
Component 1 (Student Housing Rehabilitation--Outer Precinct), east of the existing Lovernich 
Residential Complex, and south of Huntsinger Circle.  The proposed development would consist of a 
sports arena, administrative facilities, and a combined above ground/subterranean parking structure.  
Parking on the east side of the Athletics/Events Center would consist of seven levels; two underground 
levels would reach to approximately 25 feet below existing grade.  The Athletics/Events Center arena 
would extend some 30 feet below current grade.  The VBB geotechnical study indicates that the 
Athletics/Events Center would be constructed on the western side of Marie Canyon on a site whose 
surface consists of 1970s artificial fill that reaches a thickness of greater than 92 feet at the southeast 
corner of the site.  The fill overlies Sespe Formation bedrock that is shallower along the north edge of the 
site (less than 10 feet deep) and may be reached by planned excavations.  A seismic refraction rippability 
study found the bedrock can be excavated with conventional equipment.  Some landslide deposits were 
encountered in a boring (Boring No. 2), located on the north side of the site and it likely records an edge 
of a landslide that crosses the northern boundary of the site.  VBB found the site suitable for the proposed 
construction using drilled-and-belled caissons that would be founded in the Sespe Formation bedrock.   
 
A 2010 inspection of slopes surrounding Component 2 found that the proposed design for the Events 
Center and associated parking structure does not appear to intercept or modify the existing perimeter 
slopes on the east and northeast.  Modifications to the areas south of the Events Center may require 
modifications to the southerly slope bordering the outer precinct as discussed above.  Additional 
geotechnical exploration may be required for this area, however, the underlying subsurface conditions 
should not prohibit the proposed improvements.  Additional information may be required for slope 
conditions underlying eastern slope adjacent to the underground parking structure.

23
   

 
Potential adverse affects include artificial fill soils that are moderately expansive and potentially unstable 
in temporary slopes, erosion, possible expansive soils under floor slabs, assumed inactive faults with no 
age of last movement determined, and perched water causing seepage into excavations.  The Leighton 

                                                                    
22

 Ibid. 
23

 Shannon & Wilson, Inc., 2010, Slope Stability Input to Campus Life Project EIR, Pepperdine University, Malibu, California, 
29 pages, dated August 30, 2010. 
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fault map (1996) shows a near east-west trending fault (labeled number 6) passing through the building 
footprint (Figure 5.1-2).  This specific fault was not discussed by VBB, but it appears to be associated 
with other bedrock faults, such as the Puerco fault and may serve as a barrier, or conduit for, shallow 
groundwater flow and a location for expansive clay-rich fractured bedrock. 

 

Component 3 (Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field):  VBB (2006) prepared a geotechnical report for this 
component area, which is immediately south of the proposed Component 1 (Student Housing 
Rehabilitation--Outer Precinct).  The report initially considered a site plan featuring an underground 
parking structure that would underlie the soccer field.  The underground parking structure is no longer a 
proposed element of Component 3.  The new Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field, with an associated track and 
field area, would be established within a larger footprint than the existing facilities by eliminating the 
current aboveground parking lot.  Geotechnical borings and past records indicate that this site was 
constructed across the wide floor of Marie Canyon and in the 1970s consisted of Sespe Formation 
bedrock that has since been covered with artificial fill that reaches a thickness of at least 70 feet.  
Component 3 construction would include adding approximately 10-feet of new engineered fill materials.  
Prior to construction of the existing facility it is likely that unsuitable soils and colluvium covered the 
bedrock.  The inactive Puerco fault (described above for the Outer Precinct site) crosses the site in a near 
northwest-southeast trend.  Fill varies from near zero thicknesses in the southwest and southeast (the 
former westerly edges of Marie Canyon) to a likely maximum south of VBB boring No. 3 of 80 to 90 feet 
thick.   
 
The site was found to be suitable for the previously proposed construction using drilled cast-in-place 
concrete piers for the parking structure founded within the fill or extending into the bedrock.  Raising the 
grade of the existing track and field should reduce the slope height on slopes on the northeast and 
northwest by approximately 10 feet.  Retaining walls or structures may be necessary along the northwest 
slope in order to construct the proposed bleachers and storage areas.  While some additional geotechnical 
analysis may be required, the existing subsurface conditions should not prohibit the proposed 
improvements.

24
 

 
Component 4 Town Square):  A 2005 Van Beveren & Butelo (VBB) geotechnical report is available for 
this area as is a previous VBB geotechnical report for the adjacent Elkins Auditorium (performed in 
October 2005).  The existing surface parking lot would become an open quad area with two-levels of 
subterranean parking below it as part of the CLP.  A two-story Welcome Center would also be located at 
the northern edge of the quad adjacent to Seaver Drive.  The existing VBB report indicates that the area 
has exposed Sespe Formation bedrock, while mapping from Yerkes and Campbell (2005) indicates that 
this locale may contain Vaqueros Formation bedrock.  However, the properties of these two formations 
can be very similar.  A few feet of fill overlies the bedrock in the borings excavated for the 2005 study.  
In addition, data from a seismic refraction geophysical line indicates that softer soils and bedrock are 
present to depths of 7 to 13 feet.  Deeper bedrock, although rippable, has conditions that are highly 
variable and difficult excavation can be anticipated.  Northwest striking faults pass through the northern 
portion of the proposed development area and have sheared/fractured the bedrock.  These faults and 
shears very likely served as conduits for the groundwater and heavy seepage observed in borings.   
 
The 2005 VBB report indicates that the project area is suitable for its intended use if graded as proposed.  
The proposed below-grade parking structure will expose bedrock with geologic structure that is primarily 
bedding-plane neutral or dipping northeast (VB&B, 2005b).  The proposed Welcome Center is likely to 
require some excavation and possibly retaining walls within the existing slope on the north necessitating 
some additional geotechnical exploration and analysis.  Existing subsurface conditions indicate the 
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proposed improvements are feasible.
25

  Potential adverse affects include highly 
fractured/sheared/weathered bedrock that may be potentially unstable in temporary slopes, assumed 
inactive faults with no age of last movement determined, and heavy water seepage into excavations. 
 
Component 5 (Enhanced Recreation Area):  Stoney-Miller Consultants Inc. (SMCI, 2009) prepared two 
preliminary geotechnical reports for the proposed enhanced recreation area, which is the northernmost 
component of the CLP.  This component would be located on the northern side of Huntsinger Circle, 
north of the proposed Athletics/Events Center.  The current site contains an existing intramural soccer 
field (to the northwest), the Marie Canyon debris basin (to be reconstructed in the north central area), a 
parking area (to the east), and a soil stockpile area (to the northeast).  The SMCI 2009 report addresses 
the current enhanced recreation area layout, which would consist of improvements to the existing 
recreational fields on the west, a combined storage/restroom facility, a buried concrete chiller tank (95-
feet in diameter by 40-feet high), underground storm drains, new cut and fill slopes, and a reconfigured 
debris basin.   
 
Landslides are present on both sides of this segment of Marie Canyon and fill material would be thickest 
under the central portion of the proposed enhanced recreation area where the chiller tank is proposed.  
Based on the SMCI reports, fill materials would reach a thickness of about 65 feet under the site.  
Landslide deposits (identified as Qls-3 [on the west], Qls-1 [on the northwest], and Qls-4 [on the east]) 
underlie the artificial fill; landslide Qls-2 [on the far northwest] is outside the grading envelope for the 
enhanced recreation area and was not a part of the project analysis.  SMCI recommends that all unsuitable 
materials (artificial fill, alluvium, colluvium, landslide debris, and weak bedrock) be removed from 
beneath the chiller tank (approximately 10-feet) and from under the remaining graded areas (1- to 2-feet) 
across the enhanced recreation area.  All materials removed would be replaced by engineered/compacted 
backfill.  The reconfigured debris basin in Marie Canyon would be situated north of the existing one 
(which would become the proposed chiller tank location).  Exposed areas underlain by landslide deposits, 
including the improved and expanded grass recreation area are inside a designated “Restricted Use Area” 
where the existing landslide material could not be stabilized and fill materials could not be completely 
removed (Figure 3-9).  The proposed storage/restroom location would be situated outside of the 
Restricted Use Area in an area with relatively thick artificial fill materials that would receive additional 
engineered/compacted fill.  Excavation depths would reach bedrock in cut slopes on the northeast 
adjacent to the re-configured debris basin and landslide deposits at the north edge of the improved and 
expanded grass recreation area.   
 
As described in their report (SMCI 2009) the Enhanced Recreation Area component site is geologically 
complex. The report stated, “with the exception of the Restricted Use Area, landslides within the limits of 
proposed development will be adequately stabilized as a result of this grading.”  Landslides bordering the 
Restricted Use Area on the west (Qls-1 and Qls-3), north (Qls-2), and east (Qls-4) would not have their 
stability reduced by the proposed grading.  As a result of the configuration of this component, the existing 
soil stockpile capacity would be reduced from 23,000 cubic yards (CY) to 8,000 CY.  Stabilization 
measures and water pollution control measures to ensure that the stockpile site does not move due to 
rainfall is addressed in the Water Resource Section.  Potential adverse affects due to the site conditions 
include:  settlement of artificial fill soils and landslide deposits under portions of the development; a large 
portion of the site falling within a Restricted Use Area; the potential for unstable temporary slopes in 
artificial fill and landslide deposits; erosion; water seepage along landslide planes toward the site causing 
saturation of the fill; and potential instability of landslide deposits immediately west of (up slope of) the 
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site.  A recent field reconnaissance indicated evidence of recent movement along the lower 20 to 30 feet 
of this slope based on hummocky topography and presence of phreatophytes.

26
 

 
In order to achieve the required site configuration and to stabilize the proposed fill materials, a series of 
segmental walls using geogrid reinforcement are proposed along the north (south side of the debris basin) 
and south (north side of Huntsinger Circle) portions of the enhanced recreation area.  A 20-foot high 
north-facing fill slope is proposed for the debris basin and a 50-foot high south-facing fill slope is 
proposed along Huntsinger Circle.  Buttress and/or stabilization fills may be necessary (to be determined 
during grading) within the shallow surficial portion of landslide materials along the west side of the 
project.  The southwest-facing cut slope northeast of the debris basin will be a maximum of 35-feet high 
2:1 (horizontal:vertical) ratio ascending slope in Sespe Formation bedrock.   
 
Component 6 (School of Law Parking Structure):  No geotechnical reports are known to be available for 
this area.  This component is proposed to replace the existing surface School of Law Student Parking Lot 
with a three-level aboveground parking structure.  The site is believed to be underlain by artificial fill 
over ancient landslide deposits that are shown to overlie Sespe Formation bedrock.  Recent field 
observations indicate at least one area of the eastern slope exhibits a low height scarp of approximately 2 
feet indicative of a shallow slope failure.

27
  Two interpretations of deeper landslide extent prior to campus 

grading and development are shown on Figure 5.1-2, including a CDMG (2001) landslide not shown on 
Yerkes and Campbell (2005).  The adjacent McConnell Law Center and Page Residential Complex were 
constructed within this same geologic setting; it is assumed that unsuitable soils, colluvium, landslide 
debris, and bedrock were removed and/or stabilized for those projects, and that similar precautions would 
be taken for the School of Law Parking Structure.  This adjacent construction activity suggests that the 
project area is suitable for the proposed multi-level parking structure.   
 

Impacts Summary 

Grading (Landform Alteration) and Unique Geologic Features 

Components 1 (Student Housing Rehabilitation--Outer Precinct), 3 (Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field), 5 
(Enhanced Recreation Area), and 6 (School of Law Parking Structure) propose grading that would alter 
existing topographic (ground) elevations.  None of the above component areas is currently in a natural 
condition.  Each area has been modified significantly by past grading, by the import of artificial fill, or by 
building placement, therefore there are no unique existing geologic or topographic features are present on 
these component sites that could be affected.  A recent field inspection of slopes for all Component areas 
indicates that proposed development should not be prohibited and should not adversely impact existing 
slopes with proper implementation of design and mitigation measures.

28
 

 
Component 1 (Outer Precinct) would fill a south-sloping flat to gently sloping parking lot surface to 
create a leveled flat surface for new/replacement student residential housing.  Component 3 would raise 
the existing track/field elevation approximately ten feet in elevation creating another, higher, flat surface.  
Component 5 has the most grading, which would be undertaken in an area that is already largely 
disturbed.  The main affect would be to fill an additional portion of Marie Canyon east of the existing 
intramural soccer field and in the existing debris basin, thereby reshaping a portion of the base of the east- 
and west-facing slopes.  The modified stockpile area north of Huntsinger Circle would be smaller within 
an area of already elevated topography.  Component 6 would cut and fill a south-sloping flat to gently 
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sloping parking lot surface to create a leveled surface for the new parking structure.  The above actions 
are not considered to be significant topographic modifications as they are being made to already modified 
topography, therefore these impacts are considered less than significant (Class III).  Components 1 
(Student Housing Rehabilitation--Standard Precinct), 2 (Athletics/Events Center), and 4 (Seaver Town 
Square) do not propose grading that would alter existing topographic (ground) elevations.  
 
Geology 

Slope Stability-Geologic Formations and Artificial Fill Materials 

Slope stability concerns (both gross and surficial) can be for; (a) natural and man-made slopes, (b) 
geologic and artificial fill materials, and (c) temporary and permanent slope configurations.  Component 5 
(Enhanced Recreation Area) affects natural and man-made slopes in prevailing geologic formations and 
fill materials, resulting in both temporary and permanent new slope conditions.  SMCI (2009) analyses 
indicate that the stability of landslides Qls-1, Qls-3, and Qls-4 would not be degraded (made worse) by 
the proposed grading.  However, the remedial grading leaves each of the landslide masses with an overall 
static factor-of-safety that would remain less than the recommended 1.5 standard that is applied for 
structural and life-safety considerations.  These areas of the development are within designated Restricted 
Use Areas where no permanent buildings would be allowed.  Special accommodations are made for the 
work site stability of temporary slopes (e.g., adherence to prescribed slope angles and in-grading 
inspections).  The proposed remedial grading methods appear appropriate to preserve the existing 
landslide factors-of-safety.  Also, grading for the northeast cut slopes would be in Sespe Formation 
bedrock with in-to-slope bedding with a grossly stable configuration.  While the proposed grading may be 
adequate for the non-structural application (i.e., the Enhanced Recreation Area and debris basin), such a 
determination about the adequacy of the proposed design would be based on a detailed review by the 
County of Los Angeles prior to approval and implementation. 
 
All other CLP components, particularly Components 1, 3, and 6, have lesser slope stability concerns for 
man-made slopes in geologic and artificial fill materials in both temporary and permanent slope 
configurations.  Subterranean parking structures at Components 2 and 4 would have temporary cut slopes 
in Sespe Formation bedrock and artificial fill.  Accommodations are made for temporary slopes (e.g., 
prescribed slope angles and in-grading inspections) and permanent slopes (e.g., slope angles and retaining 
structures).  Proposed remedial grading methods appear appropriate to create slopes with adequate 
factors-of-safety.  Such determinations would be based on detailed reviews of plan and field inspections 
by the County of Los Angeles prior to approval and implementation of the geotechnical report 
recommendations.  All potential slope stability impacts are considered to be potentially significant, but 
these impacts can be mitigated and reduced to less than significant (Class II) by implementing mitigation 
measures proposed herein, and by implementing remedial measures outlined in the geotechnical reports 
and approved by the County of Los Angeles.   
 
Proposed remedial grading activities associated with the Component 1 - Standard Precinct and 
Component 6 – School of Law Parking Structure have not been evaluated based on recent geotechnical 
studies.  While it is feasible for potential slope stability impacts to be mitigated and reduced to less than 
significant by implementing remedial measures outlined generally in the older geotechnical reports, it is 
possible that additional investigation and analysis will be necessary in order to provide sufficient data for 
review and approval by the County of Los Angeles; therefore at these two components there would be 
significant adverse impact that can be mitigated to less than significant (Class II). 
 

Shallow Groundwater 

Geotechnical investigations for Components 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 encountered light to heavy seepage during 
geotechnical drilling, and measured "groundwater" in borings within hours of completion.  None of the 
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geotechnical borings were utilized as on-going monitoring to determine the consistency of water levels 
within the CLP area.  Shallow groundwater in the CLP area is considered a nuisance with no beneficial 
use.  These geotechnical reports indicate that the water is primarily "perched" water (i.e., small 
accumulations of water impeded by layers of artificial fill or overlying impervious geologic materials) or 
is water seepage along identified fault contacts or shear zones.  Seasonal rainfall fluctuations would be 
expected to contribute to additional perched water conditions in localized areas.  The presence of these 
relatively limited volumes of shallow groundwater is considered to be a potentially significant impact that 
can be mitigated and reduced to less than significant levels (Class II) by implementing remedial measures 
outlined in the geotechnical reports and approved by the County of Los Angeles.  For additional 
information regarding shallow groundwater see Section 5.2 Water Resources. 
 
Earthquake Activity 

Ground Shaking 

The CLP area is susceptible to ground shaking from numerous faults in the region; this is not unlike most 
other sites in southern California.  As seen in the Northridge earthquake, strong groundshaking near the 
earthquake epicenter can lead to severe property damage and injuries.  It appears that proper consideration 
of the probable earthquake shaking values, proper application of the California Building Code regulations 
to the seismic design, proper implementation of the design specifications during construction, and proper 
inspection can minimize the potential for: (1) the collapse of buildings; and (2) the failure of proposed fill 
slopes, buttressed cut/fill slopes, retaining walls, and landslides abutting Component 5 (Enhanced 
Recreation Area).  However, damage, injury, and slope failures may still occur potentially affecting both 
CLP and adjacent locations.  This potential for seismically induced slope instability is a significant 
adverse impact that can be mitigated to less than significant levels (Class II). 
 
Fault Rupture 

Faults crossing the CLP have been classified as inactive based on previous campus investigations 
conducted before extensive grading and development covered geologic formation outcrops.  The 
component-specific geotechnical reports have relied on these previous studies and have not analyzed the 
mapped faults as to activity levels or more precise locations.  The totality of previous studies suggest the 
faults are not active and should pose no fault rupture hazard.  If future studies were to determine that fault 
setbacks or design accommodations are required, the County would review and recommend the 
appropriate course of action.  Therefore, potential for seismically induced fault rupture is a significant 
adverse impact that can be mitigated to less than significant levels (Class II). 
 
Liquefaction and Settlement 

Liquefaction can cause substantial local settlement where liquefiable substrates are overlain by heavy 
loads.  Lateral spread landslides are possible on shallow slopes.  Based on the data reviewed, the 
potential liquefaction of natural deposits is considered minimal to non-existent.  Proper drainage in thick 
artificial fill masses would be maintained, therefore hydrostatic pressures should not build up to cause 
local settlements or slope failures due to saturation of fill materials.  Because subdrains are proposed by 
the CLP, this would be a significant adverse impact that can be mitigated to less than significant levels 
(Class II). 
 
Ground Lurching and Cracking 

The developed site would expose primarily artificial fill, possibly some bedrock, and stabilized landslide 
deposits.  Topsoil, colluvium, loose bedrock, and other debris cover slopes west of Component 5 
(Enhanced Recreation Area).  These surficial earth materials may have areas of loose, cohesion-less soils 
or may also contain clay-rich deposits that could have high moisture contents, particularly after heavy 
rainy seasons.  While ground lurching due to seismic shaking is considered to pose a potential adverse 
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impact at the site, this surficial cracking of fill materials and surrounding surficial deposits is considered 
less than significant (Class III). 
 
Flooding Attributable to Dam/Levee Failure, Tsunami, and Seiche 

Damage from tsunamis is confined to near-shore, low-lying areas.  The proposed development is located 
inland, and at a minimum of 320 feet above sea level and is not at risk of inundation from a tsunami.  This 
is a less than significant impact (Class III). 
 
Small, localized flooding may occur immediately adjacent to, and downstream of small water reservoirs 
or dams.  A 1.6 million gallon potable water tank and a 100,000 gallon reclaimed water tank are located 
within the GCP area approximately 2,000 feet west of the CLP area at higher elevations.  Water from the 
3 million-gallon water tank northeast of the CLP would flow to the east away from the CLP.  The 
modified debris basin north of Component 5 (Enhanced Recreation Area) is proposed to detain storm 
water, sediment, and debris.  Therefore, the risk of inundation from a seiche-induced water tank failure is 
a less than significant impact (Class III) due to the great distance and the substantial infrastructure 
between the two areas.  Debris dam failure is considered to be a potentially significant impact, which can 
be mitigated to less than significant levels (Class II) through proper design methods, earthwork 
construction, and inspection. 
 
Soils Engineering 

Geotechnical Impacts 

Consolidation and Settlement:  When man-made structures are built over areas that may experience 
consolidation of over an inch or so, severe damage can occur.  Due to the thick fill masses placed in the 
CLP areas in the 1970s and 1980s, and the presence of consolidation-prone alluvium and landslide 
deposits, the potential exists for some fill settlement particularly where more fill is placed over the old fill 
or where heavy building loads are applied.  Differential settlement could potentially occur across 
transitions between soils or bedrock of differing densities and bearing capacities, as a result of the 
presence of ridges and ravines onsite and proposed grading.  Under dynamic conditions, this potential 
would increase near cut and fill contacts where the differential movement can be several inches if fill 
materials were compacted to 90 percent. 
 
Settlement analyses were conducted to determine the total potential settlement of thicker fills and fills 
over landslide deposits.  This is most critical for the chiller tank structure located within Component 5, 
since it will be located over several tens of feet of older artificial fill.  SMCI (2009) has provided 
recommendations for remediating soils issues at component 5.  Based on the reports reviewed, or that 
would be prepared and reviewed by the County of Los Angeles, settlement and consolidation-related 
impacts are considered potentially significant but mitigable to less than significant levels (Class II). 
 
Expansion and Soil Shrinkage:  Native onsite soils are identified to possess soil expansion potential 
ranging from very low to moderate, due to the presence of clayey fill soils, clay-rich bedrock, and 
landslide debris.  These materials would be detrimental to structures built directly atop them due to 
distress from periodic wetting and drying.  The proposed removal and/or over excavation of materials 
with elevated soil expansion index, replacement with compacted fill materials and appropriately designed 
footings and slabs, in accordance with the Los Angeles County Building Code, would reduce the potential 
for substantial differential expansion and provide uniform bearing surfaces.  Because the building sites 
are all on compacted fill, low expansivity materials can be used beneath the foundations.  The potential 
impacts due to expansive soils are considered to be less than significant using normal geotechnical 
engineering practices (Class III). 
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Excavated materials are expected to shrink when placed as compacted fill.  Shrinkage is expected to be 
approximately three percent under conditions of relative compaction to 90 percent and up to 6 percent 
under relative compaction of 93 percent.  There is no significant impact associated with shrinkage since 
there is a sufficient volume of onsite materials to accommodate shrinkage factors (Class III). 
 
Erosion 

During wet winters, concentrated surface water flow can, over time, cause rilling and possible washouts 
of substantial slope areas whether composed of natural soils or artificial fill.  Onsite soils are subject to 
high to very high rates of erosion and proposed grading would expose additional soils to erosive 
processes.  In particular, the proposed grading plan would result in fill slopes of ratios of 2:1, which could 
be subject to accelerated processes of wind and water erosion during and immediately following 
construction.  These are potentially significant impacts that can be mitigated to less than significant levels 
(Class II). 
 
5.1.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Geologic, geotechnical, and seismic impacts related to development of the CLP area are localized and 
should not directly affect offsite areas.  Notwithstanding this generalization, grading in areas with 
moderate to high relief, and/or moderate to steep slopes, may affect geologic, geotechnical, or seismic 
stability down slope or upslope if mitigation measures fail to perform as designed.   
 
The CLP area is sufficiently contained by surrounding topography and is sufficiently distant from other 
campus facilities to eliminate the potential for direct impacts due to some geologic hazard such as a 
landslide or collateral damage from earthquake groundshaking.  Overall, the planned CLP would 
contribute to the cumulative increase in the number of persons exposed to geologic hazards.  However, 
assuming that the CLP and all of the cumulative projects on campus are adequately studied for hazards, 
properly designed, and constructed in accordance with approved mitigation measures (including those 
contained herein), the added impacts of all projects would be minimal and mitigable. 

 

5.1.5 MITIGATION MEASURES 

Based upon the technical work completed to date, it is concluded that it is feasible to use appropriate, 
standard mass grading techniques to develop the CLP site.  Component-specific geotechnical and 
engineering geology recommendations from each of the reports are considered component-specific 
mitigation for the potential adverse geology and soils impacts already adapted as part of the project.  The 
following items are an over-arching set of mitigation measures applicable to all CLP components and are 
recommended to address site development/grading-related geotechnical and geologic impacts. 
  
MM5.1-1 All grading and earthwork (e.g., landslide removals, fill compaction, debris dam and 

basin design/construction, earth material stockpiles) shall be performed in accordance 
with the various geotechnical reports and as specified in typical Grading Ordinances of 
the County of Los Angeles and the applicable portions of the General Earthwork and 
Grading Specifications.  Specific additional exploration, testing, and analysis shall be 
performed as required by the County of Los Angeles when 40-scale plans are available.  

 
MM5.1-2 Standard subdrain measures detailed in the various geotechnical reports or as specified in 

typical General Earthwork and Grading Specifications, and prudent irrigation practices, 
shall be used to mitigate occurrences of perched groundwater or water originating from 
landslide planes, faults, and shear zones.  Based on the County of Los Angeles review, 
additional surface and subsurface drainage systems may be added as required during a 
review of 40-scale plans and/or during grading operation/field inspections. 
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MM5.1-3 Design and mitigation measures for seismic ground shaking shall conform to applicable 
building code regulations at the time of construction, specifically the latest version of the 
California Building Code and Title 23.  However, based upon damage assessments of 
fills due to the 1994 Northridge earthquake, fills deeper than 30 feet shall be compacted 
to at least 95 percent relative compaction. 

 
MM5.1-4 During earthwork construction, all unacceptable compressible soils shall be removed to 

firm, competent bedrock, or landslide material.  Acceptability shall be defined by final 
geotechnical reports and in-grading inspections by a qualified technical engineer or 
engineering geologist. 

 
MM5.1-5 Within the non-restricted use area, the subject site grading and proposed structure will be 

safe from landslides and excessive settlement. The proposed project will not adversely 
impact adjoining properties.  The local areas of landslides Qls-1, Qls-3, and Qls-4 (in the 
lower “toe” areas) associated with Component 5 (Enhanced Recreation Area) shall be 
stabilized by appropriate means to assure that no foreseeable movements would endanger 
proposed facilities within the non-restricted use areas of the proposed CLP development. 
Any landslide repair dimensions and locations shall be subject to review and approval by 
the County of Los Angeles. 

 
MM5.1-6 Landslides or portions of landslides inside the CLP grading envelope, but outside areas of 

habitable structures that have factors of safety of less than 1.5 (Qls-1, Qls-3, and Qls-4) 
and that are not removed or fully mitigated by remedial grading (areas not intended for 
current development) shall be designated as “Restricted Use Areas”  

 

MM5.1-7 All cut slopes shall be observed by a qualified engineering geologist during excavation.  
If unanticipated adverse geologic conditions are encountered, the cut slope shall be 
provided with a stabilization fill or be laid back to 2:1 (h:v) or flatter as field conditions 
dictate. 

 
MM5.1-8 The cut portion of the cut/fill transition pad below all structural areas shall be over-

excavated a minimum of 36 inches below the bottom of the footings and replaced with 
compacted fill cap material.  Over-excavation shall extend to a distance of 5 feet outside 
the footprint of the structure.  In lieu of over-excavation or deepening foundations, post-
tensioned structural mats shall be used provided they are designed by a structural 
engineer.  Detailed design data for mat foundations shall be provided if such option is 
selected. 

 
MM5.1-9 Cut slopes may encounter out-of-slope bedding components and will require construction 

of stabilization fills with a minimum key depth of 2 feet and a minimum width of 15 feet, 
or flattening of the slope.  Each slope shall be evaluated during grading and stabilization 
methods shall be approved the County of Los Angeles. 

 
MM5.1-10 Fill slopes constructed with proper conventional terracing shall be no steeper than 2:1 and 

no greater than 90 feet in height.  All proposed fill slopes shall be planted with vegetation 
that will reduce erosion and provide reinforcing of soils through deep and broad root 
systems. 

 
MM5.1-11 If fill slopes steeper than 2:1 are required, geogrid reinforcement, or the equivalent are 

required to provide adequate stability.  Surficial stability is expected to meet County 
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standards with approved application of geogrid reinforcement.  However, in the event 
prescribed stability levels are not met with geogrid reinforcement, they shall be met by 
either design of appropriate retaining walls or by the engineered placement of the outer 
five feet (measured perpendicular to the slope face) of the slope face with fine-grained 
cohesive soil with a cohesion value of 250 psf.  This shall be verified by the geotechnical 
consultant during rough grading.  Authorization to use these geogrid materials shall be 
obtained from the County of Los Angeles. 

 
MM5.1-12 Street pavement sections may vary due to the actual R-Value of the subgrade after rough 

grading is completed.  All pavement sections shall be determined by field and laboratory 
testing of the rough graded surface.  These sections shall be subject to the review and 
approval of the County of Los Angeles.  For planning purposes the minimum section 
thicknesses shall be used as follows: 

Arterial street 4 inches AC over 11 inches PMB 

Secondary driveway 4 inches AC over 8 inches PMB  

Parking driveway 3 inches AC over 8 inches PMB 

Parking 3 inches AC over 8 inches PMB 
 

MM5.1-13 The County of Los Angeles shall approve the proper planting, runoff control and use of 
selected fine-grained material within one equipment width of the finished slope surfaces 
or geogrid reinforcement.  The approved design and construction method shall reduce the 
potential of surficial failures of fill slopes constructed of the typical onsite sandy 
materials. 

 
MM5.1-14 Proposed slope irrigation shall avoid excessive watering in areas of marginally acceptable 

stability, e.g., those areas of Components 5 and 6 associated with ancient landslides to be 
partially removed or left in their present state.  All designs shall be consistent with the 
University’s existing hydrological monitoring program and subject to review and 
approval by the County of Los Angeles. 

 
MM5.1-15 Surficial stability of all graded slopes shall be confirmed based on field sampling, 

laboratory testing, and stability analysis (using County of Los Angeles approved 
techniques and methods) at the end of rough grading. 

 
MM5.1-16 Based on the results of sulphate testing of representative onsite materials, if these 

materials exhibit a moderate to high potential for sulphate attack of concrete, Type V 
cement or equivalent shall be used in construction at this site. 

 
MM5.1-17 Any geologic faults shown on existing (pre-development) or future maps that trend 

through or near one of the component habitable structures shall be evaluated by a 
California Certified Engineering Geologist for fault rupture potential related to an 
earthquake on the local Malibu Coast fault zone.  Such evaluation shall be conducted in a 
manner consistent with professional practice and with California Geological Survey Note 
48. 

 

MM5.1-18 The following components of the Pepperdine Hydrogeologic Monitoring Program, which 
are within the footprint of the proposed Campus Life Project components, must be 
restored to service or replaced after construction: (1) soil moisture access casings VN-03 
and VN-12 and (2) groundwater monitoring wells MW-1A, MW-14, and MW-15. 
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5.1.6 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS  

Development of this, or any other type of project on sloping terrain, would expose future residents and 
visitors to the geologic, soils, and seismic hazards described.  In this case, the project geotechnical 
consultants have provided analyses that demonstrate that grading is technically feasible, and would 
provide adequate slope stability under static and earthquake loading conditions.  The outcome of final 
studies and analyses to refine existing conceptual earthwork designs and building pad configurations will 
be subject to full review and final approval by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 
Building and Safety Division, before grading and building permits are issued. 
 
Adequate implementation of the mitigation measures listed above would ensure that any potentially 
significant earth resource impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels (Class II).  Therefore, 
the project does not create a significant unavoidable adverse impact.  
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5.2 WATER QUALITY 

This section is primarily based on the technical reports contained in Appendix C, entitled Hydrology and 

Drainage Study, Environmental Impact Report Technical Study, Pepperdine Campus Life Project, 

Malibu, County of Los Angeles, California, prepared by RJR Engineering, October 20, 2010 (hereinafter 

the “Hydrology and Drainage Study”), the SUSMP report prepared by RJR Engineering, October 13, 

2010, and the Draft Campus Life Project, Potential Impacts to Groundwater, Pepperdine University, 

Malibu, California, prepared by Daniel B. Stephens & Associates (DBS&A), Inc., July 30, 2010 

(hereinafter the “Groundwater Study”).  

 

5.2.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Physical Setting and Climate 

The CLP is located within the coastal slopes of the Santa Monica Mountains, which are generally 

characterized by rugged mountainous terrain (see Figure 5.1-1 in Section 5.1, Geotechnical Hazards). 

Elevations of the CLP components range from approximately 389 feet above mean sea level (msl) in the 

southwest, along Huntsinger Circle at the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field, to approximately 629 feet above 

msl at the Parking Structure located in the School of Law Student Parking Lot, the northeastern-most CLP 

component.  Slopes within the CLP areas range from gently inclined benches and knoll tops (with 

gradients that are generally less than 20 percent) to moderate and steep slopes that fringe the inland 

drainages and characterize adjacent ridges (between 20 and 50 percent).  Slopes to the north and west, 

outside the proposed project area, gradually become steeper with increasing elevation. 

 

The Mediterranean climate of the Malibu coastal area is in effect a semiarid one.  The 30-year (1970 to 

2000) average annual recorded precipitation for Malibu and the evapotranspiration level (as derived from 

the local precipitation/humidity and temperature characteristics) are 14.8 inches and 46.3 inches (CIMIS, 

2004), respectively.  As irregularity in precipitation levels are a common aspect of semi-arid climates, 

both precipitation and evapotranspiration can vary substantially from year to year. 

 

Regional Hydrogeological Setting 

The Pepperdine University campus occupies a location along the southern boundary of the Santa Monica 

Mountains, which consist of complexly folded and faulted rock formations that contribute to the range in 

elevation and the diversity of landforms found on the campus.  The terrain of the Pepperdine University 

campus property transitions from steep interior mountainous features in the north to gently sloping coastal 

terraces in the south.  Elevations on Pepperdine University property range from approximately 1,797 feet 

(above msl) at the head of Marie Canyon to a low of approximately 163 feet (above msl) along the Pacific 

Coast Highway (PCH) frontage near the intersection with John Tyler Drive.  The length of the southern 

boundary of the campus fronts PCH and South Winter Mesa.  South Winter Mesa is a broad flat surface 

bounded on the west by Marie Canyon and on the east by Winter Canyon.  The Mesa extends from PCH 

south to the Pacific Ocean and is predominantly undeveloped except for a park operated by the City of 

Malibu (Malibu Bluffs Park).  The ocean has eroded the coastal face of South Winter Mesa into 

prominent palisade bluffs and a narrow beach along its south edge.  The drainage courses that flow from 

Marie Canyon and Winter Canyon on campus pass southerly through culverts under PCH to respectively 

define the western and eastern edges of South Winter Mesa.  A smaller canyon, Middle Canyon, drains 

southerly from a southeastern portion of the campus and crosses an eastern portion of the mesa.  There is 

no hydrogeological connection between the CLP and the existing developed campus and the Malibu 



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.2  Water Quality 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

Page 5.2-2 

Creek Drainage Basin, including the lower Malibu Creek drainage area that contains the Malibu Civic 

Center area and the Legacy Park Stormwater Treatment Project. 

 

As identified by the California Department of Water Resources (CDWR), the western edge of the 

Pepperdine University property is located within the Corral Canyon Hydrologic Subarea of the eastern 

portion of the Point Dume Hydrologic Subunit.  The larger eastern side of the campus is located within 

the Malibu Creek Hydrologic Subarea of the western portion of the Malibu Creek Hydrologic Subunit, 

both of which lie within the Malibu Hydrologic Unit of the South Coastal Hydrologic Study Area.   

 

The Corral Canyon Hydrologic Subarea does not contain broad-floored valleys with extensive 

accumulations of sediments that would classify it as a major groundwater basin (CDWR, 1908, as cited 

by Law/Crandall, 1998).  There is only one water supply well within the above Subarea, and it is located 

approximately one mile west of the campus, opposite 24818 Pacific Coast Highway (Law/Crandall, 

1998).  No beneficial uses have been designated for groundwater in the Corral Canyon Hydrologic 

Subarea by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) (LARWQCB, 1994, as 

cited by Law/Crandall, 1998).  Groundwater is not recovered for commercial, industrial, or residential 

uses and is generally considered a nuisance.   

 

The Malibu Valley groundwater basin (CWDR, 1980, as cited by Law/Crandall, 1998) is located east of 

the Corral Canyon Hydrologic Subarea, and it supplies drinking water and water for fire protection to the 

City of Malibu and surrounding areas of Los Angeles County.  Maps delineating the extent of the Malibu 

Valley groundwater basin are lacking; however, the LARWQB has indicated that the basin would extend 

to include areas where groundwater contours indicate recharge of the basin.  The developed portions of 

the Pepperdine University campus are situated west of the Malibu Creek drainage basin watershed divide 

and as such the CLP components are situated in locations where groundwater flows to the west and south, 

away from the Malibu Valley groundwater basin.   

 

Existing Surface Drainage Conditions 

The proposed CLP is located within the currently developed central campus area, and its components 

collectively comprise approximately 37.86 acres of the total 830-acre Pepperdine University property.  

The topography of the CLP area is characterized by the following:  gently inclined manufactured slopes 

that consist of paved streets, building pads, recreation fields and facilities, landscaping, and paved parking 

lots.  An assemblage of site drainage facilities including roof drains, curbs and gutters, slope drains, 

catchbasins, and storm drains comprise the drainage network within the proposed CLP area.  The natural 

topography has been filled with engineered soils allowing for the construction of the existing campus, as 

well as, portions of PCH, Malibu Canyon Road, and Civic Center Way.  The Malibu Campus property 

lies within three main tributary drainage areas, Marie Canyon, Winter Canyon, and Middle Canyon 

(Figure 5.2-1).  The University’s “core” campus lies within the central reaches of these canyons, as 

described below.  The stormwater drains serving the campus and the CLP do not cross natural drainage 

divides to discharge stormwater flows outside of the natural drainage courses that pass from north to 

south though the campus property. 

 

Marie Canyon 

Marie Canyon is the largest of the three tributary drainage areas.  The drainage area contains 

approximately 500 acres of generally undeveloped mountainous terrain.  Portions of the drainage area 

where the proposed CLP Component #5 (Enhanced Recreation Area) would be sited are currently 

disturbed areas used for an intramural playing field, a stockpile for fill dirt generated by campus projects,  
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a debris basin to contain runoff from that portion of the basin lying northerly of the developed campus, 

and the Page Terrace Parking Lot.  Much of the Marie Canyon tributary area consists of an un-named 

blue line stream and tributary drainages.  Approximately 165 acres of the tributary area contributes runoff 

and sediment to the Marie Canyon debris basin, which is located north of Huntsinger Circle.  The debris 

basin has an estimated capacity of approximately 8,780 cubic yards.  The runoff collected at the basin is 

then conveyed via the existing storm drain system and drainage devices to the 6-!’ x 8’ culvert under the 

Pacific Coast Highway. 

 

Winter Canyon 

The Winter Canyon tributary drainage area is located along the eastern edge of the campus and is 

comprised of approximately 250 acres.  The drainage area is mostly undeveloped and contains rugged 

mountainous to hilly terrain.  The runoff from the canyon and others in the vicinity is conveyed to the 

southeast via unnamed, but blue-line streams and lesser natural canyon drainages that flow between 

north-south trending ridges and by means of various storm drain improvements.  The remaining “natural” 

Winter Canyon drainage course terminates on the developed campus in the Winter Canyon debris basin in 

the southeast portion of the campus adjacent to the Seaver Drive entry road from Malibu Canyon Road. 

 

Middle Canyon 

Middle Canyon is the smallest tributary drainage area covering approximately 75 acres.  The on-campus 

drainage area of Middle Canyon is in the southeastern corner of the developed campus.  The drainage area 

extends southeasterly of the campus and south to the Pacific Ocean.  The tributary area is comprised of 

developed campus areas, developed areas within the City of Malibu, and undeveloped hillsides extending 

southeasterly and south from Malibu Canyon Road to the Pacific Ocean. 

 

Existing Drainage Conveyance Facilities 

The existing storm drain serving the CLP begins at the Marie Canyon debris basin located north of 

Huntsinger Circle.  As the CLP area would be located south, down-slope of a newly designed Marie 

Canyon debris basin, it would provide no flow into it.  The facility receives runoff from approximately 

165 acres of natural land.  During a capital storm event (i.e., a 50-year storm event, abbreviated Q50), the 

facility is estimated to prevent approximately 8,780 cubic yards of debris from entering the storm drain 

under Huntsinger Circle that eventually extends under PCH to the Pacific Ocean.   

 

Once collected within the Marie Canyon debris basin, runoff is transported south under Huntsinger Circle 

and John Tyler Drive via a reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) storm drain ranging in diameter from 54 to 78 

inches.  As flows continue south along this route, additional bulked flows are received from three storm 

drain inlets (UC-1, UC-2, and UC-3) that serve the Pepperdine campus and from catch basin connectors 

located along Huntsinger Circle.  The three inlet facilities consist of RCP with diameters of 48, 30, and 24 

inches respectively.  Drainage flows are transported south under PCH by means of a 6.5-foot by 8.0-foot 

arch concrete pipe culvert which empties into the unlined channel of Marie Canyon along the eastern side 

of South Winter Mesa before reaching the Pacific Ocean.  The flowing-full capacity of the PCH culvert is 

estimated to be about 2,300 cubic feet per second (cfs).  Most of the existing developed campus area and 

all of the CLP components lie within the drainage area that contributes runoff to this culvert.  The area 

drained to this culvert is estimated at 509 acres. 
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Hydraulic Analysis of Existing Flows 

The hydrologic analysis for the current CLP site conditions contained in the Hydrology and Drainage 

Study were based on the calculations summarized as the “Post Development Conditions” for the 

University’s Upper Campus Project (which has since been completed) that are contained in a previous 

Hydrology Study entitled Hydrology Study for the Upper Campus Development Environmental Impact 

Report, prepared by Albert C. Martin and Associates (hereinafter the “Martin Report”).  The Martin 

Report compared the then existing conditions to the proposed developed condition. Those conditions 

were built as planned and will be used as the basis for the existing conditions in this study. Based on the 

previous analysis, the Martin Report calculated that the Q50 peak flow rate at the PCH culvert located on 

the southern most end of the Pepperdine Property was approximately 1,252 cfs. 

 

The Martin Report calculations however, were analyzed using an older version of the Los Angeles 

County Flood Control Program (F0601) and were performed under the previous Hydrology Method and 

models. In order to re-establish a baseline, RJR Engineering entered the provided data from the report into 

the updated F0601 program using the current Los Angeles County Hydrology values. The results 

calculated using the latest version of the program and the most current hydrologic models were slightly 

smaller with an overall Q50 peak flow rate of approximately 1,190 cfs. The Martin Report results were 

approximately 60 cfs higher than the results calculated by the most updated software and hydrology 

standards. 

 

A comparison of the two sets of F0601 analysis results are provided in the Hydrology and Drainage Study 

(Appendix C). Table 5.2-1 compares the total overall campus flow rates presented in the Martin Report 

against the new analysis flow rates.  

 

 

Table 5.2-1 

Summary of Existing Flow Rates
1
 

Existing Hydrologic Data 

Martin Report Hydrology Flows (1997) RJR Hydrology Flows 

Total Burned Flow (QB) Total Burned Flow (QB) Total Bulked Flow (QBB) 

1,252 cfs 1,189.7 cfs 1,913.04 cfs 
1
 RJR Engineering, Hydrology and Drainage Study, Environmental Impact Report Technical Study Pepperdine 

Campus Life Project, Malibu, County of Los Angeles, California, August 10, 2010. 

 

 

Existing Flood Hazard Zones 

The existing developed campus area that will encompass the proposed CLP does not lie within a flood 

zone as designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate 

Maps (FIRM).  Table 5.2-2 provides an explanation of each FEMA flood zone.  In the previous Martin 

Report, the area of the campus (where the CLP is proposed to be located) was in Flood Zone C, and was 

previously subject to minimal flooding.  However, previous drainage improvements, namely, the 

construction of the Marie Canyon debris basin and other drainage infrastructure, removed the area from 

the FEMA designation.   

 

Since the proposed CLP intends to relocate the Marie Canyon debris basin 400 feet upstream, the design 

of the new basin would have to be adequately sized in order to ensure that the downstream facilities are 

not flooded.  In addition, the basin will be designed to County of Los Angeles current standards.  This 
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will require the construction of a primary outlet and an emergency overflow secondary outlet system in 

the event of a system failure.  Since the system capacity will remain the same, the existing downstream 

facilities remain unaffected.  However, hydraulic modeling will be required during the design stages to 

verify the integrity of the existing system. 

 

 

Table 5.2-2 

Federal Emergency Management Agency Zone Explanation
1
 

Zone Explanation 

A Areas of 100-year flood. 

B Areas between the limits of the 100-year flood 

and 500-year flood; or certain areas subject to 

100-year flooding with average depths less than 

one foot or where the contributing drainage area 

is less than one square mile; or areas protected by 

levees from the base flood. 

C Areas of minimal flooding. 

D Areas of undetermined, but possible flood 

hazards. 

E Areas of 100-year coastal flood with velocity 

(wave action). 
1
  United States Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 

 

 

Existing Campus Irrigation and Historical Monitoring of Groundwater 

Water Use and Irrigation 

As described in Section 5.10-1, Pepperdine University operates and maintains a sophisticated water 

delivery system that includes both potable and recycled water infrastructure.  Potable and recycled waters 

are conveyed separately, but are managed conjunctively.  Potable water is used in buildings and facilities 

campus-wide.  Wastewater generated from the use of potable water is conveyed to the Malibu Mesa 

Water Reclamation Facility (Malibu Mesa) and the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District’s Tapia Water 

Reclamation Facility (TWRF).  These facilities return tertiary-treated wastewater to Pepperdine for use in 

the reclaimed water irrigation system. 

 

The treated water is imported into Pepperdine University’s irrigation distribution system and used to 

irrigate approximately 99 percent of the irrigated campus area; potable water is used to irrigate the 

remainder.  The irrigation program at Pepperdine is comprised of an irrigation schedule and an irrigation 

distribution system, and is intended to provide water to plants in order to maintain healthy vegetation 

while minimizing groundwater recharge.  The irrigation schedule is administered by an automated central 

control system (Evolution Rainmaster).  The schedule, which determines the amount of water applied to 

each area, is derived from historical irrigation practices and adjusted based on current climate conditions, 

inspection of plant health, and soil moisture estimates regularly made by Pepperdine personnel.  The 

irrigation distribution system at Pepperdine delivers both potable and recycled water to 44 metered 

irrigation areas. 
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Data obtained from groundwater monitoring, precipitation gauging, and irrigation metering show a direct 

correlation between groundwater levels and rainfall and an inverse relationship between groundwater 

levels and irrigation.  Results of water balance modeling show that nearly all deep percolation occurs 

during periods of high precipitation and low irrigation (see Section 5.2.3).  Irrigation water is almost 

entirely removed by the process of evapotranspiration before percolating beneath the root zone.  These 

results are reported to the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works for review and comment on 

an annual basis. 

 

Sub-Drains 

Sub-drains were installed at the base of fill material in each of the three on-campus canyons described 

above during initial campus construction in the early 1970s to keep the fill material dewatered.  There are 

also several locations throughout campus where shallow sub-drains have been installed to facilitate near-

surface drainage, most notably beneath the Eddy D. Field Stadium and Tari Frahm Rokus Field.  Water 

that reaches the historical canyon bottoms flows south toward the Pacific Ocean or enters the sub-drains.  

Water that is intercepted in sub-drains is diverted to the storm drain system, which discharges water into 

Winter, Middle, and Marie Canyons, which all flow southward to the Pacific Ocean. 

 

Sub-drain flow varies from year to year depending upon precipitation; however, for reference, the 

estimated sub-drain runoff for each of the three canyons during the 2007/2009 water year was 15.0 

gallons per minute (gpm) (24.20 acre-feet (AF) per year for Marie Canyon, 3.3 gpm (5.24 AF per year) 

for Middle Canyon, and 0.7 gpm (1.13 AF per year for Winter Canyon).  The total estimated sub-drain 

flow for the 2007/2008-water year for the three canyons combined was approximately 30.57 AF. 

 

Hydrogeologic Monitoring Program 

In 1985, Pepperdine entered into an agreement with Los Angeles County (adopted May 14, 1985 by the 

Board of Supervisors) to monitor and evaluate the effects of their irrigation system in order to ensure that 

the irrigation (due to infiltration and migration southward) does not affect the stability of either on- or off-

site geologic hazards, in particular landslides along Malibu Road.  The University developed and 

implemented an HMP consisting of two direct methods (groundwater level and soil moisture monitoring) 

and two indirect methods (water and salt balance calculations) for assessing the effects of the irrigation 

practices (LeRoy Crandall, 1987).  The HMP has been conducted continuously since 1987 with the 

exception of the salt balance calculations, which were discontinued in 2000.  As already discussed above, 

data obtained from groundwater monitoring, precipitation gauging, and irrigation metering show a direct 

correlation between groundwater levels and rainfall and an inverse relationship between groundwater 

levels and irrigation. 

 

Groundwater Occurrence and Movement 

The hydrogeology in and around Pepperdine is conceptually thought to consist of two distinct water-

bearing horizons -- a deep regional aquifer occurring within bedrock, and a shallow, locally occurring 

water-bearing “perched” zone occurring on top of bedrock, within deposits of artificial fill and terrace 

deposits.  The local hydrology is also controlled to a large extent by subdrains that were installed during 

campus construction in the early 1970s.  The following describe the occurrence and movement of 

groundwater within and near the Pepperdine University Campus as they relate to potential effects from 

the CLP.  
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Groundwater Elevations 

Groundwater exists beneath the campus in bedrock, alluvium, and artificial fill material.  Groundwater in 

bedrock beneath the campus has been termed “deep” groundwater, while groundwater in alluvium and fill 

material is referred to as “shallow” groundwater.  DBS&A’s understanding of the occurrence of 

groundwater beneath and down gradient of Pepperdine is based on water level data from 23 wells and 

characterized as follows: 

 

• Deep groundwater monitoring wells are screened in bedrock.  Deep groundwater is first 

encountered at depths from approximately 30 to 80 feet below ground surface (bgs); however, 

these levels vary seasonally and annually depending upon precipitation patterns.  The water table 

elevation in monitoring wells screened in bedrock is typically below the top of bedrock.  

However, in some locations, the water levels periodically rise above the top of bedrock into 

overlying materials in response to high precipitation. 

• Shallow groundwater monitoring wells are screened immediately above bedrock, within natural 

alluvium or fill material.  Shallow groundwater is first encountered at depths from approximately 

5 to 30 feet bgs; however, these levels vary seasonally and annually depending upon precipitation 

patterns.  In some wells, shallow groundwater is absent except briefly following large amounts of 

rain.   

• Several groundwater-monitoring wells are screened across the contact of bedrock and overlying 

sediment.  Consequently, the groundwater levels recorded in these wells represent a composite of 

the shallow and deep groundwater units. 

 

Shallow groundwater beneath the Pepperdine University campus occurs within the unconsolidated and 

semi-consolidated artificial fill, alluvial and terrace deposits, and landslide deposits.  The shallow 

groundwater typically occurs on top of the bedrock surface and is underlain by an unsaturated zone; 

however, at some locations the bedrock water table may rise into overlying fill, alluvium, and terrace 

materials.  Shallow zone groundwater is only encountered intermittently in some monitoring wells, 

including two along the southern edge of the campus (MW-10B and MW-11B) and wells on the graduate 

campus. 

 

Deep groundwater beneath the campus generally occurs within the bedrock units and can be found in un-

cemented portions of the Sespe Formation and within joints and fractures of the Monterey Formation 

(DBS&A, 2010, as cited by Law Environmental, 1989).  It is most likely that the groundwater movement 

within the deep bedrock areas is largely controlled by fracture flow. 

 

South of campus, groundwater is present beneath South Winter Mesa in the joint and fracture system of 

the Monterey Formation and in the terrace deposits.  Much of the precipitation that falls on terrace 

deposits percolates rather than creating surface runoff.  Therefore, the terrace deposits create an aquifer 

for seaward movement of groundwater.  Groundwater beneath South Winter Mesa is found seasonally in 

the terrace deposits as perched water beneath and in the underlying bedrock. 

 

As part of CLP geotechnical investigations, additional exploratory borings were drilled in four of the CLP 

component areas:  the Outer Precinct Student Housing (Component 1), the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field 

(Component 3), the Town Square (Component 4), and the Enhanced Recreation Area (Component 5).  

Groundwater was encountered in some of the borings at each component site.  The depth to water beneath 

each component is described in the Groundwater Study contained in Appendix C. 

 



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.2  Water Quality 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

Page 5.2-9 

Groundwater Flow Direction 

The regional (bedrock) groundwater gradient in and around the Pepperdine University campus is 

controlled by the topography, and flows from the mountains to the Pacific Ocean in south and 

southwesterly directions.  The shallow groundwater gradient generally follows the direction of dip of the 

underlying bedrock contact.  In Marie Canyon, fill that generally underlies areas of the campus south of 

Huntsinger Circle and east of John Tyler Drive, flow is to the base of the historical canyon, below the fill, 

and to the south in the direction of regional groundwater flow. 

 

Sub-drains 

As previously discussed, three groups of sub-drains were installed in the canyon bottoms during grading 

for construction of the campus in 1971.  The sub-drains collect rainwater and irrigation water that 

percolates into the fill, and collect water that comes from naturally occurring springs that were covered by 

the fill.  There are two sub-drains in Marie Canyon, two in Middle Canyon, and one in Winter Canyon.  

One of the sub-drains in Marie Canyon extends from near the intersection of PCH and John Tyler Drive 

to the upper reaches of the existing campus along the axis of Marie Canyon, a length of about 5,000 feet.  

It is buried by up to 60 feet of fill material and promotes drainage beneath the western portion of the 

campus.  The sub-drains in Middle and Winter Canyons are less extensive than those in Marie Canyon, 

and are not affected by the CLP sites.  Existing sub-drain flow into the unlined portion of Marie Canyon 

at PCH is approximately 20 to 25 gpm, but varies depending upon the amount of rainfall. 

  

Groundwater Quality 

Groundwater samples were collected from the on-site groundwater monitoring wells in 1988, and were 

tested for general mineral analysis.  Groundwater in the monitoring wells can be distinguished by 

chemical composition, related to the geologic materials in contact with the water and to the source of the 

water.  DBS&A analyses, (conducted for the Groundwater Study), of groundwater from bedrock wells 

located near PCH, that are representative of campus conditions, found groundwater to be of good to poor 

quality.  Analyses of groundwater from down-gradient terrace wells on South Winter Mesa, south of the 

campus and PCH, found groundwater to be of generally good quality.  The general difference between the 

observations suggest that either:  (1) considerable mixing of groundwater with rainwater is occurring;  (2) 

the source of water in the off-site wells (south of PCH) is not the same as beneath the campus; or (3) that 

a groundwater barrier is present that separates areas of different water quality.  Water entering the sub-

drains, upon analysis, was found to be similar in character to groundwater in artificial fill and terrace 

deposits (Law Environmental, 1989).  Periodic analyses of water discharged from sub-drains 

(Law/Crandall, 1998) into the storm drains found that it was generally of poorer quality, containing salts 

and having high measurements of electrical conductivity (Groundwater Study, Appendix C).  Under the 

California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Waters, Chapter 3,1 there are no beneficial uses of groundwater 

in the vicinity of Pepperdine.  

 

Regulatory Framework  

Federal Government  

Water pollution control and water quality management within the United States are regulated by the 

Clean Water Act (CWA, 33 USC Section 1321; 40 CFR Parts 110, 112, 116, 117), which was adopted by 

Congress in 1977.  Under the Act, a national permitting system known as the National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) was established in order to regulate point and non-point 

                                                
1
 Beneficial uses of groundwater in California are classified as domestic, irrigation, power, municipal, mining, industrial, 

recreation, and stock water uses (California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Waters, Chapter 3). 
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discharges.  The 1987 amendments to the CWA established a framework for regulating municipal, 

industrial, and construction storm water discharges.  Water quality standards mandated by the CWA 

consist of four basic elements: 

 

• Designated uses of the water body (e.g., recreation, water supply, aquatic life, agriculture); 

• Water quality criteria to protect designated uses (numeric pollutant concentrations and narrative 

requirements); 

• An anti-degradation policy to maintain and protect existing uses and high quality waters; and 

• General policies addressing implementation issues (e.g., low flows, variances, mixing zones). 

 

Water quality regulation requires states and tribes to establish a three-tiered anti-degradation program.  

Specific project-related elements of the CWA are discussed in the following sections.  Anti-degradation 

implementation procedures identify the steps and questions that must be addressed when regulated 

activities are proposed that may affect water quality.  The specific steps to be followed depend upon 

which tier or tiers of the anti-degradation program apply. 

 

As the basic Federal regulatory and enforcement tool under the CWA, the NPDES program incorporates 

specific discharge limitations to ensure that water quality standards are met for storm water discharges 

from municipal storm sewer systems (MS4s) and industrial sites.  The NPDES program was established 

by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  Congress amended the CWA in 1987 to require the 

implementation of a two-phased program to address storm water discharges.  Phase I, established by the 

EPA in November 1990, requires NPDES permits for storm water discharges from MS4s (as applied to 

this project) for construction sites disturbing greater than 5 acres of land.  After Phase I implementation, 

the EPA recognized that smaller construction projects (disturbing less than 5 acres) and small municipal 

storm sewers (MS4s) were also contributing substantially to pollutant discharges.  In response, the EPA 

instituted NPDES Phase II in December 1999 with the regulations becoming effective in February 2000.  

Phase II requires NPDES permits for storm water discharges from regulated small MS4s and for 

construction sites disturbing more than one acre of land.   

 

The Phase II NPDES Program is intended to reduce adverse impacts to water quality and aquatic habitat 

by instituting the use of controls on the unregulated sources of storm water discharges that have the 

greatest likelihood of causing continued environmental degradation.  Storm water discharges from 

urbanized areas are a concern because of the high concentration of pollutants found in these discharges.  

Concentrated development in urbanized areas substantially increases impervious surfaces, such as city 

streets, driveways, parking lots, and sidewalks, on which pollutants from human activities settle and 

remain until a storm event washes them into nearby storm drains.  Common pollutants may include 

sediment, nutrients, bacteria and viruses, oil and grease, organic compounds, and gross pollutants such as 

trash.  Storm water runoff picks up, transports, and discharges these pollutants, untreated, to waterways 

via storm drain systems.  These discharges can result in the loss of wildlife habitat, reduced aesthetic 

value, and contamination of recreational waterways that can threaten public health. 

 

The CWA requires that states submit plans to the EPA, defining water quality standards in order to 

achieve designated beneficial uses.  States designate uses for all water body segments and then set water 

quality criteria necessary to protect these uses.  In addition, each state identifies waters failing to meet 

standards for specific pollutants.  If the State determines that waters are impaired for one or more 

constituents, and the standards cannot be met through point source controls, the CWA requires 

establishing Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) that will achieve applicable standards.  TMDLs 
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represent the allowable pollutant load from all sources (point, non-point, and natural) for a given 

watershed.   

 

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) was established in 1974 to protect the quality of drinking water in 

the U.S.  This law focuses on all waters actually or potentially designated for drinking use, whether from 

above ground or underground sources.  It established maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for a broad 

range of chemical compounds and other constituents (some 86 constituents in water) deemed hazardous to 

human health.  Primary MCLs are health-based and Secondary MCLs are related to aesthetic qualities of 

water, such as taste and appearance.  As such, MCLs form the basis of drinking water quality regulations. 

 

State of California 

In addition to standards and regulations established by the Federal program, California adopted a number 

of other more stringent legislative acts in order to further strengthen State water quality standards.  These 

acts include the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act, California Water Code, Title 23 of the California 

Code of Regulations, and the California Oceans Plan.  Within California, the State Water Resources 

Control Board (SWRCB) is responsible for developing and implementing water quality control policy.  

SWRCB is the agency designated by the EPA for administering applicable Federal CWA and SDWA 

programs, which include adopting water quality standards for State waters. 

 

Nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) administer these Federal programs, including 

the NPDES program.  The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) is the 

region that oversees water quality permitting in the greater Malibu area where the proposed project is 

located.  While federal regulations allow two permitting options for storm water discharges (individual 

permits and General Permits), the SWRCB has elected to adopt only one statewide General Permit that 

applies to all storm water discharges associated with construction activity, except from those on Tribal 

Lands, in the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit, and those performed by the California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans).  This General Permit requires all dischargers where construction activity 

disturbs one acre or more, to: 

 

1) Develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which specifies Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) that will prevent all construction pollutants from contacting storm 

water and with the intent of keeping all products of erosion from moving off site into receiving 

waters; 

2) Eliminate or reduce nonstorm water discharges to storm sewer systems and other waters of the 

nation; and 

3) Perform inspections of all BMPs. 

 

On December 13, 2001, the LARWQCB adopted Order No. 01-182.  This Order is the NPDES Permit 

(NPDES No. CAS004001) for municipal stormwater and urban runoff discharges within the County of 

Los Angeles.  As adopted in December 2001, the requirements of Order No. 01-182 (the “Permit”) covers 

84 cities and the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County, with the exception of the portion of Los 

Angeles County in the Antelope Valley including the cities of Lancaster and Palmdale, the City of Long 

Beach, and the City of Avalon.  Under the Permit, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District is 

designated as the Principal Permittee; the County of Los Angeles along with the 84 incorporated cities are 

designated as Permittees.  
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In compliance with the Permit, the Permittees implemented a stormwater quality management program 

(SQMP) with the ultimate goal of accomplishing the requirements of the Permit and reducing the amount 

of pollutants in stormwater and urban runoff.  One specific requirement of a SQMP is the Standard Urban 

Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP).  The SUSMP outlines the necessary Best Management Practices 

(BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for certain categories of development and/or 

redevelopment.   

 

The LARWQCB adopted a Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) on June 13, 1994.  The Basin Plan 

designates beneficial uses and establishes water quality objectives for groundwater and surface water 

within the Los Angeles Region.  It has been amended, but not updated since 1994. 

 

Section 13260(a)(1) of the California Water Code (CWC) addresses waste discharges that could affect the 

State’s waters.  It requires that any person discharging wastes or proposing to discharge wastes that could 

affect the quality of State waters, into other than a community wastewater collection system, must file a 

Report of Waste Discharge with the RWQCB.  The RWQCB would then prescribe requirements for the 

discharge or proposed discharge of wastes in accordance with provisions in Section 13260(i) of the CWC. 

 

The California Coastal Commission (CCC), which administers the California Coastal Act, is required to 

consider water quality impacts of coastal development on coastal waters and resources.  The CCC can 

regulate the impacts of polluted runoff on water quality through several mechanisms.  In order to provide 

the CCC staff with an in-depth understanding of non-point source pollution (a known major contributor to 

water quality degradation), its sources, and potential impacts on coastal waters and resources, the CCC 

developed the Procedural Guidance Manual.2 

 

In September of 1995, the CCC, in coordination with the SWRCB, jointly submitted California’s Coastal 

Non-Point Pollution Control Program (CNPCP) for review by the EPA and the National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).  The EPA and NOAA completed their review of California’s 

program and issued a draft conditional approval with findings.  The CCC must respond to findings and 

ultimately address the final federal conditions on the CNPCP or face program sanctions. 

 

County of Los Angeles 

The proposed project lies within the County of Los Angeles Public Works Department jurisdiction for 

approvals and permitting relating to flood control and associated infrastructure.  Therefore, the County of 

Los Angeles is the permitting agency for this project. 

 

The County of Los Angeles is a Permittee under the “State of California Regional Water Quality Control 

Board Los Angeles Region Order No. 01-182 NPDES Permit No. CAS004001 Waste Discharge 

Requirements For Municipal Storm Water And Urban Runoff Discharges Within The County of Los 

Angeles, and the Incorporated Cities Therein, Except The City of Long Beach”, called the NPDES 

permit.  The County discharges or contributes to discharges of storm water and urban runoff from 

municipal separate storm sewer systems, also called storm drain systems.  The discharges, which flow 

into receiving waters of the Los Angeles Region, are covered under Countywide waste discharge 

requirements contained in Order No. 96-054, which was adopted by the Regional Board on July 15, 1996, 

and which replaced Order No. 90-079 (adopted by the Regional Board on June 18, 1990).  Order No. 96-

054 also serves as a NPDES permit for the discharge of municipal storm water.   

                                                
2
 Pepperdine University – Upper Campus Development, Potential Impacts to Groundwater, Law/Crandall, January 19, 1998, 

and California Coastal Commission, Non-Point Source Pollution Program, February 7, 1997. 
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The County of Los Angeles NPDES Permit contains a requirement for Permittees to develop and 

implement programs for stormwater management within the County.  The Development Planning Model 

Program specifically requires Permittees to develop a SUSMP, which serves as a model guidance 

document for use by builders, land developers, engineers, planners, etc. in selecting post-construction 

BMPs and in obtaining approval for the urban stormwater runoff mitigation plan for a designated project 

prior to the issuance of building and grading permits.
3
  Each Permittee must incorporate into its CEQA 

process procedures for considering potential stormwater quality impacts and providing for appropriate 

mitigation when preparing and reviewing CEQA documents. The procedures require consideration of the 

following: 

 

• Potential impact of project construction on storm water runoff; 

• Potential impact of project post-construction activity on storm water runoff; 

• Potential for discharge of storm water from areas from material storage, vehicle or equipment 

fueling, vehicle or equipment maintenance (including washing), waste handling, hazardous 

NPDES CAS004001 - 41 - Order No. 01-182 materials handling or storage, delivery areas or 

loading docks, or other outdoor work areas;  

• Potential for discharge of storm water to impair the beneficial uses of the receiving waters or 

areas that provide water quality benefit;  

• Potential for the discharge of storm water to cause significant harm on the biological integrity of 

the waterways and water bodies;  

• Potential for significant changes in the flow velocity or volume of storm water runoff that can 

cause environmental harm; and  

• Potential for significant increases in erosion of the project site or surrounding areas. 

 

5.2.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

According to the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project by the Los Angeles County Department 

of Regional Planning and the subsequent thresholds listed in the Hydrology and Drainage Study, the 

proposed project may potentially result in significant impacts associated with flood hazards and water 

quality if the CLP would: 

 

• Utilize construction activities that could significantly impact the quality of groundwater and/or 

stormwater runoff to the stormwater conveyance system and/or receiving water bodies; 

• Result in post-development activities that could potentially degrade the quality of stormwater 

runoff and/or result in post-development non-storm water discharges that could contribute 

potential pollutants to the storm water conveyance system and/or receiving bodies; 

• Be located on a major drainage course, as identified on USGS quad sheets by a dashed line; 

• Be located within and/or contain a floodway, floodplain, or designated flood hazard zone; 

• Be located or subject to high mudflow conditions; 

• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area; 

• Result in an increase in impervious areas that would cause an increase in storm drainage flow 

from within the limits of the developed Pepperdine University campus which would cause the 

storm drain system to have insufficient excess capacity; 

                                                
3
  County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, “Stormwater Quality.”  Accessed on January 22, 2007 from 

http://www.ladpw.org/wmd/NPDES/ 
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• Result in any increase in overall post-development flows not adequately addressed by the project; 

• Create or contribute runoff water, which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 

• Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; 

• Result in a substantial potential for erosion or siltation of offsite (down drainage) natural features 

or man-made drainage control and diversion structures; 

• Create substantial offsite flooding issues; and/or 

• Result in unacceptable levels of surface water degradation of water quality. 

 

The Initial Study also states that the proposed project may have a potentially significant impact to water 

quality if 1) the proposed project would be located in an area having known water quality problems and 

would be proposing the use of individual water wells, or 2) the proposed project would require the use of 

a private sewage disposal system.  As discussed in the Initial Study, the proposed project would not 

require the use of a well or private sewage disposal system.  As such, no further review of these two 

thresholds is required.  It is also important to note that impacts related to mudflow are discussed in 

Section 5.1 (Geotechnical Hazards). 

 

5.2.3 PROJECT IMPACTS 

Hydraulic Analysis of the Proposed CLP 

As previously discussed, the hydrologic analysis for the current site conditions was based on the 

calculations summarized as the “Post Development Conditions” for the Upper Campus Development in 

the Martin Report and was updated per the F0601 program using the current Los Angeles County 

Hydrology values (Table 5.2-1).  Using this value as the baseline, RJR estimated the flow rates for the 

proposed CLP (a full description of the methodology utilized for the hydraulic analysis is provided for in 

the Hydrology and Drainage Study located in Appendix C).  The results of the analysis rendered an 

increase in burned flow rates from approximately 1,190 cfs for the existing condition to 1,250 cfs for the 

proposed improvements, for a net increase of 60.42 cfs.  Table 5.2-3 presents the overall results 

illustrating the existing and proposed flow rates. 

 

Table 5.2-3 

Results of the Existing and Proposed CLP Flow Rates
1
 

Existing Flow Data Proposed CLP Flow Data 

 Flowrate 

(Q) 

Burned 

Flow (QB) 

Bulked 

Flow (QBB) 

Flowrate 

(Q) 

Burned 

Flow (QB) 

Bulked 

Flow (QBB) 

Totals 1,015.94 cfs 1189.70 cfs 1,913.04 cfs 1071.61 cfs 1,250.12 cfs 2010.19 cfs 

Change +55.67 cfs +60.42 cfs +97.15 cfs 
1
 RJR Engineering, Hydrology and Drainage Study, Environmental Impact Report Technical Study Pepperdine 

Campus Life Project, Malibu, County of Los Angeles, California, August 10, 2010. 

 

 

Hydrology and Site Drainage  

On-Site Existing Drainage Facilities 

Existing on-site drainage facilities, as discussed above, include the debris basin in Marie Canyon, street 

curbs and gutters, paved street sections and street catch basins, and a storm drain system.  Updated and 



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.2  Water Quality 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

Page 5.2-15 

revised hydrology models incorporating project-specific data indicate that the redesigned flow rate from 

the project renders a value of 1,190 cfs (Table 5.2-1), approximately 62.3 cfs less than the design values 

previously utilized.  Based on this value and the review of previous drainage studies, the on-site facilities 

have been adequately designed based on the County of Los Angeles requirements.  The revised analysis 

indicates that as a result of the project there would be a net impact from the project of 60.42 cfs (Table 

5.2-3), a flow rate that is equivalent to prior design flow rates.  Therefore, the existing storm drain system 

and facilities would not require improvements, upgrades, or replacement.  As such, the impact to the 

existing on-site drainage facilities is deemed to be less than significant (Class III).   

 

Proposed Drainage Facilities 

As part of the CLP, individual drainage systems including area drains, catch basins, grass swales, bio-

filtration planters, roof downspouts, and roadways with curbs and gutters will be constructed to handle the 

estimated runoff from each CLP component site which will each be conveyed to the existing storm drain 

facilities.  Each component site will treat its contributing storm runoff via bio-swales, bio-filtration 

planters, or catch basin filter inserts prior to any proposed connections to the existing storm drain system.  

The preliminary drainage and treatment scheme have been provided in Appendix C. 

 

The final grading and drainage design shall incorporate a drainage and treatment layout which meet the 

calculated criteria outlined in the SUSMP and L.I.D. sections in Appendix C.  Prior to the issuance of a 

grading permit for any of the CLP components, final calculations shall be provided to the County for 

review and approval to verify these findings.  Thus, the impact to drainage facilities is deemed to be less 

than significant (Class III). 

 

Marie Canyon Debris Basin 

Potential Debris Clogging  

The existing Marie Canyon debris basin receives runoff from approximately 165 acres of natural land.  

During a capital storm (a once in 50-year event), the facility is estimated to prevent approximately 8,780 

cubic yards of debris from entering the existing campus storm drain facilities.   

 

The existing debris/detention system was designed in accordance with County of Los Angeles standards 

at the time of design and construction.  The current capacity of the basin is in excess of 23,000 cubic 

yards.  The basin has remained private and was never transferred to the County of Los Angeles, and 

Pepperdine has performed all maintenance.  The basin will continue to be maintained by Pepperdine once 

relocated. 

 

The proposed debris basin is designed with a primary outlet to convey storm water runoff to the storm 

drain system.  An emergency secondary outlet is included in the design in the event the primary outlet 

becomes clogged or fails.  The proposed basin will remain in generally the same area, but relocated 

approximately 400 feet upstream of the present location. 

 

Based on studies performed by the various geotechnical consultants, including Stoney Miller (2009 and 

2010), the slopes adjacent to the basin have been mapped as existing landslides.  The western (Qls-1 and 

QLs-2) slope has been interpreted to consist of a series of coalescing large landslides that extend between 

40 to 60 feet or more beneath the surface of the slope.  Given the subdued morphology, it appears these 

slopes have remained dormant for hundreds to thousands of years.  These landslides are judged to not 

have a suitable factor of safety, based on geologic assessments performed to date, when considering gross 

and pseudostatic stability.   
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Based on the Stoney-Miller (2010) findings, the nature and disposition of the landslides in this area tend 

to be slow-moving slides that would move a short to moderate distance.  These large slide complexes re-

activate as a result of high groundwater build up with significant lag time (several weeks to several 

months) after high intensity, long duration rainfall related to the time it takes for infiltration and pore 

pressure development. 

 

Stoney-Miller (2010) calculated the surficial stability of the area immediately tributary to the proposed 

debris basin to determine the potential debris clogging impact as a result of surficial instability.  The 

analysis included considerations of the slope conditions which included exposed bedrock, ancient 

landslide debris, and existing surficial soil.  Unsuitable surficial factors of safety for slopes greater than 

20 degrees were assumed for soil depths up to 4 feet, based on the County of Los Angeles standards.  

Slopes in excess of 50 degree were generally excluded since the slopes are composed exclusively of 

bedrock or slide affected rock. 

 

The total watershed area within 1,000 feet and 1,500 feet of the Marie Canyon Debris Basin is 37 and 83 

acres, respectively.  Based on field observations and aerial photographs, Stoney-Miller (2010) indicates 

that surficial materials occupy 25 percent of the surface area in the watershed with an average thickness 

of 2 feet as the potentially unstable materials.   

 

For a single event, it was estimated that 25 percent of the materials would be mobilized within 1,000 feet 

of the basin, and 50 percent of the mobilized materials would enter the basin.  A second analysis was 

performed assuming that 25 percent of materials would be mobilized and that 25 percent of this material 

would enter the basin.  Given these scenarios, the proposed basin should be designed to accommodate 

approximately 5,900 cubic yards of debris from surficial slope instability. 

 

The detention basin relocation will not change the debris generation potential from the current condition 

that has existed for the past 40 years.  The stability of the existing slopes will remain the same as the 

previous conditions, and will increase for Qls-3 and Qls-4 as a result of the grade increase from the 

recreation field providing buttressing of the slope.  An increase in the frequency of the required 

maintenance and cleanout of the basin may be necessary. 

 

SEC Civil Engineering has prepared plans and calculations which demonstrate that the debris basin is 

capable of intercepting 9,100 cubic yards of debris.  The design also provides for a total storage capacity 

of 32,000 cubic yards of storage capacity resulting from a full condition (level to the top of the levee).  In 

the event of catastrophic debris flow event, the recreation field provides an additional storage capacity of 

91,000 cubic yards assuming a 5 percent debris cone.  Therefore, the proposed design provides 

approximately 123,000 cubic yards of additional storage which would prevent excess material from 

entering Huntsinger Circle.  

 

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, a final grading plan, final drainage report, storm drain plans, 

hydraulic calculations for all downstream facilities, debris interception calculations, restoration plans and 

final hydrologic/hydraulic analysis shall be submitted to the County for review and approval.  In addition, 

Pepperdine shall prepare an Action Plan Report that provides contingencies for the appropriate remedial 

measures and steps to address the potential maintenance measures and required assets once final design 

plans have been completed 

 



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.2  Water Quality 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

Page 5.2-17 

As the proposed debris basin will be designed in accordance with County requirements and to ensure no 

surcharge on the downstream facility, the impact is deemed to be less than significant and no mitigation 

measures are necessary (Class III). 

 

Marie Canyon Debris Basin Relocation 

The existing Marie Canyon Debris Basin receives runoff from approximately 165 acres of natural land.  

During a capital storm event (50-year), the facility is estimated to intercept approximately 8,780 cubic 

yards of debris from entering the storm drain located within Huntsinger Circle based on the A.C. Martin 

report and the independent analysis performed herein.   

 

In general, the proposed basin will remain in the area but re-located upstream approximately 400 feet.  

The proposed inlet pipe will require 110 lineal feet of storm drain pipe to be removed and increased in 

size to accommodate the outflow condition requirements.  The CLP will replace the debris basin in a 

manner that ensures that the hydraulic regime, debris interception and overall stability of the area remain 

essentially the same or improved from the current condition. 

 

The hydraulic regime of the detention basin will remain essentially the same as the current condition.  The 

proposed detention system will be designed to detain and attenuate the existing 50 year frequency 

flowrates of 263 cfs and intercept 8,780 cubic yards.  SEC Civil Engineering has prepared plans and 

calculations that demonstrate that the debris basin is capable of intercepting 9,100 cubic yard of debris 

storage.  The design also provides a total of 32,000 cubic yards of storage capacity in a full condition at 

the top of the levee.  In addition, in the event of catastrophic event, the recreation field provides a storage 

capacity of 91,000 cubic yards assuming a 5 percent debris cone.  However, the presence of a large 

landslide complex along the western slope potentially could destroy the debris basin.   

 

Stoney-Miller (2010) analyzed the potential for the reactivation of the western basin during a period of 

intense rainfall, such that the western slope would fail, to evaluate the potential impacts.  The existing 

western slope is approximately 150 feet in height, and utilizing the standard of practice for these types of 

large complexes, we would generally anticipate that the run-out would be one-half the slope height.  The 

net result would be a translation of approximately 75 feet, which would reduce the basin width.  SEC has 

proposed to relocate the outlet structure to the east and raise the elevation from 8 to 10 feet in height.  

This improvement reduces the potential adverse impacts and more likely than not allows the system to 

remain functioning in the event of a failure.  

 

Given the nature and understanding of the geologic conditions at the site, in the unlikely event that the 

landslide is mobilized, it is more likely than not that the slide activation would not occur simultaneously 

with the peak runoffs.  The nature and disposition of the landslides in the area tend to be slow-moving 

slides that occur as a result of high groundwater, pore pressure build up several weeks to several months 

after high intensity, long duration rainfall.  Therefore, it is highly likely that sufficient lead time will 

occur to allow for proper maintenance. 

 

In the event that the debris basin is significantly impaired or destroyed, removal of debris could be 

impossible or not feasible.  The removal of slide debris could continue to destabilize the upper slopes, and 

therefore, it would be necessary to leave the debris in place.  In such a condition, the following measures 

could be implemented:  First, a retention structure could be installed at the southern location of the basin 

to the required heights to satisfy the basin capacity requirements.  Second, the storm drain system could 
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be relocated to a higher elevation and lower elevation to accommodate flow intercept.  Third, the basin 

side slopes could then be stabilized and concrete lined to meet County requirements.   

 

The overall flowrates will remain generally the same; therefore, the downstream facilities system will not 

be surcharged and will not require upgrading or improving.  During final design, it will be necessary for 

the design to ensure that the basin shape, depth and general geometry be designed to ensure that the inlet 

provide similar hydraulic characteristics to ensure that the downstream facilities are not be adversely 

impacted or surcharged.  This will be accommodated by providing WSPG or similar hydraulic modeling 

during final design to verify these conclusions. 

 

Since the basin will be replaced in a manner that provides for similar hydraulic conditions and flow 

regimes, and the inlet pipe will satisfy all County requirements, the impact is designed to be less than 

significant.   

 

Since the basin has performed well over the past, the size is increasing and the estimated storage 

requirements (see Appendix C) have been calculated to be more than adequate, the impact is considered 

less than significant (Class III).  Although the proposed basin will be designed in such a manner in 

conjunction with the surrounding improvements that the impact is deemed to be less than significant 

(Class III), the following mitigation measure shall be implemented to further reduce potential impacts for 

Component 5, implementation of potential mitigation alternatives (see Mitigation Measures 5.2-10 

through 5.2-11, below) are recommended.  

 

Off-Site Drainage Facilities  

The proposed project consists of six components that would provide new and upgraded athletic, 

recreation, parking, wellness, operational, and residential facilities.  The on-site modifications proposed 

for the project would consist of altering the existing drainage and ground surface areas.  Table 5.2-4 

summarizes changes to pervious surface area, irrigated area, and sub-drainage that will occur due to the 

CLP.  The changes in surface area summarized in Table 5.2-4 are discussed further below in the impact 

analyses for surface water and groundwater impacts.  The sum of the proposed CLP components and 

associated improvements would locally alter drainage patterns and result in an increase in the overall 

amount of impervious surfaces by approximately 3.81 acres.  An increase in the impervious surface area 

can have a significant impact on the hydrologic characteristics of a site.  An increase in the impervious 

surface can result in a faster Time of Concentration (TC) resulting in higher volume of runoff and higher 

peak flows.  This has the potential to impact local and downstream drainage facilities.   

 

The hydraulic analysis of the proposed CLP indicates that the peak flow rate will be increased from 1,190 

cfs for the existing condition to 1,250 cfs for the proposed improvements.  In general, no significant 

increase in runoff should be allowed to extend offsite, which may potentially impact offsite property or 

change the drainage regime.  An increase in overall storm water runoff would be considered a potentially 

significant impact to downstream facilities.  Two impacts have been identified in this analysis:   

 

The first impact is nominal increase on the proposed flowrates as a result of the increase in impervious 

surface.  The downstream arch structure at PCH has a capacity of 2,300 cfs based on the A. C. Martin 

report and the analysis herein.  This value was used as a baseline value and no net increase is considered 

acceptable.  Therefore, a detention facility or series of detention facilities that are equivalent to 18,000 

cubic feet will be required in the final design to ensure that no net increase in flowrates occurs. 
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The second impact is a result of the increase in impervious surfaces as a result of the proposed buildings 

and sidewalks.  Mitigation measures have been provided that will reduce these impacts to acceptable 

levels.  This will be accomplished by re-directing flows to proposed swales, catch basins and pipes.  This 

method results in longer flow paths, lower flow velocities and an overall reduction in peak flowrates. 

 

This is considered a potentially significant impact, however, the implementation of potential mitigation 

alternatives (see Mitigation Measures 5.2-1 through 5.2-4, below) would reduce the impact to less than 

significant levels (Class II). 

 

Regional Flooding  

The existing developed campus area that will encompass the proposed CLP components does not lie 

within a designated FEMA flood hazard zone.  A former designation (Flood Zone C—minimal flooding) 

was removed upon completion of the existing Marie Canyon debris basin which has performed 

adequately in mitigating the flood hazard potential.  The proposed CLP intends to replace and relocate the 

existing Marie Canyon debris basin upstream approximately 400 feet, with a new similar design.  The 

proposed basin will have an increased debris retention capacity4, outlet pipes with the same dimensions as 

the existing connection to the storm drain system, and an emergency overflow system.  Based on the 

preliminary hydrology study (Appendix C) the contributing storm flows are approximately 61 cubic feet 

per second less than were originally anticipated upon the existing basin’s design.   This, along with the 

increased capacity outlined in the proposed design will provide more than the required capacity to 

mitigate any flood hazard potential.   

 

In addition, The grading plans for the CLP components indicate that the proposed building and 

renovations will control on-site drainage by routing runoff via slope drains; storm drains; paved 

roadways; gutters; catch basins; roof drains; and other non-erosive devices to the existing and proposed 

on-site drainage facilities.  Since drainage devices can be added and properly located to accommodate the 

changed hydrologic conditions and prevent flooding of existing facilities, regional flooding would not 

occur.  As such, it is expected that the proposed CLP would have a less than significant impact (Class III) 

on regional flooding.  

 

Erosion and Siltation 

Storm water runoff caused by construction activities or in natural/improved channels can result in erosion 

and siltation.  In addition, increases in runoff have the potential to 1) increase flow velocities and 2) 

increase sedimentation and pollution transportation capacity.  Based on geotechnical analysis and 

observations of onsite characteristics, the soils exhibit a moderate to high erosive potential in areas of 

concentrated flow.  The potential increase in stormwater runoff could potentially increase the ability of 

off-site flows to erode and/or silt up downstream channels or outlet areas.  The increase in overall 

stormwater runoff is considered a potentially significant impact (Class II).  However, the mitigation 

alternatives listed in Mitigation Measures 5.2-1, 5.2-2, 5.2-3, 5.2-6, and 5.2-9 would reduce this impact to 

less than significant levels.  

                                                
4
 A site plan map for the Enhanced Recreation Area (Component 5) indicates that the replacement debris basin would have a 

debris retention capacity of approximately 9,100 cu (SEC Civil Engineers Inc., September 2009).  
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Table 5.2-4 

Changes to Ground Surface Areas
1
 

Area (acres) 

Irrigated Non-Irrigated 
Component 

Draining to 

Groundwater 

Draining to 

Sub-Drains 
Total 

Draining to 

Groundwater 

Draining to 

Sub-Drains 

Impermeable 
Total 

Component 

Pre-CLP 

1 – Standard Precinct 4.66 0.00 4.66 1.25 0.00 2.52 8.44 

1 – Outer Precinct 2.01 0.00 2.01 0.00 0.00 1.71 3.72 

2 – Athletics/Events Center 1.07 0.00 1.07 0.00 0.00 4.75 5.82 

3 – Upgraded NCAA Soccer 

Field 

5.39 0.00 5.39 0.00 0.00 2.24 7.63 

4 – Town Square 1.06 0.00 1.06 0.00 0.00 2.58 3.64 

5 – Enhanced Recreation Area 1.26 0.00 1.26 4.81 0.00 0.80 6.87 

6 – Parking, School of Law 0.71 0.00 0.71 0.00 0.00 2.05 2.76 

Total 16.17 0.00 16.17 6.06 0.00 16.64 38.87 

Post-CLP        

1 – Standard Precinct 4.17 0.03 4.20 0.00 0.00 4.24 8.44 

1 – Outer Precinct 0.33 0.04 0.37 0.00 0.00 3.34 3.72 

2 – Athletics/Events Center 0.55 0.08 0.63 0.00 0.00 5.19 5.82 

3 – Upgraded NCAA Soccer 

Field 

4.06 0.03 4.09 0.00 0.00 3.53 7.63 

4 – Town Square 0.52 1.74 2.26 0.00 0.00 1.38 3.64 

5 – Enhanced Recreation Area 3.90 0.02 3.92 2.40 0.00 0.54 6.87 

6 – Parking, School of Law 0.51 0.03 0.54 0.00 0.00 2.23 2.76 

Total 14.05 1.97 16.02 2.40 0.00 20.45 38.87 

Changes Due to CLP 

Total 2.12 1.97 0.15  3.66 0.00 3.81 0.00 

Daniel B. Stephens & Associates (DBS&A), Inc., Draft Campus Life Project, Potential Impacts to Groundwater, Pepperdine University, Malibu, California, July 30, 2010. 



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.2  Water Quality 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123  November 5, 2010 

Page 5.2-21 

Surface Water Quality Impacts 

This section describes and assesses potential surface water quality impacts to the County of Los Angeles, 

City of Malibu, and the Pepperdine University campus, which may result from the implementation of the 

CLP.  Water quality within unlined drainages (south of PCH) and the Santa Monica Bay can be affected 

by the CLP, as well as a number of proximal point and non-point sources.  Point sources are those which 

have identifiable points of origin entering receiving waters which can be regularly sampled (e.g., 

municipal wastewater treatment plants, generation stations, industrial waste effluent, etc.).  Non-point 

sources are those which are not easily traceable (i.e., streams and flood control channels, boating and 

shipping activities, ocean dumping and aerial fallout) and are thereby difficult to sample. Storm water and 

urban dry weather runoff are acknowledged as non-point sources. Along with sub-drain discharges from 

the Pepperdine campus facilities, these are the sources which may have potential impacts due to CLP 

development.  As discussed below, the CLP surface water quality impacts related to surface water 

pollution potential, construction stormwater pollution potential, and the reduction of pervious ground 

surfaces are considered potentially significant (Class II).  However, these impacts can be mitigated to less 

than significant with implementation of a SWPPP and SUSMP incorporating BMPs for construction and 

post-construction runoff (see Mitigation Measures 5.2-1 through 5.2-9).  Additional mitigation measures 

are identified below in order to reduce the project’s specific impacts on surface water quality.   

 

Surface Water Pollution Potential 

The current Pepperdine University development surface water quality, which would include the proposed 

CLP, is assumed to be relatively comparable to that of similar urbanized developments.  Surface flows 

generated by the existing “core” campus are anticipated to contain minor amounts of typical urban 

pollutants such as: suspended solids, phosphorous, nitrogen, nitrates, copper, lead, zinc, and oil and 

grease.  The occurrences of these particular pollutants are estimated based on the fiftieth percentile of the 

National Urban Runoff Program (PCR, 1997).  These levels are well under the minimum activity levels of 

concern to the RWQCB.  Potential pollutants from the CLP would vary in type and quantity depending 

upon the stage of development.  During construction there would be a greater potential for sediment 

(sand, silt, and clay) to be eroded from the graded areas before they have been landscaped, paved and/or 

otherwise fully stabilized.  After development, the sediment production would be minimal and the urban 

pollutants listed above would increase in accordance with their projected campus uses. The production of 

these potential pollutants is anticipated to remain under the minimal levels outlined by the RWQCB 

through the use of appropriately designed BMPs.  The project’s potential to impact surface water quality 

is considered significant but mitigable to less than significant levels (Class II). 

 

Construction Storm Water Pollution Potential  

During construction and grading operations of the CLP, there would be a greater potential for sediment 

production. As previously mentioned, the soils located within the CLP site have been identified to exhibit 

moderate to high erosive potential. As such, grading activities associated with the construction period are 

anticipated to temporarily increase the amount of suspended solids from surface flows derived from the 

CLP site during a concurrent storm event due to sheet erosion of exposed soil.  Additionally, onsite dust 

control watering activities are also anticipated to contribute marginally to increased sediment loading of 

surface runoff during dry weather conditions. Project construction activities are also anticipated to result 

in marginal contributions to surface water flows from wood and other construction related debris and 

petroleum hydrocarbons from machinery.  These potential contributions are considered small and can be 

mitigated to less than significant with appropriately designed BMPs (see Mitigation Measures 5.2-1 

through 5.2-3, and 5.2-9, below). 
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Impacts of the Reduction of Pervious Surfaces 

As shown it Table 5.2-4, implementation of the CLP would result in a reduction in the total amount of 

pervious surfaces currently located within the project site. The reduction in pervious surfaces would result 

in an increase in pollutant parameters over the existing conditions. Once constructed, the CLP would 

contribute to the degradation of existing surface water quality conditions, primarily due to the following: 

 

• Street-generated pollutants (.e.g., oil and grease, tire wear, etc.); 

• Fertilizers and pesticides associated with landscaping maintenance; and 

• Particulate matter from dirt and dust generated onsite. 

 

Pollutant loadings for all nine identified pollutant parameters would increase.  However, because of the 

type of development and based on comparisons to similar developments, the original pollutant parameter 

concentrations are anticipated to be low, and the incremental increases are anticipated to remain below the 

minimum standards of RWQCB with the exception of oil and grease (State of California, State Water 

Resources Control Board, 1990).  If these increases in oil and grease were allowed to reach the unlined 

portion of Marie Canyon or the Santa Monica Bay, there would be a potentially significant impact to 

these receiving waters and therefore, Mitigation Measures 5.2-6 is required to keep the impacts less than 

significant (Class II).  While implementation of the CLP has the potential to produce significant water 

quality impacts, due to all attendant regulatory controls, design features and mitigation measures, it is not 

anticipated to generate significant impacts in water quality to downstream resources. 

 

Impacts to Groundwater  

Construction of the CLP components would potentially change the local and regional hydrogeology.  The 

Groundwater Study (see Appendix C) describes the potential effects to groundwater resulting from the 

construction of each of the six individual components.  Potential changes to four aspects of groundwater 

are evaluated:  groundwater recharge; groundwater water elevation; groundwater flow direction; and 

groundwater quality.  Potential impacts to groundwater conditions resulting from CLP activities would 

result from changes to one or more of the following site characteristics: topography (grading); pervious 

surface area; irrigation; and subdrainage.  

 

Changes in topography due to grading can affect the depth to groundwater from ground surface, the slope 

of the ground surface, and the permeability of materials overlying the water table.  Pervious surface area 

affects the relative amounts of surface runoff and infiltration that occurs in response to precipitation (it is 

assumed in the Groundwater Study that rain falling onto impervious surfaces is directed into the storm 

drain system).  Irrigation affects the amount of water that is applied to found surface, the amount of 

evaptranspiration that can occur, and the amount of water that potentially recharges groundwater.  Sub-

drainage (resulting from the installation of sub-drains) affects groundwater recharge by intercepting 

percolating water before it reaches groundwater and/or by removing water that has already reached the 

water table.  No other aspects of CLP construction have been identified as being likely to impact 

groundwater conditions. 

 

Table 5.2-4, above, summarizes changes to pervious surface area, irrigated area, and sub-drainage that 

will occur to the CLP.  The changes summarized in Table 5.2-4 are discussed further below for the overall 

CLP). 
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Topography (Grading) 

Cutting will remove materials from a maximum depth of approximately 10 feet below current grade, 

except for the subterranean parking structure associated with the proposed Town Square (Component 4), 

which will require excavation to approximately 40 feet below current grade.  All cut and fill will be 

conducted within the existing footprint of the currently developed area with the exception of the proposed 

Enhanced Recreation Field (Component 5), which will serve as the balance pad for the other CLP 

components that generate cut.  All cut and fill will remain within the boundaries of the CLP components. 

 

The most recent and the previous borings conducted for the component sites indicate that grading will not 

impact groundwater in any of the areas, with the possible exception of Component 4.  The existence of 

groundwater at elevations above the bottoms of planned excavations in Component 4 will require the 

installation of sub-drains.  It is not known if water encountered in this area is related to a small “perched” 

water zone or if it is connected to a larger regional water system. 

 

Pervious Surfaces 

Based on current designs, the CLP would increase the impermeable ground surface area within the six 

components by an area of 3.81 acres.  The current area of 16.64 acres will be increased to a post-CLP area 

of 20.45 acres (Table 5.2-4). 

 

Irrigation 

Based on current designs, the CLP would decrease the total irrigated ground surface area within all six 

components by 0.15 acres, from 16.17 to 16.02 acres (Table 5.2-3, Appendix C).  Of the 18.48 acres of 

planned post-CLP irrigated vegetation, 16.97 acres will drain to groundwater and 1.51 acres will drain to 

shallow sub-drains. 

 

Sub Drainage 

Based on current designs, the CLP will not increase the permeable surface area that drains to shallow sub-

drains. (Table 5.2-4).   

 

In addition to the shallow sub-drains that will be installed to intercept water percolating from the surface, 

deeper sub-drains will be installed at Component 4 to dewater shallow water-bearing zones in the vicinity 

of the subterranean parking structure.  Previous investigations (Van Beveren & Butelo, 2005) concluded 

that these sub-drains would need to remove water at an average rate of 50 gallons per minute (gpm).  It is 

unknown whether the shallow water-bearing zone encountered during that investigation would flow 

continuously at 50 gpm over a long period of time.  It may be periodic, in response to rainfall, and/or 

temporary (potentially ceasing some time after excavation). 

 

Water Balance Modeling 

Water balance modeling was conducted to quantify the anticipated impacts on groundwater of grading 

and changes to pervious surfaces, irrigation, and sub-drainage as a result of the CLP.  In order to represent 

the anticipated range of precipitation conditions, two different model runs were conducted; one 

representing a year with low rainfall (6.75 inches during the 2006/2007 water year) and one representing 

high rainfall (32.03 inches during the 2004/2005 water year).  For each model run, results were obtained 

for both current conditions and post-CLP development conditions.  These results are compared to 

determine the effects of planned CLP improvements.   A full description of the model is presented in the 

Groundwater Study.  Results of water balance modeling for the CLP are shown in Table 5.2-5. 
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Groundwater Recharge Impacts 

Modeling estimates indicate that the build-out of all six CLP components will lead to a small decrease in 

groundwater recharge.  Under a low rainfall water year scenario, post-CLP recharge to groundwater will 

remain unchanged at 0.01 AF per year.  Under a high rainfall water year scenario, post-CLP recharge to 

groundwater will decrease by 0.07 AF per year, from 2.48 AF per year to 2.41 AF per year.   

 

The decrease in groundwater recharge over the entire CLP area would result from the shallow sub-drains 

that will be installed to intercept percolating irrigation and precipitation from 1.51 acres.  These sub-

drains are expected to collect between 0 AF per year (low rainfall year scenario) and 2.48 AF per year 

(high rainfall year scenario) that would otherwise be available for groundwater recharge.  As no beneficial 

uses of groundwater are identified in the immediate vicinity of Pepperdine University, the anticipated 

impacts to groundwater recharge are considered less than significant (Class III). 

 

Groundwater Elevation and Gradient Impacts 

It is anticipated that the relatively small impacts to groundwater recharge resulting from CLP construction 

will have a negligible effect on groundwater elevation and gradient.   

 

Sub-drains installed around the subterranean structure planned at Component 4 may potentially remove a 

large amount of water (up to 80 AF per year) from the subsurface in that location.  If this occurs, it would 

likely impact down-gradient water levels, gradient, and flow rates.  However, these estimates are based on 

short-term monitoring of flow from a near-surface fracture encountered during geotechnical 

investigations.  Because the fracture was encountered above the regional water table, the water flow 

observed is likely emanating from a localized fracture system.  If the foregoing is the case, it would be 

unlikely that water would flow at such a rate for long periods of time on a regular basis.  Down-gradient 

areas include the Meadows and areas south and east of the campus.  A decline in water levels and or 

gradient in these areas would result in a decrease of groundwater movement from beneath campus toward 

South Winter Mesa and the vacant property east of Pepperdine.  There are no adverse effects of a 

decrease in migration of groundwater in these directions, as groundwater in the areas is not used for 

private or public water supply.  Therefore, impacts associated with groundwater elevation and gradient 

are considered less than significant (Class III).  Nevertheless, Mitigation Measure 5.2-12 is 

recommended as a precautionary measure for the University to monitor the seep and to develop a 

contingency plan to dispose of up to 80 AF per year of water. 

 

Groundwater Quality  

Conditions resulting from CLP construction activities that could affect groundwater quality include the 

following:  

 

1) leaching of minerals from freshly exposed bedrock surfaces,  

2) leaching of minerals from new fill materials, and  

3) increased salt and/or nutrient flux due to increased irrigation.   
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Table 5.2-5 

Effects on Groundwater Recharge and Shallow Sub-Drainage
1
 

Pre-CLP Post-CLP Change Due to CLP 

Component 
Low Rainfall 

Scenario 

AF per year 

High Rainfall 

Scenario 

AF per year 

Low Rainfall 

Scenario 

AF per year 

High Rainfall 

Scenario 

AF per year 

Low Rainfall 

Scenario 

AF per year 

High Rainfall 

Scenario 

AF per year 

Groundwater Recharge (AF per year) 

1 – Standard Precinct 0.00 0.56 0.00 0.22 0.00 -0.34 

1 – Outer Precinct 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.02 0.00 -0.10 

2 – Athletics/Events Center 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.04 0.00 -0.02 

3 – Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field 0.00 0.64 0.00 0.49 0.00 0.15 

4 – Town Square 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.64 0.00 -0.34 

5 – Enhanced Recreation Area 0.00 0.76 0.00 0.97 0.00 0.21 

6 – Parking, School of Law 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.00 -0.01 

Total 0.01 2.48 0.01 2.41 0.00 -0.07 

Shallow Sub-Drainage (AF per year) 

1 – Standard Precinct 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1 – Outer Precinct 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

2 – Athletics/Events Center 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

3 – Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

4 – Town Square 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.00 0.49 

5 – Enhanced Recreation Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

6 – Parking, School of Law 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.00 0.49 

1  Daniel B. Stephens & Associates (DBS&A), Inc., Draft Campus Life Project, Potential Impacts to Groundwater, Pepperdine University, Malibu, California, 

July 30, 2010. 
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The total amount of exposed ground surface draining to groundwater will increase by 0.08 acre.  The total 

amount of recharge due to irrigation and precipitation will increase up to 0.01 ac-ft/yr.  For these reasons, 

very little if any change in water quality is expected in response to construction of the CLP; the 

construction will result in less addition of minerals or nutrients to the aquifer than exists under the current 

conditions.  Therefore, impacts to groundwater quality are not expected (Class III).  

 

5.2.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Potential construction-related water quality and erosion effects are generally site-specific and would be 

controlled through the implementation of State and local regulations, standards, and ordinances, as well as 

any required mitigation measures.  Since the proposed CLP would comply with all relevant State and 

County standards and regulations, it is judged that the project’s incremental contributions to cumulative 

conditions would be less than significant upon implementation of all required mitigation measures (Class 

II). 

 

5.2.5 MITIGATION MEASURES   

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, a final grading plan, final drainage report, and final 

hydrologic/hydraulic analysis shall be submitted to the County for review and approval of all proposed 

drainage structures.  All existing drainage structures that are affected by the new design should be 

analyzed in detail as part of the project hydrology studies as part of the project final plans.  All analysis 

and reports should be performed in accordance with County of Los Angeles standards.  Alternative 

combinations of the mitigation measures presented below will be required to reduce potential CLP 

impacts to less than significant levels.  

 

Surface Water Quality 

In order to address potentially significant impacts to surface water quality resulting from implementation 

of the proposed Pepperdine University CLP, the following mitigation measures are recommended. 

 

MM5.2-1 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the University shall file a Notice of Intent (NOI) 

with the State and comply with the requirements of the NPDES General Construction 

Permit, including the preparation of a SWPPP incorporating BMPs for construction and 

post-construction control of runoff.  The SWPPP shall be prepared by a Civil Engineer 

for review and approval by the County for compliance with applicable Total Maximum 

Daily Loads under the LARWQCB.  The plans shall indicate a design to reduce the 

discharge of pollutants, including sediment, to the maximum extent practical using 

management practices, control techniques and systems, design and engineering methods, 

and other appropriate methods. 

 

A SWPPP shall be developed prior to issuance of grading permits in accordance with 

RWQCB requirements. The plan shall identify the BMPs for use during construction of 

the proposed CLP to minimize the pollution from stormwater runoff.  Such practices shall 

include, but not necessarily be limited to the following: 

 

• Control of impervious area runoff, including filtering devices, energy dissipaters, 

pervious drainage systems, and porous pavement alternatives; 

• Contractors shall be required to control runoff during periods of rain in order to 

minimize surface water contamination during construction of the proposed CLP 

in accordance with the CSQA BMP Handbook; 
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In order to intercept sediment-laden runoff generated during construction activities, 

and trap and retain sediment, sediment basins or trapping facilities shall be 

employed within the CLP project site; 

• Filter fences designed to intercept and detain sediment while decreasing the 

velocity of runoff shall be employed within the CLP project site during 

construction; 

• Diversion of off-site runoff away from the construction site; 

• Prompt re-vegetation of proposed landscaped areas; 

• Perimeter sandbagging and silt fences and/or temporary basins to trap sediment; 

• Regular sprinkling of exposed soils to control dust during construction; 

• Installation of a minor retention basin(s) to alleviate discharge of increased 

flows; and 

• Post-construction BMPs (e.g., terraces, drains, vegetation) shall be in place as 

specified in the SWPPP prior to filing for a notice of termination. 

i. Implement regular sweeping of impervious surfaces such as streets and 

driveways (without the use of hoses/water). 

ii. Use of efficient irrigation practices. 

iii. Provision of infiltration trenches and basins. 

iv. Linings for urban runoff conveyance channels. 

v. Vegetated swales and strips. 

vi. Landscape design such as xeriscape or other designs minimizing use of 

fertilizers. 

vii. Provide covered trash enclosures. 

viii. Add drought-resistant planting with geosynthetic matting to stabilize the 

slopes, provided permissions are obtained from the adjoining lot owners 

as needed. 

ix. Comply with County standards pertaining to properly designed and 

maintained oil ad grease removal components in new storm drain 

systems designed to treat water before it leaves the project site, or at an 

existing on-campus location which is properly sized, properly permitted, 

and maintained for this purpose. 

 

MM5.2-2 To the maximum degree feasible, grading activities within the CLP site shall be planned 

to occur during the southern California dry season (normally April through October). 

Grading during the remainder of the year may continue to the extent that surface water 

quality standards of the SWPPP are maintained. 

 

MM5.2-3 In order to retain soils, reduce the potential for erosion, and minimize sedimentation of 

adjacent waters, stabilization of cut-and-fill slopes and exposed areas after construction 

activities shall be accomplished through landscaping. 

 

MM5.2-4 The relocated debris basin shall be fitted with a debris wall or trash rack at the inlets to 

prevent floating solids from entering the storm drain and shall be available for 

maintenance. 
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MM5.2-5 Any hazardous materials associated with maintenance and University programs shall be 

located and stored in a manner in compliance with applicable regulations that preclude 

contact with precipitation and runoff.  Monitoring and cleanup programs for spills and 

leaks of hazardous materials shall be maintained. 

 

• Storage of hazardous materials shall be in conformance with the project SUSMP 

plans and state/local ordinances. 

 

MM5.2-6 Any increase in runoff due to increased impervious area within individual component 

areas shall be mitigated to existing flow rates. The project engineer shall design a 

properly sized detention basin or alternative method to attenuate any increase in storm 

flows.  A drainage plan and hydraulic calculations for the final project design shall be 

prepared by a civil engineer and submitted for review and approval to the Land 

Development Division. 

 

• Divert storm flows to grass swales to increase the Time of Concentration. 

• Design landscape planters to attenuate storm flow runoff prior to entering the 

storm drain system. 

• Implement underground detention basins which detain runoff for sufficient time 

duration as to ensure to attenuate or retard the peak flows.  The detention basins 

should be designed with flow restrictors and secondary emergency overflow 

provisions. 

 

MM5.2-7 The University shall be responsible for the collection and disposal of waste products, 

prevention of oil leaks, and maintenance of equipment to prevent or reduce the 

contamination of urban runoff. 
 

MM5.2-8 Implement a maintenance covenant, inspection and maintenance program, and regular 

monitoring for all proposed mitigation measures and devices.  Reporting shall be 

implemented quarterly, semi-annually, or annually depending on the procedures and 

devices.  This may include water quality testing to assess and verify the adequacy of the 

devices and programs.   

 

MM5.2-9 A SWPPP manager shall oversee and monitor BMP and storm water management 

programs. 

 

MM-5.2-10 Pepperdine shall prepare an Action Plan Report that provides contingencies for the 

appropriate remedial measures and steps to address the potential maintenance measures.  

The report should provide an outline for the required assets for various failure and repair 

scenarios.  

 

MM-5.2-11   During final design, prepare pile support, retaining wall structural plans that would be 

reviewed and approved by the County.  The plans would be in place in the event of a 

future system failure that requires Pepperdine to respond in an emergency. 
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Groundwater Elevation and Gradient Impacts 

MM5.2-12 The de-watering sub-drains that would be installed at the Town Square will require a 

contingency plan for disposal.  Pepperdine shall develop a contingency plan to dispose up 

to 80 AF per year of water. The actual amount of water may prove to be considerably less 

and be seasonal in nature after an initial draindown of the near-surface fracture zone has 

occurred. Options for the disposal of groundwater include diversion of water to the (1) 

irrigation system, (2) Malibu Mesa Wastewater Treatment Plant, (3) Tapia Wastewater 

Treatment Plant, (4) Pumped to a nearby bio-swale area for treatment via a sump pump 

system or (5) a combination of these alternatives.  Of these options, diversion to the 

storm water system is the most feasible.  Permitting for re-use of groundwater intercepted 

by the subdrains in the campus irrigation system could be obtained; however it may 

require some treatment before delivery to the irrigation system storage reservoirs 

 

5.2.6 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

No unavoidable significant adverse impacts to hydrology, water quality, or groundwater are anticipated to 

result from the implementation of the CLP.   
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5.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

The analysis of biological resources on CLP component sites included a literature review and biological 

surveys conducted by Envicom Corporation.  The literature review included previous site and non site-

specific studies and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) publications, as follows: 

 

• Oak Tree Survey, Pepperdine University Campus Life Project.  Envicom Corp., November 18, 

2009. 

• Pepperdine University Campus Life Development Project – Marie Canyon Debris Basin 

Jurisdictional Delineation.  Envicom Corp., November 19, 2009. 

• 2002 Annual Report:  Pepperdine University Marie Canyon Debris Basin Revegetation Project.  

Envicom Corp., September 2002. 

• Second Annual Report on Revegetation of the Marie Canyon Debris Basin.  Davis, Steve, Ph.D., 

November 22, 1997. 

• First Annual Report on Revegetation of the Marie Canyon Debris Basin.  Davis, Steve, Ph.D., 

November 26, 1996. 

• Pepperdine University Upper Campus Development Environmental Impact Report.  Envicom 

Corp., 1998. 

• Rarefind 3 Element Occurrence Report for Point Dume, Malibu Beach, and Topanga 

Quadrangles.  California Department of Fish and Game, data as of May 2009. 

• List of Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens.  California Department of Fish and 

Game, July 2010. 

• Special Animals.  California Department of Fish and Game, July 2009. 

 

Biological surveys performed by Envicom Corporation for this report are as follows: 

 

Carl Wishner, Principal Biologist, and Tyler Barns, Staff Biologist of Envicom Corporation, conducted 

botanical surveys, wildlife observations, and a search for rare, threatened, and endangered species and 

sensitive natural communities on CLP component sites 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 in April 2007.   

 

Stephen Jones, Senior Biologist for Envicom Corporation, conducted additional botanical and wildlife 

observations on December 5 and 6, 2007.  Mr. Jones also conducted an onsite investigation to delineate 

the amount and type of jurisdictional habitat on February 1, 2008, using the methods described in the 

Federal Manual for Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands (1987) and the Interim Regional 

Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual:  Arid West Region (December 

2006), as well as CDFG protocols for identifying and classifying wetland and riparian habitats.   

 

On May 8, 2009, James Anderson, Staff Biologist for Envicom Corporation, conducted a search for rare, 

threatened, and endangered species and sensitive natural communities at the sites proposed for 

Components 5 and 6, and performed vegetation and landcover mapping within the boundaries of the 

Component 5 site and existing fuel modification areas surrounding the Component 5 footprint.   

 

On April 8, 2010, James Anderson, Staff Biologist for Envicom Corporation, conducted a search for rare, 

threatened, and endangered species, sensitive natural communities and other biological resources within 

portions of the Component 1 and 2 fuel modification footprints that contain native vegetation.    
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Biological resources of the Pepperdine University campus and its surroundings, and in particular the 

Component 5 footprint and vicinity in Upper Marie Canyon, have been extensively studied as field 

observations began as early as October 1, 1997 with additional investigations occurring in 2001 through 

2010.  Wildlife observations by Envicom Corporation biologists were recorded based on sight, or sign, 

including tracks, scat, or vocal recognition. 

 
5.3.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Project Setting 

Regional Setting 

The Pepperdine University, Malibu campus is situated on the lower south flank of the Santa Monica 

Mountains, approximately 0.5 mile from the Pacific Ocean.  The lower south flank along the immediate 

coast consists of coastal terraces, foothills, and rugged mountains incised by narrow north-to-south 

flowing creeks and associated tributary ridges and canyons.  The climate is moderate year round, with a 

frost-free period that ranges from 290 to 350 days and mean annual temperatures of 60 to 64 degrees F 

(Wasner, A. 2006).  Precipitation averages 15 to 18 inches annually, and fog is possible year-round 

(Evens, J. and Keeler-Wolf, T., 2006).  Vegetation typical of low elevation coastal hills and mountains of 

the Santa Monica Mountains is coastal sage scrub transitioning to chaparral at higher elevations.   

 

Marie Canyon Coastal Watershed 

The majority of the Campus lies within the central portion of the Marie Canyon coastal watershed.  The 

topography of the Campus overall is moderately steep and has a general southerly aspect.  Slopes within 

Marie Canyon to the north of the Campus are steep and rocky with coastal sage scrub and chaparral 

vegetation growing on well-drained loams derived from sandstones and shales (Wasner, A., 2006).  Marie 

Canyon Creek originates on the steep terrain north of the Campus and flows, intermittently, south to the 

existing Marie Canyon debris basin north of Huntsinger Circle, and thence underground in a storm drain 

beneath the Campus before emptying into lower Marie Canyon, which traverses the coastal terrace south 

of Pacific Coast Highway (PCH).  There are no sources of permanent water within the watershed, save for 

two ponds containing reclaimed water for irrigation constructed by the University south of Banowksy 

Boulevard on the lawn at the south end of the Campus.  

 

Pepperdine University, Malibu Campus 

The Pepperdine University, Malibu property totals 830 acres, of which 365 acres is comprised of the 

University’s actively managed core Campus area, including a 280-acre “developed” Campus, as shown 

on Figure 5.3-1. The core Campus includes paved areas, parking structures, hardscapes, ornamental 

landscapes, academic study and outdoor recreation areas, natural resource management lands, 

maintenance and monitoring facilities, trails, lands patrolled for public safety and naturally vegetated 

hillsides.  The remaining 465 acres of the property consists of steep vegetated uplands, which include 

designated trails and open space lands. 

 

The developed Campus consists of structures, man-made slopes, drainages, road networks and parking 

areas, recreational fields and facilities, storm water infrastructure, landscaped areas, fuel clearance zones, 

and all other constructed facilities necessary for University operations.  The developed Campus grounds 

are typically landscaped with ornamental trees, shrubs, and grasses, including irrigated slopes.  The few 

remnants of native chaparral and coastal sage scrub vegetation that remain within the developed Campus 

on slopes between structures and facilities are subject to fuel clearance, conditional monitoring and other 

impacts by human activities. 
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The CLP component sites are dispersed throughout the existing developed Campus.  Elevations of the 

proposed component sites range from approximately 400 feet at Component 4, the Seaver Town Square to 

approximately 625 feet at Component 6, the School of Law Parking Structure.  Components 1 – 4 and 6 

would be surrounded by other Campus facilities, while Component 5 would be located at the northern 

edge of the Campus and would be surrounded by existing facilities or natural areas.  All proposed 

components would be located at sites that are currently developed, historically disturbed, and largely 

consist of artificial landscapes juxtaposed to native vegetation.  

 

Vegetation and Sensitive Plant Communities 

A description of native, non-native and ornamental vegetation occurring at each of the component sites is 

provided below.  A general description of vegetation is presented to provide some background on the 

characteristics and the quality of the habitats at each site.  Also included is a discussion of the types and 

locations of naturally occurring and officially recognized plant communities present, where applicable.  A 

vegetation and land cover map is only provided for the Component 5 site, as it is the only CLP 

component site that has minor amounts of naturally occurring vegetation within its grading footprint.   

 

Plant communities were identified from those communities included in the List of California Vegetation 

Alliances and the List of California Natural Communities Recognized by the California Natural Diversity 

Database, published by the CDFG in December 2009 and September 2003, respectively.  These two 

documents together present a comprehensive list, as of December 2009, of recognized plant communities 

occurring within the state of California.  The plant communities listed in these documents have been 

classified based on a hierarchical system where alliances are the more generic unit of classification and 

contain more specifically defined associations (Sawyer, J.O., et. al., 2009).  This classification system is 

used by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) and the California Department of Fish and Game 

(CDFG) to map, classify and establish the significance and rarity of vegetation types in California.  

Alliances and associations are defined by plant species composition and abundance, as well as the 

underlying abiotic characteristics of the stand, e.g. slope, aspect or soil type.  

 

Sensitive Plant Community Status 

A conservation status rank or a “high inventory priority” designation is used to determine the significance of 

project impacts to plant communities.  The List of California Vegetation Alliances provides a conservation 

status rank for each Alliance, and the List of California Natural Communities Recognized by the California 

Natural Diversity Database identifies plant communities that are of “high inventory priority.”  The 

conservation status ranking system, which was developed by NatureServe and has been adopted by the 

CDFG, consists of a geographic scale (G=Global; S=State) and a degree of threat (1=critically imperiled; 

2=imperiled; 3=vulnerable to extirpation or extinction; 4=apparently secure; and 5=demonstrably 

widespread, abundant, or secure).  Plant community alliances with global or state conservation status 

ranks of G1 through G3, or S1 through S3, respectively, are sensitive.  Plant communities identified to be 

of “high inventory priority” are also sensitive.  Sensitive plant communities are protected pursuant to 

CEQA, and impacts to these communities must therefore be avoided or mitigated.  

 

Component 1.  Student Housing Rehabilitation – Vegetation and Sensitive Plant Communities 

The Standard Precinct complex of the Component 1 site is characterized by landscaped areas with non-

native ornamental species.  Along the perimeter and in front of the buildings are maintained lawns with 

ornamental trees dominated by several species of Eucalyptus, evergreen pear (Pyrus kawakamii), 

bottlebrush (Callistemon lanceolatus and Callistemon rigidus), coral tree (Erythrina coralloides), and 

palms.  The backside of the structures is landscaped with Eucalyptus species with lawn grasses 
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transitioning into a slope from the southwest to the southeast.  The slope is vegetated with myoporum 

(Myoporum laetum), coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens), and Peruvian peppertree (Schinus molle).  

 

The Outer Precinct complex of Component 1 is characterized by ornamental species.  The perimeter of 

the Upsilon Parking Lot is landscaped with non-native lawn grasses, several species of Eucalyptus, and 

Bougainvillea (Bougainvillea ‘Don Mario’).  Landscape trees within the parking lot are primarily 

evergreen pear and bottlebrush.  The residence halls are landscaped with lawn grasses, Eucalyptus, 

Bougainvillea, bottlebrush, evergreen pear, palm trees, paperbark (Melaleuca leucadendra), and coral 

tree.  There are no naturally occurring non-sensitive or sensitive plant communities at either of the 

Component 1 sites.    

 

Component 2.  Athletics / Events Center – Vegetation and Sensitive Plant Communities 

The existing Rho Parking Lot is a relatively flat asphalt parking lot, with limited vegetation and no 

permanent structures. The Rho Parking Lot lacks native plant species.  The site is landscaped with non-

native ornamentals including coral tree, evergreen pear, and Eucalyptus.  There are no naturally occurring 

non-sensitive or sensitive plant communities at the Component 2 site.    
 

Component 3.  Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field – Vegetation and Sensitive Plant Communities 

The existing Tari Frahm Rokus Field is composed of turf grasses.  The surrounding area is landscaped 

with ornamental grasses, primarily red fescue (Festuca rubra), and other ornamentals including 

Eucalyptus, European olive (Olea europaea), evergreen pear, paperbark, and bottlebrush.  There are no 

naturally occurring non-sensitive or sensitive plant communities at the Component 3 site.    

 

Component 4.  Seaver Town Square– Vegetation and Sensitive Plant Communities 

The existing Seaver Town Square is landscaped with ornamentals including Eucalyptus, coral tree, 

evergreen pear, bottlebrush, and palms.  There are no naturally occurring non-sensitive or sensitive plant 

communities at the Component 4 site.    

 
Component 5.  Enhanced Recreation Area – Vegetation and Sensitive Plant Communities 

The entire Component 5 site either contains existing facilities or has been otherwise disturbed by grading, 

non-native weeds, construction debris, vehicle or foot traffic, or prior fuel modification.  Existing 

facilities include turf recreational fields, a debris basin with stand-pipe and conveyance structures, a 

stockpile, a parking lot, an access road and storage structures.  Marie Canyon Creek runs, intermittently, 

through the northern portion of the site to an in-line debris basin partially lined with riprap, which is also 

located within the component footprint. 

 

Vegetation at the Component 5 site consists predominately (79%) of disturbed areas dominated by 

invasive weeds or exotic landscaped areas.  The remainder of the vegetation within the site, comprising 

approximately 21% of the total acreage, consists of disturbed native chaparral, coastal sage scrub or 

riparian habitats.  The acreage of vegetation types, as well as the percentage of the total acreage each 

occupies, is shown in Table 5.3-1.  Figure 5.3-2 presents a map of the existing vegetation and land cover 

at the Component 5 site.   
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Table 5.3-1 

Vegetation at Component 5 - Enhanced Recreation Area 

Vegetation 
Acreage Within Limits of 

Grading 
% of Component 5 

Acreage 

Exotic Landscaping or Weed Infestation 3.37 78.7% 
Chaparral 0.29 6.8% 
Coastal Sage Scrub 0.52 12.2% 
Riparian 0.10 2.3% 

Total 4.28 100% 

 

 

Plant community alliances at the Component 5 site are listed on the following page in Table 5.3-2.  No 

plant communities could be classified to the association level, as currently described associations were 

not a good fit to the composition of species within each community.  The alliances were also grouped into 

a broader physiognomic category, which we call “habitat class”.  While the vegetation boundaries on 

Figure 5.3-2 are coincident with the alliances found onsite, the symbols used on the vegetation map to 

describe each area represent the most abundant species present, in order of abundance.   

 

The only sensitive plant community within the Component 5 site is California Encelia Scrub Alliance, 

which has a conservation status rank of G4S3.  California encelia scrub is recognized as a component of 

coastal sage scrub, an ecosystem characterized by low-growing aromatic and drought-deciduous shrubs 

adapted to the semi-arid Mediterranean climate of the coastal lowlands of California and Baja California 

(Schoenherr, A., 1992).  The California encelia scrub is located on the manufactured western slope of the 

Marie Canyon debris basin.  

 

Conservation status ranking consists of a geographic scale, (i.e., either Global or State) and a degree of 

threat.  A ranking of 1 is critically imperiled; 2 is imperiled; 3 is vulnerable to extirpation or extinction, 4 

is apparently secure; and 5 is demonstrably widespread, abundant, or secure.  For example in Table 5.3-2, 

chaparral’s ranking of G4S4 indicates that it is apparently secure within the state and across its entire 

range (i.e., globally).   

 

Following is a general description of the vegetation, plant communities and landcover within the 

Component 5 footprint, organized by habitat class and by categories depicted on the vegetation map.   

 

Chaparral 

Chaparral within the Component 5 site consists of 0.12 acres of the Greenbark Ceanothus Chaparral 

Alliance and 0.17 acres of the Birch Leaf Mountain Mahogany Chaparral Alliance.  All 0.29 acres of 

chaparral within the Component 5 site boundary have been previously disturbed by the prior fuel 

modification activities of the University, or have been encroached upon by other human activities and 

non-native plant species.  No sensitive chaparral plant communities occur at the site.   
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Table 5.3-2 

Habitat Classes and Plant Community Alliances at Pepperdine CLP Component 5 Site 

Habitat Class Plant Community Alliance 
Conservation Status 

Rank of Alliance 

 
Acreage 

Chaparral Greenbark Ceanothus (Ceanothus spinosus) 

Chaparral Alliance (37.214.00) 
G4S4 0.12 

 Birch Leaf Mountain Mahogany  
(Cercocarpus betuloides) Chaparral Alliance 

G5S4 0.17 

Coastal sage 

scrub 
California Encelia (Encelia californica) Scrub 

Alliance (32.050.00) 
G4S3 0.41 

 Black Sage (Salvia mellifera) Scrub Alliance 

(32.020.00) 
G4S4 0.11 

Riparian Mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia) Scrub Alliance 

(63.510.00) 
G5S4 0.10 

Non-native 

Grasses and 

Forbs 

California Annual Grassland Alliance 
(42.040.00) 

G5S5  

 Terracina Spurge (Euphorbia terracina) 

Herbaceous Stands
1
  

Not sensitive  

1
 This vegetation type is from a vegetation classification of the Santa Monica Mountains and environs (Evens, J. 

and Keeler-Wolf, T., January 2006).  As of the date of the published report, the California Department of Fish 

and Game (CDFG) and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) do not consider this species to be extensive 

enough or sufficiently regionally established to be considered an official alliance.  However, as it is a highly 

invasive exotic, stands of this species are clearly “non-sensitive”.  

 

 

Greenbark ceanothus (Ceanothus spinosus) chaparral occurs in the southwestern corner of the Component 

5 site to the west of the lower intramural field on a generally east-facing slope. It consists of dominant 

greenbark ceanothus with a significant component of black sage (Salvia mellifera), laurel sumac 

(Malosma laurina) and birch leaf mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus betuloides), and low cover of toyon 

(Heteromeles arbutifolia), big-pod ceanothus (Ceanothus megacarpus), and sugar bush (Rhus ovata).  

The greenbark ceanothus chaparral within the Component 5 site is a part of a larger stand of vegetation, 

which is bounded by the Drescher Graduate Campus to the west, the main Campus to the south, and a 

maintained trail connecting the intramural fields to the Drescher Graduate Campus to the north.   

 

The birch leaf mountain mahogany chaparral at the site is a small, disturbed patch of vegetation in the 

northern portion of the proposed Component 5 footprint, growing on a west-facing slope to the east of 

intermittent Marie Canyon Creek.  It consists of birch leaf mountain mahogany, chamise, laurel sumac, 

greenbark ceanothus, toyon, black sage, and other shrub species.  This patch of chaparral is bounded by 

previously graded or disturbed areas and non-native ruderal vegetation to the east and south, and a section 

of Marie Canyon Creek that has been encroached upon by the invasive Terracina spurge (Euphorbia 

terracina) to the west.  

 

Coastal Sage Scrub 

Coastal sage scrub plant communities at the Component 5 site include 0.41 acres of California Encelia 

Scrub (Encelia californica) Alliance and 0.11 acres of Black Sage (Salvia mellifera) Scrub Alliance.  All 
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0.52 acres of the coastal sage scrub within Component 5 are disturbed, and none remains in natural 

condition.  The only sensitive coastal sage scrub community at the site is California encelia scrub.   

 

Black sage scrub is found in the northernmost section of the intermittent Marie Canyon drainage, growing 

within the main channel and on its banks.  Black sage is the most common species in this portion of the 

drainage, but several other upland species including California encelia, laurel sumac, coyote brush, and 

California sagebrush (Artemisia californica) are present.  Hydrophytic species such as mugwort 

(Artemisia douglasiana) and mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia) are also present, but at very low cover.  The 

black sage scrub plant community is not considered sensitive, as it receives a G4S4 conservation status 

rank.  However, vegetation within the bed, banks and channel of the Marie Canyon drainage is regulated 

by the CDFG.  For more information, see the Jurisdictional Areas discussion later in this section.    

 

California encelia scrub occurs on the western slope of the debris basin and west of the main channel of 

Marie Canyon Creek.  It consists primarily of California encelia, coyote brush, and a severe infestation of 

the invasive non-native Terracina spurge.  The western slope of the debris basin is the site of a re-

vegetation project that began in the 1990s to restore the slope to coastal sage scrub, pursuant to Army 

Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and CDFG permit requirements.  However, the slope is on a trajectory to 

strong dominance by Terracina spurge, low species diversity and marginal ecological value.    

 

As previously discussed, California encelia scrub is given a conservation status rank of G4S3, indicating 

it is sensitive and “vulnerable to extirpation or extinction” within the state of California.  This patch of 

vegetation is classified as the California encelia scrub based on memberships rules from A Manual for 

California Vegetation, 2
nd

 ed. (2009).  The membership rule applied in this case is dominance or co-

dominance of California encelia with “at least 30% relative cover [of California encelia] in the shrub 

canopy.”  

 

Riparian 

Marie Canyon Creek, one of its tributaries, and an ephemeral drainage within the existing stockpile lie 

partially within the Component 5 footprint. The tributary to Marie Canyon Creek and the ephemeral 

drainage within the existing stockpile lack riparian vegetation as they traverse upland chaparral or coastal 

sage scrub communities.  The only riparian plant community at the site dominated by hydrophytic 

vegetation is 0.10 acres of the Mulefat Scrub (Baccharis salicifolia) Alliance, which occurs within the 

main stem of Marie Canyon Creek. All of the mulefat scrub is lightly to highly disturbed by blue-leaf 

wattle or Terracina spurge.  The mulefat scrub plant community is not considered sensitive, as it receives 

a G5S4 conservation status rank.  However, riparian vegetation within the bed, banks and channel of the 

Marie Canyon drainage is regulated by the CDFG.  For more information, see the Jurisdictional Areas 

discussion later in this section.  

 

Landscaped Areas 

Landscaped areas include the irrigated turf on the manufactured terraces to the west of the debris basin, a 

grove of Eucalyptus trees on the slopes and summit of the earthen dam of the debris basin, and the 

manufactured slopes on the east side of the basin below the parking lot.  The turf and east slope of the 

basin are irrigated.  Prevalent ground covers used on the east slope of the basin are leadwort (Limonium 

perezii) and bank catclaw (Acacia redolens).  London plane trees (Platanus acerifolia) have been planted 

on the margin of the southern turf area.  Landscaped areas on the east slope of the debris basin contain 

high cover of non-native annual grasses and forbs.  The toe of the slope is erosion armored by large 

boulders that extend northward to a point above the terminus of the re-vegetation site just north of the 

upper intramural field.  
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Weed Infestations  

The entire component site has been disturbed, and consequently it contains many non-native invasive 

species.  Invasive species outcompete native species for resources, reduce species diversity, and alter 

ecosystem processes.  As previously discussed, there are large amounts of Terracina spurge within the 

Component 5 footprint on the western slope of the debris basin.  This highly invasive weed is also found 

at many other locations onsite, including within the channel of Marie Canyon Creek and at the existing 

stockpile.  Blue-leaf wattle (Acacia saligna) occurs within the main channel of Marie Canyon, both 

within and to the north of the debris basin.  A wide variety of non-native grasses and forbs are also 

prevalent.  At the location of the proposed connector between the existing Terrace Page parking lot and 

the existing parking lot at the Page Residential Complex is a patch of non-native ruderal species, mainly 

ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus) and ornamental species.    

 

Disturbed 

Areas depicted on Figure 5.3-2 as Disturbed are subject to substantial mechanical disturbance because of 

routine use or maintenance.  These areas include the debris basin, existing stockpile, trails, and roads.  All 

these features are generally barren or contain predominately non-native ruderal vegetation, as they are 

extensively altered by human activities.  
 

Paved 

Paved areas include paved roads, driveways, and parking areas, and lack vegetation or natural conditions. 

 

Component 6.  School of Law Parking Structure – Vegetation and Sensitive Plant Communities 

The proposed Component 6 site consists of the existing School of Law Student Parking Lot, a portion of 

the adjacent vegetated slope to the east, and a small vegetated patch of non-native species just south of the 

parking lot.  The entire site lacks naturally occurring native plant communities.  The School of Law 

Student Parking Lot is landscaped with ornamental vegetation.  The slope to the east of the parking lot is 

an actively managed area with bench drains that contains ornamental species including Eucalyptus and 

sparse coverage of native and non-native species.  This slope has been landscaped with a plant mix that 

includes native species, such as California encelia (Encelia californica), California buckwheat 

(Eriogonum fasciculatum), purple needlegrass (Nassella pulchra), California sagebrush (Artemisia 

californica), and ashy-leaf buckwheat (Eriogonum cinereum).  A partial list of naturally occurring non-

native species observed on the same slope includes blue-leaf wattle (Acacia saligna), red brome (Bromus 

madritensis ssp. rubens), Terracina spurge (Euphorbia terracina), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), and 

panic veldtgrass (Ehrharta erecta).   

 

There are no sensitive plant communities at the Component 6 site.  The purple needlegrass located on the 

managed bank to the east of the School of Law Parking Lot occurs in very low and, therefore, insufficient 

numbers to be considered a sensitive plant community.  Furthermore, the species appears to have been 

introduced as a minor component of native landscaping, and the site lacks some of the characteristics 

typical of naturally occurring purple needlegrass grasslands, such as the presence of native annual forbs 

(wildflowers).  Individuals of this species are not protected.   

 
Fuel Modification 

The University currently maintains a fuel modification perimeter within and surrounding the developed 

Campus.  The existing fuel modification serves as a firebreak for protection of the Campus from wildland 

fires.  The University’s ongoing fuel modification activities involve LACFD approved clearance or 
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selective thinning of disturbed chaparral, disturbed coastal scrub or non-native vegetation.  Fuel clearance 

on the Campus typically involves cutting of selected native shrubs and all herbaceous species to a height 

of four inches or less.  Selective thinning of vegetation typically involves thinning of native vegetation, 

removal of deadwood and exotic species, and cutting back of senescent plants.  Also, the majority of the 

Campus grounds are landscaped with ornamental vegetation, which is managed to maintain fuel loads at 

acceptable levels.   

 

The proposed CLP component sites are currently surrounded by ornamental landscaping and fuel 

modification zones.  The University’s fuel modification activities, including clearance and selective 

thinning, lie within the developed Campus. 

 

Components 1 – Fuel Modification 

Based on LACFD standard minimum fuel modification requirements around buildings (200 ft.) and 

parking lots (150 ft.), the majority of the anticipated fuel clearance for CLP Component 1 would be 

entirely within existing ornamental landscapes or existing fuel clearance zones.  However, fuel clearance 

may be required beyond existing fuel modification zones within 0.35 acres of native vegetation to the 

west of the Component 1 site.  The 0.35-acre area of vegetation consists of laurel sumac scrub and birch 

leaf mountain mahogany chaparral, as well as approximately 0.03 acres of an approximately 0.5-acre 

coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) woodland.  The small, 0.5-acre oak woodland extends outside the 

Component 1 200-foot fuel modification boundary on a north-facing slope to the west of the Campus.  

The 0.35-acre area is within a planned fuel modification zone, but has not been altered by prior fuel 

modification activities.    

 

The 0.03-acre area of coast live oak woodland within the Component 1 fuel modification zone contains 

six individual coast live oaks.  The coast live oaks do not meet the minimum diameter of 8 inches at 

breast height (dbh) necessary to be considered protected oak trees pursuant to the Los Angeles County 

Oak Tree Ordinance.   

 

The naturally occurring plant community alliances that are within the fuel modification footprint for 

Component 1 are provided in Table 5.3-3.  None of these plant communities are considered sensitive by 

the CDFG.   

 

No sensitive vascular plant or sensitive wildlife species were observed during surveys of the 0.35-acre 

area.  Also, the 0.35-acre area does not contain jurisdictional habitat and it is not in an important area for 

wildlife movement. The potential exists for sensitive wildlife species and nesting birds to occur.  

Sensitive wildlife with the potential to occur are the same species as those listed in Component 5 found 

under the Component 5 - Sensitive Wildlife Species heading, later in this section.  

 

Oak Woodlands - Public Resources Code 21083.4 

In 2004 the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was amended with the passage of SB 1334, 

(Chapter 732, and Statutes of 2004). As amended, CEQA now requires a county to determine whether a 

project within its jurisdiction may result in a conversion of oak woodlands that will have a significant 

effect on the environment. 

 

According to the law (California Public Resources Code 21083.4) if a county determines that a project 

will result in a significant effect to oak woodlands, the county shall require one or more oak woodland 

alternative to mitigate for the significant effect associated with the conversion of oak woodlands.   
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Under PRC 21083.4, a County may use a grant awarded pursuant to the Oak Woodlands Conservation 

Act (Article 3.5 [commencing with Section 1360] of Chapter 4 of Division 2 of the Fish and Game Code) 

to prepare an oak conservation element for a general plan, an oak protection ordinance, or an oak 

woodlands management plan, or amendments thereto, that meet the requirements of PRC 21083.4.  Los 

Angeles County has not incorporated the requirements of PRC 21083.4 into new or existing Los Angeles 

County policy, such as its general plan or its oak protection ordinance.  A Draft Los Angeles County Oak 

Woodland Conservation Management Plan has been prepared by the Los Angeles County Oak 

Woodlands Habitat Conservation Strategic Alliance, but this document is currently being reviewed and 

has not been approved by the County at this time.   

 

In the absence of Los Angeles County policy to guide impact assessment to oak woodlands pursuant to 

PRC 21083.4, the Oak Woodland Impact Decision Matrix (2008) developed by the University of 

California Integrated Hardwood Range Management Program is an accepted tool.  The Oak Woodland 

Impact Decision Matrix is a guide for planners in the implementation of PRC 21083.4, which includes, in 

part, a methodology for determining what constitutes a significant impact to oak woodlands based on site 

condition and degree of impact at three different spatial scales, i.e individual tree, site, and landscape 

scales.   

 

The California legislature has previously defined “oak woodlands” in the Oak Woodlands Conservation 

Act of 2001 as lands that contain at least 10% oak canopy cover.  This definition is widely accepted and is 

used herein for the purpose of assessing significant effect to oak woodlands under PRC 21083.4.  The 

0.5-acre oak woodland contains approximately 40 coast live oak trees, which comprise approximately 

25% of the cover within the stand.    

 

PRC 21083.4 defines an “oak” as a native tree species in the genus Quercus, which is not designated as a 

commercial species, and that is 5 inches or more in diameter at breast height (dbh).  As stated above, the 

0.03-acre area of the oak woodland that would be within the Component 1 fuel modification boundary 

contains six individual coast live oaks.  Five of these oaks have a diameter at breast height that is equal to 

or greater than 5 inches.   

 

Based on the methods outlined in Oak Woodland Impact Decision Matrix (2008) for assessing 

significance of impacts to oak woodlands pursuant to PRC 21083.4, the subject oak woodland is in 

“intact” condition.  The “degree of impact” (high, moderate, low) would be dependent upon the nature of 

fuel modification activities.  For example, fuel modification that would retain the oak canopy and only 

thin understory vegetation would result in a low degree of impact, due to the small affected area and 

because the habitat and structural and functional characteristics of the oak woodland would not be 

substantially affected.  Fuel modification activities that would result in the removal or cutting of 

individual oak trees, which could potentially remove up to 14% of the oak canopy cover of the oak 

woodland, would be considered a moderate degree, or substantial, impact.   

 

Components 2 – Fuel Modification 

Based on LACFD standard minimum fuel modification requirements around buildings (200 ft.) and 

parking lots (150 ft.), the majority of the anticipated fuel clearance for CLP Component 2 would be 

entirely within existing ornamental landscapes or existing fuel clearance zones.  However, fuel clearance 

may be required beyond existing fuel modification zones within 0.19 acres of native black sage scrub 

vegetation to the northwest of the Component 2 site. The 0.19-acre area is within a planned fuel 

modification zone, but has not been altered by prior fuel modification activities.    
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The only naturally occurring plant community alliance within the fuel modification footprint for 

Component 2 is the Black Sage Scrub Alliance, as shown in Table 5.3-3.  The Black Sage Scrub Alliance 

is not considered sensitive by the CDFG.   

 

No sensitive vascular plant or sensitive wildlife species were observed during surveys of the 0.19-acre 

area.  Also, the 0.19-acre area does not contain jurisdictional habitat and it is not in an important area for 

wildlife movement.  The 0.19-acre area contains patches of invasive fountain grass (Pennisetum 

setaceum).  The potential exists for sensitive wildlife species and nesting birds to occur.  Sensitive 

wildlife with the potential to occur are the same species as those listed in Component 5 found under the 

Component 5 - Sensitive Wildlife Species heading, later in this section.  

 

Components 3 and 4 – Fuel Modification 

Based on standard minimum fuel modification requirements around buildings and parking lots, fuel 

clearance for CLP Components 3 and 4 would be entirely within existing ornamental landscapes or 

existing fuel clearance zones.  

 

 

Table 5.3-3 

Habitat Classes and Plant Community Alliances within Standard Minimum Fuel Modification 

Distances of Pepperdine CLP Components 1 and 2 

Habitat 

Class 
Plant Community Alliance 

Relevant CLP 

Component  

Conservation 

Status Rank 

of Alliance 

Chaparral 
Birch Leaf Mountain Mahogany (Cercocarpus 

betuloides) Chaparral Alliance 
1 G5S4 

Laurel Sumac (Malosma laurina) Scrub Alliance 

(37.800.00) 
1 G4S4 

Coastal sage 

scrub Black Sage (Salvia mellifera) Scrub Alliance 

(32.020.00) 
2 G4S4 

Woodlands 
Coast Live Oak (Quercus agrifolia) Woodland 

Alliance (71.060.00) 
1 G5S4 

 

Component 5 – Fuel Modification 

The University currently conducts fuel modification within and surrounding most of the proposed 

Component 5 site, including within disturbed chaparral to the west of the upper intramural field, along the 

trail to the Drescher Graduate Campus, and to the northeast of the existing parking lot and structures 

(Figure 5.3-2).  The University also conducts fuel modification within disturbed coastal sage scrub and 

non-native grassland to the north and west of the upper intramural field.  The proposed facilities and uses 

at Component 5 would not necessitate expansion of the existing fuel modification boundaries beyond the 

current limits.  

 

Components 6 – Fuel Modification 

Based on standard minimum fuel modification requirements around buildings and parking lots, fuel 

clearance for CLP Component 6 would be entirely within existing ornamental landscapes or existing fuel 

clearance zones.  
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Sensitive Plants 

Sensitive plant species either have unique biological significance, limited distribution, restricted habitat 

requirements, particular susceptibility to human disturbance, or a combination of these factors.  For the 

purposes of this EIR, we reserve the term sensitive to include all species on the California Department of 

Fish and Game’s List of Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes and Lichens (CDFG 2010).  However, not 

all sensitive species meet the criteria of CEQA Section 15380 as an Endangered, Rare or Threatened 

Species, whether or not officially listed, as provided in Section 15380(d).  The distinction is that impacts 

to sensitive species meeting CEQA 15380 criteria are potentially significant and carry a mandatory 

finding of significance, whereas impacts to species not meeting this criteria do not require a mandatory 

finding of significance.  Plant species that require a mandatory finding of significance include those that 

meet any of the following criteria: 

 

• Plant species listed, proposed for listing, or meet the criteria for listing as endangered, threatened, 

or rare by the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) or California Endangered Species Act 

(CESA); and 

• Plant species on the CDFG’s Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes and Lichens List, which 

includes the CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants.  Plants on the CNPS List 

1B (which includes species that CNPS considers rare, threatened, or endangered in California and 

elsewhere) and List 2 (species that CNPS considers rare, threatened, or endangered in California, 

but more common elsewhere). 

 

Impacts to CNPS List 4 species do not require a mandatory finding of significance pursuant to the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

 
The presence/absence of sensitive vascular plants at the CLP component sites was verified by botanical 

field surveys performed by Envicom Corporation biologists between 2007 and 2009.  Therefore, we do 

not speculate about the potential for occurrence of vascular plant species included on the list of Special 

Vascular Plants, Bryophytes and Lichens (CDFG 2010).  If they have not been observed, we consider that 

they are absent.  For non-vascular plants, which were not surveyed, we provide a reasoned assessment of 

their potential for occurrence.  The results of this assessment, as well as a comprehensive list of plant 

species found at the component sites during botanical surveys, are presented in detail in Appendix D.   

 

The assessment of potential for occurrence of sensitive non-vascular plants was based primarily on known 

occurrences and distribution, as well as habitat requirements.  Surveys for sensitive non-vascular plants 

are not typically conducted as part of the environmental review process and, in this case, are not 

warranted given their low probability of occurrence.  

 

Components 1, 2, 3, and 4 – Sensitive Plants 

No sensitive vascular plant species were observed or are expected to occur at these sites.    

 

Component 5 – Sensitive Plants 

No sensitive vascular plant species have been identified or are expected to occur at this site. The 

following sensitive non-vascular plant species (bryophytes and lichens) from the list of Special Vascular 

Plants, Bryophytes and Lichens (CDFG 2010) are considered to have potential to occur at the site, albeit 

with low probability:  
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Woven-spored lichen (Texosporium sancti-jacobi) [Status
1
: S1.1]

2
 

 

California screw moss (Tortula californica) [Status: CNPS List 1B.2].  

 

Coastal triquetrella (Triquetrella californica) [CNPS List 1B.2]  

 
Two vascular plant species from the CNPS List 4 are known to occur within the Component 5 boundary 

or within its existing fuel modification zone.  The CNPS List 4 is a “watch list” of species with limited 

distribution.  Plummer’s baccharis (Baccharis plummerae) occurs in the northern portion of the footprint 

within the channel of the Marie Canyon Creek drainage, and Catalina mariposa lily (Calochortus 

catalinae) grows in openings in chaparral to the west of the existing upper recreational field.  CNPS List 

4 species do not carry a mandatory finding of significance pursuant to CEQA 15380.   

 

Component 6 – Sensitive Plants 

No sensitive vascular plant species were observed or are expected to occur at the Component 6 site.    

 

Locally Protected Species 

In accordance with Oak Tree Ordinance 22.56.2060 of the County of Los Angeles, a person shall not cut, 

destroy, remove, relocate, inflict damage or encroach into the Protected Zone of any tree of the genus 

Quercus which is: (a) 25 inches or more in circumference (eight inches in diameter), as measured four 

and one-half feet above mean natural grade, i.e. the diameter at breast height (dbh); or (b) in the case of 

an oak with more than one trunk, whose combined circumference of any two trunks is at least 38 inches 

(12 inches dbh) on any parcel of land within the unincorporated Los Angeles County unless an oak tree 

permit is first obtained.  

 

Components 1, 2, 3, and 4 – Locally Protected Species 

No locally protected species were observed or are expected to occur at these sites.    

 

Component 5 – Locally Protected Species 

There are two coast live oaks (Quercus agrifolia) of County ordinance size with protection zones existing 

within 200 feet of the grading zone of Component 5.  Both of the trees (#54 and #55) are located south of 

                                                
1
 All Heritage Programs, such as the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) use the same ranking methodology, 

originally developed by The Nature Conservancy and now maintained by NatureServe. It includes a Global rank (G rank), 

describing the rank for a given taxon over its entire distribution and a State rank (S rank), describing the rank for the taxon 

over its state distribution. For subspecies and varieties, there is also a “T” rank describing the global rank for the subspecies. 

The state rank (S-rank) is assigned much the same way as the global rank, except state ranks in California often also contain a 

threat designation attached to the S-rank. 

    S1 = Less than 6 Eos OR less than 1,000 individuals OR less than 2,000 acres; S1.1 = very threatened; S1.2 = threatened; S1.3 

= no current threats known; S2 = 6-20 Eos OR 1,000-3,000 individuals OR 2,000-10,000 acres; S2.1 = very threatened; S2.2 = 

threatened; S2.3 = no current threats known; S3 = 21-80 Eos or 3,000-10,000 individuals OR 10,000-50,000 acres; S3.1 = very 

threatened; S3.2 = threatened; S3.3 = no current threats known; S4 = Apparently secure within California; this rank is clearly 

lower than S3 but factors exist to cause some concern; i.e. there is some threat, or somewhat narrow habitat. NO THREAT 

RANK.; S5 = Demonstrably secure to ineradicable in California. NO THREAT RANK. 
2
 Among seven lichens included on the CDFG Special Lichens, CNPS gives no status ranking for these, as they do for 

bryophytes.  Information about distribution in California of these and other lichens is even more limited than it is for 

bryophytes.  According to CDFG, “there are few lichens in California for which we have adequate information to place them 

on the list of Special taxa.”  “We [do not include] lichens for which little is known, even if they are only known from a few 

sites in California, because the level of information is not developed enough.  Lichen statuses are developed in coordination 

with the California Lichen Society (CALS) and relevant experts.” 
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Huntsinger Circle and to the east of the Facilities Management and Planning Offices building.  The 

location of the two trees is such that project grading would not impact either tree.  The locations, health, 

and conditions of these trees are discussed in more detail in the Oak Tree Survey Report (Envicom Corp, 

November 18, 2009), prepared pursuant to Los Angeles County’s Oak Tree Ordinance 22.56.2060 (see 

Appendix D).  

 

Component 6 – Locally Protected Species 

No locally protected species were observed or are expected to occur at the Component 6 site.    
 

Significant Ecological Areas (SEA), Environmental Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA), and 

Significant Watersheds  

All Components 

Significant Ecological Areas (SEA), Environmental Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA), and Significant 

Watersheds are located in the region of the Pepperdine University, Malibu campus.  These resource 

protection areas are designated for special consideration and protection as they contain significant 

biological or environmental resources.  The possibility of direct and indirect impacts from the proposed 

project to these areas is considered in this document.  As shown in Figure 5.3-3, Significant Ecological 

Area #5 is located to the extreme north and northeast portions of the University property.  SEA #5 is 

approximately one-half mile to the north and one-third mile to the northeast of the closest CLP 

Component, the Enhanced Recreation Area.  SEA #1 is located approximately two-third miles to the 

south of the closest CLP Component, Seaver Town Square.  Figure 5.3-3 also presents the location of 

other designated sensitive resources in the vicinity of the Campus.  

 

Malibu Creek Significant Watershed 

The Los Angeles County Malibu Local Coastal Program and the City of Malibu General Plan identify the 

Malibu Creek watershed as a sensitive environmental resource, or “Significant Watershed”, warranting 

protection against the significant disruption of its habitat value.  The objective of the significant 

watershed designation is to protect the habitat of sensitive marine and terrestrial habitat areas within the 

watershed, or offshore from the watershed, by minimizing vegetation removal, sedimentation and 

increased surface erosion, protecting threatened plant communities, and minimizing habitat 

fragmentation.  Undeveloped interior portions of the Pepperdine University property extend into the upper 

Malibu Creek watershed.  This portion of the Malibu Creek Significant Watershed, located approximately 

! mile north of the CLP sites, also contains inland Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) 

vegetation and Significant Ecological Area #5 designation. The upland area of the University property 

that is a part of Significant Ecological Area #5 is in an open space easement pursuant to the University’s 

Long Range Development Plan.   

 

Significant Ecological Areas 

Two Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) are located in the vicinity of the 

Pepperdine University, Malibu campus.  Los Angeles County has defined Significant Ecological Areas  

(SEAs) as ecologically fragile or important land and water areas that are valuable as plant or wildlife 

habitat (England and Nelson, 1976; Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Study, 1986).   

 

Malibu Coastline Significant Ecological Area (SEA #1) 

The Malibu Coastline Significant Ecological Area (SEA #1) consists of the Malibu coastline from the 

lower intertidal zone to 100 feet in depth.  A portion of SEA #1 is located off-site approximately two-
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third miles south of the nearest CLP Component (Seaver Town Square).  SEA #1 protects resources of the 

immediate shoreline and offshore waters, including kelp beds and intertidal/subtidal zones.  The City of 

Malibu General Plan also designates this area as an ESHA based on Coastal Act sensitive habitat criteria.   

 

Malibu Canyon and Lagoon Significant Ecological Area (SEA #5) 

The Malibu Canyon and Lagoon Significant Ecological Area (SEA #5) is approximately one-half mile to 

the north and one-third mile to the northeast of the nearest CLP Component (Enhanced Recreation Area).  

SEA #5 was established to protect the biological resources of Malibu Canyon and the Malibu Lagoon 

including, but not limited to, diverse riparian areas, threatened and endangered species, estuarine habitat, 

and coastal sage scrub and chaparral vegetation.  As mentioned previously, interior portions of the 

Pepperdine University property are within the Malibu Creek watershed and SEA #5, and pursuant to the 

University’s Long Range Development Plan, the portion of the University property within SEA #5 has an 

open-space easement.  Portions of this area are also designated as ESHA by the Malibu Local Coastal 

Program Land Use Plan (1986).  

 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) 

The California Coastal Act of 1976 (Section 30107.5) defines "environmentally sensitive areas" as " . . . 

any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of 

their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human 

activities and developments.”  This definition applies equally to both marine and land resources.  The 

Coastal Act further requires that these areas be identified and protected from any loss or degradation of 

habitat value.  The Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, the City of Malibu Local Coastal 

Program Land Use Plan, and the City of Malibu General Plan identify Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 

Areas including sensitive shoreline, beach, marine, and terrestrial resources.  ESHAs protecting kelp beds, 

intertidal/subtidal zones, and rocky shore habitats are found approximately two-third miles south of the 

closest CLP Component (Seaver Town Square).  The City of Malibu Local Coastal Program designates 

ESHA protecting riparian habitat within lower Marie Canyon Creek just south of Pacific Coast Highway, 

and upland habitats consisting primarily of coastal sage, also located immediately to the south of Pacific 

Coast Highway.  ESHAs within the Malibu Creek watershed are located approximately one-half mile 

north and one-third mile northeast of the nearest CLP component.   

 

The California Coastal Commission (CCC) has also recognized chaparral and coastal sage scrub of the 

Santa Monica Mountains to be rare and especially valuable because of its relatively pristine character, 

physical complexity, and resultant biological diversity in a memorandum referred to as the “Dixon 

Memo” (Dixon, J., March 25, 2003).  In addition to those areas that have been formerly designated as 

ESHA in the above-mentioned planning documents, chaparral or coastal sage scrub within the coastal 

zone of the Santa Monica Mountains may meet the definition of ESHA, provided it is largely 

undeveloped and part of a large, contiguous block of relatively pristine native vegetation. This 

determination is made on a case-by-case basis.   

 

None of the CLP Component sites contain ESHA, based on the Dixon Memo criteria.  Each component 

site is within the University’s developed Campus area and, therefore, contains existing facilities or is 

subject to regular use or routine maintenance.  The native vegetation occurring at the Component 5 site is 

not “relatively pristine,” as all native vegetation at the site has a history of disturbance.   Additionally, 

with the exception of one patch of disturbed chaparral, all areas at the site containing native vegetation 

have been permitted for existing development, which has involved restoration, fuel modification, or 

debris basin and channel maintenance. 
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Jurisdictional Areas 

Jurisdictional areas under the regulatory authority of the United States Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), 

CDFG, CCC and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) occur only at Component 5 – the 

Enhanced Recreation Area, and not at other CLP component sites.  ACOE and CDFG jurisdictional areas 

within the Component 5 site include the Marie Canyon debris basin, the main stem of Marie Canyon, a 

tributary to Marie Canyon we name Tributary 1, and an independent ephemeral drainage we name East 

Drainage 1.  An additional ephemeral drainage we name East Drainage 2 and an additional tributary we 

name Tributary 2 lie outside the development footprint to the east and north, respectively.  CCC 

jurisdictional areas are discussed later in this section under the California Coastal Commission 

Regulated Wetlands heading. 

 

ACOE jurisdictional non-wetland waters of the U.S. include areas within onsite drainages below the plane 

of the ordinary high water mark, while CDFG jurisdictional areas extend from bank to bank, and include 

the landward edge of riparian vegetation, if present.  Therefore, areas onsite containing ACOE non-

wetlands of the U.S. are coincident with CDFG jurisdictional habitat, with additional CDFG jurisdictional 

habitat occurring above the plane of the high water mark and to the landward edge of riparian vegetation.  

For an area to be considered ACOE wetland waters of the U.S., it must exhibit all three parameters of 

hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology, or must present an atypical situation where 

one of the criteria is not met.  There are no ACOE wetland waters of the U.S. at the Component 5 site. 

 

Figure 5.3-4 presents a map of ACOE, CDFG, and CCC areas within the proposed Component 5 

boundaries and the immediate surrounding area shown, 0.35 acres within Component 5 are ACOE non-

wetland waters of the U.S. [coincident with 0.35 acres of CDFG jurisdictional habitat], and 0.13 

additional acres are CDFG jurisdictional habitat, for a total of 0.48 acres of jurisdictional areas onsite.  

The areas termed non-wetland waters of the United States are jurisdictional, but lack one or more of the 

three wetland parameters set forth in the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 

Delineation Manual: Arid West Region (December 2006).  The Pepperdine University Campus Life 

Development Project – Marie Canyon Debris Basin Jurisdictional Delineation (Envicom Corp., 

November 19, 2009) in Appendix D provides a detailed discussion of the delineation of CDFG and 

ACOE jurisdictional areas onsite. 

 

Marie Canyon Debris Basin  

The Marie Canyon debris basin, which is within the Component 5 footprint, contains non-wetland waters 

of the U.S. and CDFG jurisdictional habitat.  The inflow (main stem of Marie Canyon) to the debris basin 

is intermittent, and it is typically dry.  The debris basin channel is armored on the western bank by 

boulders, which maintain a straight flow into the lower reach.  No portion of the basin exhibits all three 

parameters necessary to be considered wetland waters of the U.S., but the debris basin qualifies as non-

wetland waters of the U.S.  The jurisdictional non-wetland waters of the U.S. are located within the 

permitted extent of the debris basin and include the permitted 200 linear feet of rip-rap to stabilize 

eroding channel banks of Marie Canyon. 

 

Main Stem (Marie Canyon) 

The remaining portions of the main stem located outside of the debris basin and within the Component 5 

footprint contain jurisdictional non-wetland waters of the U.S. and CDFG jurisdictional habitat, but no 

portion exhibits all three parameters necessary to be considered wetland waters of the U.S.  The main 

channel north of the debris basin becomes deeply incised, and supports mainly upland shrubs and 

herbaceous plants, with a few wetland indicators such as mule fat and mugwort.  In the upper reach, 
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outside the Component 5 project footprint, the channel intersects bedrock areas and side channel seepages 

that are sufficient to maintain surface water and hydrophytic vegetation, but not in numbers sufficient to 

meet the hydrophytic dominance criterion.  The soils of the main stem north of the debris basin lack 

hydric soil indicators.  They are comprised of sandy sediment to a depth of 6 inches, and below the sandy 

sediment is cobble/bedrock.   

 

Tributary 1 

Tributary 1 is the southernmost tributary of Marie Canyon Creek north of the existing debris basin.  It is a 

deeply incised drainage traversing through chaparral.  It exhibits hydrophytic vegetation at its confluence 

with the main stem of Marie Canyon, but lacks hydric soil indicators.  The tributary contains non-wetland 

waters of the U.S. and CDFG jurisdictional habitat.  Its lower reach near the main stem of Marie Canyon 

is within the Component 5 development footprint.  

 

Tributary 2 

Tributary 2 lies north of Tributary 1 and west of the main stem of Marie Canyon Creek.  It is a deeply 

incised drainage traversing through chaparral.  It does not exhibit hydrophytic vegetation or hydric soil 

indicators.  The tributary contains non-wetland waters of the U.S. and CDFG jurisdictional habitat, but 

lies outside of the project footprint. 

 

East Drainage 1 

East Drainage 1 contains non-wetland waters of the U.S. within the Component 5 footprint.  The drainage 

was historically connected to the main stem of Marie Canyon, but it is now an isolated ephemeral 

drainage.  East Drainage 1 traverses upland scrub above the existing stockpile, and thence flows through 

the stockpile for approximately 100 feet.  The drainage does not exhibit hydrophytic vegetation or hydric 

soils, and non-native shrubs and herbaceous species including Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon) and 

Terracina spurge dominate the section of the drainage within the stockpile.  
 

East Drainage 2 

East Drainage 2 lies east of the debris basin and outside of the project footprint.  It contains non-wetland 

waters of the U.S.  The drainage is independent of the Marie Canyon main stem, and while it contains a 

small amount of hydrophytic vegetation, it is dominated by upland scrub.  Hydric soils are not present.   

 

Existing Regulatory Approvals 

Pepperdine University is authorized under existing Federal and State regulatory permits to impact 0.72 

acres of jurisdictional waters of the United States in several drainages on campus for the construction and 

maintenance of six flood control facilities and the existing stockpile.  Under the current permits, the 

University is authorized to impact 0.54 acres of jurisdictional waters within the existing debris basin, 

place clean upland material in 0.025 acres of the East Drainage 1 within the existing stockpile, divert 

flows from East Drainage 1 around the existing stockpile, line up to 200 linear feet of the Marie Canyon 

channel upstream of the debris basin with rip-rap to stabilize eroding channel banks, perform periodic 

cleanout and maintenance of the debris basin, and construct the earthen stockpile for clean fill material.  

Also under the existing permits, the University must maintain a 0.93-acre mitigation site on the slope of 

the existing debris basin, which shall be monitored for the life of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Regional General Permit No. 51.  

 

Pepperdine University currently operates in compliance with the following existing Federal and State 

regulatory permits, which are related to the existing jurisdictional areas on Campus.   
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• US Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) Regional General Permit No. 51 under Section 404 of the 

Clean Water Act (File No. SPL-2007-01223-PHT
3
); 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Water Quality Certification under Section 401 

of the Clean Water Act (File No. 08-094); and, 

• California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Streambed Alteration Agreement under 

Section 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code (Agreement No. 5-193-97). 

 

The Pepperdine University Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) is a CCC certified plan that regulates 

a range of future development and ongoing management activities on the University campus, consistent 

with the California Coastal Act.  Under LRDP Amendment 97-2, the CCC authorized construction of the 

stockpile in upper Marie Canyon, with the understanding that ACOE and CDFG permits addressed 

stockpile construction impacts to East Drainage 1, as well as mandated mitigation for those impacts.  

LRDP Amendment 97-2 also contains conditions regarding CCC review of structural improvements or 

repair and maintenance activities on the University campus.  In part, these conditions require Coastal 

Commission review for improvements to existing structures or repair and maintenance activities for 

which there are potential adverse environmental effects.   

 

The California Coastal Commission, in a letter dated October 10, 1997 to Pepperdine University, declined 

to assert jurisdiction in regards to maintenance of existing flood control basins on the University campus.  

The CCC declined to assert jurisdiction due to the fact that 1) the flood control basins were within the 

jurisdiction of Pepperdine University; 2) the maintenance activities would be consistent with the CCC-

certified LRDP for the University; 3) mitigation for impacts would be covered by the Section 404 ACOE 

permit 97-00286-AOA for basin maintenance (ACOE permit 97-00286-AOA has since been superseded 

by ACOE permit SPL-2007-01223-PHT); and, 4) because the maintenance project did not raise 

significant issues with respect to coastal resources.  

 

The CCC also did not assert jurisdiction over flood control basin maintenance on the University campus 

at the time ACOE permit 97-00286-AOA was renewed (File No. 2003-00018-AOA), or at the time SPL-

2007-01223-PHT superseded ACOE permit 2003-00018-AOA.  As described above, ACOE permit SLP-

2007-01223-PHT (Regional General Permit No. 51) is the current ACOE permit authorizing continued 

sediment/debris removal and maintenance of the University’s multiple flood control facilities located in 

Marie Canyon (as well as Winter and Middle Canyons).   

 
California Coastal Commission Regulated Wetlands 

In Procedural Guidance for the Review of Wetland Projects within California’s Coastal Zone (1994), the 

California Coastal Commission provides the following statement regarding the recognition of wetlands 

subject to regulation under the California Coastal Act:  “In the California coastal zone, the California 

Coastal Commission (CCC), with the assistance of the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) is 

responsible for determining the presence of wetlands subject to regulation under the California Coastal 

Act.  As the primary wetland consultant to the CCC, the DFG essentially relies on the FWS [United 

States Fish and Wildlife Service] wetland definition and classification system, with some minor changes 

in classification terminology, as the methodology for wetland determinations.  However, one important 

difference in the DFG delineation process compared to the FWS process, is that the DFG only requires 

                                                
3
 ACOE Regional General Permit No. 51 was originally issued to the University on October 14, 1997 (File No. 97-00286-

AOA).  It was renewed on January 20, 2003 (File No. 2003-00018-AOA) and superseded by SPL-2007-01223-PHT (also 

Regional General Permit No. 51) in December 2008. 
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the presence of one attribute (e.g., hydrology, hydric soils, or hydrophytic vegetation) for an area to 

qualify as a wetland.”  

 

A delineation of area meeting the single attribute definition, i.e. a predominance of hydric soils or 

hydrophytic vegetation, was performed on March 5, 2010.  The delineation was based on the methods set 

forth in the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid 

West Region (December 2006).  Component sites 1 – 4 or 6 do not contain areas meeting the single 

attribute definition.  At the Component 5 site, a total of 0.15 acres of the Marie Canyon debris basin 

exhibits hydric soils, and 0.007 and 0.046 acres of predominately hydrophytic vegetation occurs at the 

confluence of the main stem of Marie Canyon and Tributary 1 and within the main stem of the Marie 

Canyon drainage, respectively (See Figure 5.3-4).  These resources, i.e. riparian vegetation and a portion 

of the bottomlands of the Marie Canyon debris basin, are regulated by the CDFG due to their location 

within the bed, banks and channel of the Marie Canyon drainage.  The debris basin and the stream 

channel upstream from the basin are also subject to ongoing maintenance, involving the disturbance or 

removal of surface soils and riparian vegetation, pursuant to permits approved by the ACOE, RWQCB, 

and the CDFG.   

 

It should be noted that the debris basin and channel lack much of the habitat and ecosystem values 

relative to naturally occurring and undisturbed areas with longer periods of inundation.  The debris basin 

and channel are dry for the most of the year, and conditions fluctuate depending upon annual rainfall and 

time intervals between cleanouts.  As such, there are periods when hydrophytic vegetation and hydric 

soils may or may not be evident.  The debris basin currently exhibits minimal hydric soils development, 

and much less than one-half the total area of the debris basin exhibits hydric soils.  There are no known 

sensitive plant or wildlife species that are dependent upon the temporary ponding of water within the 

basin, or the temporary flows within the channel and its associated riparian vegetation, for their life cycle 

or for their survival.  It should also be noted that the hydric soils within portions of the basin have likely 

developed as a result of the temporary detainment of ephemeral and intermittent flows by the basin itself, 

and are therefore a man-induced condition.   

 

Wildlife 

Appendix D provides a comprehensive list of all vertebrate wildlife species that have been observed or 

can be reasonably anticipated to occur on the project site, including those that would only potentially 

occur occasionally, rarely, sporadically, seasonally, infrequently, as transient, or during migration.  The 

species that can be reasonably anticipated to occur were determined based on the reported ranges of the 

species from several sources, and the types and extent of habitat that is available at the site.  

 

Components 1, 2, 3, and 4 -- Wildlife 

Wildlife associated with Components 1 through 4 are typical of developed, urban locations.  The most 

commonly observed wildlife are birds.  Resident birds
4
 observed include mourning dove, Anna’s 

hummingbird, black phoebe, American robin, northern mockingbird, common yellowthroat, song 

sparrow, California towhee, spotted towhee, house finch, lesser goldfinch, western scrub-jay, common 

raven, American crow, Brewer’s blackbird, and European starling.  Winter migratory species observed 

include yellow-rumped warbler, white-crowned sparrow, and dark-eyed junco.  Several other species of 

birds that were not observed may occur on Components 1 through 4.  Common reptiles of the region have 

the potential to occur including Great Basin fence lizard, (Sceloporus occidentalis longipes), California 

                                                
4 Scientific names of birds are omitted, since common names are standardized. 
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side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana elegans), San Diego alligator lizard (Elgaria multicarinata 

webbii), and San Diego gopher snake (Pituophis melanoleucus annectens).  Small mammals expected to 

occur within the component sites include a variety of new and old world mouse species, Botta’s pocket 

gopher (Thomomys bottae), broad-handed mole (Scapanus latimanus), California ground squirrel 

(Spermophilus b. beecheyi), eastern fox squirrel (Sciurus niger), and Audubon’s cottontail (Sylvilagus 

audubonii sanctidiegi).  Mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) have been observed throughout the campus.  

Larger mammals including coyote (Canis latrans ochropus), gray fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus 

californicus) and bobcat (Felis rufus californicus) may occasionally occur in these areas.  

 

Component 5 -- Wildlife 

The proposed Enhanced Recreation Area has been altered by human activity, resulting in a combination 

of disturbed native and non-native vegetation.  It also contains several vegetation types, as well as habitat 

edges.  This mosaic, while not pristine, provides suitable and diverse habitat for foraging, cover, and 

reproduction for many wildlife species.  The adjacent areas of chaparral and coastal sage scrub to the 

north, northwest, and northeast of the site provide habitat value.  The Component 5 site’s location 

adjacent to areas of higher habitat value to the north increases the likelihood that wildlife may temporarily 

utilize the site’s resources, or move through the area.  

 

Fishes 

Marie Canyon is an intermittent stream and is channelized below ground, from the debris basin to the 

south margin of Pacific Coast Highway (PCH).  Also, the depth of the vertical standpipe just south of 

PCH and the slope of the culvert beneath Malibu Road are substantial impediments to fish passage, and 

this precludes any fishes from migrating upstream, at any time.  No permanent aquatic habitats are 

available for fishes in Component 5, or within any of the CLP project component sites.    

 

Amphibians
5
 

One evident amphibian, Pacific chorus frog (Pseudacris regilla), can be found in the project area.  This 

species occurs throughout the Santa Monica Mountains, breeding in the streams and small remaining 

pools of water.  No other amphibians have been observed or are known from the project area, although a 

few are reasonably anticipated.  California toad (Anaxyrus boreas halophilus) may breed in shallow pools 

upstream (outside of Component 5 project footprint), and range widely as adults, and they have been 

observed nearby on the lands that are now the Graduate Campus (Envicom Corp. 1998).  Irrigation of 

slopes on Campus increases opportunities for Pacific chorus frog and California toad.  The potential for 

occurrence of California chorus frog (Pseudarcis cadaverina) is considered very low in Marie Canyon, 

due to lack of permanent water.  Even though these mountains are within the reported range of sensitive 

species including Coast Range newt (Taricha t. torosa) and California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), 

the required permanent aquatic habitat for these species is absent.  The sensitive foothill yellow-legged 

frog (Rana boylii) and western spadefoot (Spea hammondii) are not known to occur in the Santa Monica 

Mountains.   

 

Reptiles 

Reptiles are poorly documented at the project area, and the Santa Monica Mountains in general.  Casual 

observation on a reasonably warm day will easily detect the activity of California side-blotched lizard and 

Great Basin fence lizard.  The side-blotched lizards are ubiquitous, able to utilize the open habitats, 

whereas the fence lizards tend not to venture far from the cover of rocks, brush, and trees.  Coastal 

                                                
5 Nomenclature of amphibians and reptiles conforms to the Center for North American Herpetology (CNAH) website portal. 
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whiptail (Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri) has been observed occasionally in open areas, chaparral, and 

coastal scrub in the vicinity.  Other expected lizards include San Diego alligator lizard (Elgaria 

multicarinata webbii), and western skink (Plestiodon s. skiltonianus), both of which have been observed 

on lands now developed as the Graduate Campus. 

 

Snake species are also poorly documented from the project site, and only California striped racer 

(Masticophis l. lateralis), and San Diego gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer annectens) have been 

observed.  Nonetheless, others are anticipated to occur, including common kingsnake (Lampropeltis 

getula californiae), and southern Pacific rattlesnake (Crotalus helleri), the latter having been observed at 

the Graduate Campus.  In all, perhaps as many as twelve species of snakes might occur here.  Among 

these, western racer (Coluber mormon) is uncommon in open grassy areas in chaparral and coastal scrub 

in these mountains, and might possibly occur here, having been observed on the Graduate Campus 

development lands.  Rocks and brushlands may provide suitable refuge for seldom seen and secretive 

species including coast night snake (Hypsiglena ochrorhynchus), California blackhead snake (Tantilla 

planiceps eiseni), coast patchnose snake (Salvadora hexalepis virgultea), and Baja California lyre snake 

(Trimorphodon lyrophanes)
6
.  Also expected is San Bernardino ringneck snake (Diadophis punctatus 

modestus)
7
, and red coachwhip (Masticophis flagellum piceus).  Owing to the presence of riparian, 

seasonal wetland and marsh habitats, the potential for occurrence of California mountain kingsnake 

(Lampropeltis zonata)
8
 cannot be discounted, however, the aquatic habitat of the debris basin is probably 

not persistent enough to support the tadpole-eating requirements of South Coast garter snake 

(Thamnophis sirtalis ssp.)
9
, or two-striped garter snake (Thamnophis hammondii).  Southwestern blind 

snake (Leptotyphlops h. humilis) is known only in this area from oak woodlands in the Malibu Creek 

drainage (De Lisle et al. 1986), and it is not expected to occur here.   
 

Birds 

Birds are the most diverse vertebrate wildlife at the project area, and generally in these mountains.  The 

Southwest Parks and Monuments Association (1993) has compiled a checklist of the birds of the Santa 

Monica Mountains National Recreation Area.  “More than 300 (384 including vagrants) of species of 

birds may be found in the mountains.”  “Thirteen nesting [species] of raptors have been documented.”  

More information on the status and distribution of Southern California birds is contained in the book by 

Garrett and Dunn (1981).  In addition to the recent and site-specific observations of birds, those made also 

at the nearby Graduate Campus (Envicom Corp. 1998), and the Christmas Bird Count for Malibu Area 

1985-2007 are considered pertinent and representative. 

 

Year round resident birds-of-prey observed are red-tailed hawk, Cooper’s hawk, American kestrel, great 

horned owl, and barn owl.  Other observed residents are California quail, mourning dove, killdeer, greater 

roadrunner, turkey vulture, common poorwill, Anna’s hummingbird, Allen’s hummingbird, Nuttall’s 

woodpecker, northern flicker, black phoebe, western scrub-jay, American crow, common raven, oak 

titmouse, canyon wren, Bewick’s wren, house wren, bushtit, blue-gray gnatcatcher, western bluebird, 

American robin, wrentit, northern mockingbird, orange-crowned warbler, common yellowthroat, 

California thrasher, spotted towhee, California towhee, song sparrow, golden-crowned sparrow, Brewer’s 

blackbird, brown-headed cowbird, house finch, and lesser goldfinch.  Summer resident nesting species 

                                                
6
 Grismer et al. (1994 Bulletin of the Southern California Academy of Science 93(2): 45-80) synonymized the subspecies 

vandenburghi with the subspecies lyrophanes.  
7
 A ringneck snake was captured prior to grading of the Graduate Campus. 

8
 Rodriguez-Robles, Denardo and Staub (1999 Molecular Ecology 8:1923-1934) demonstrated that characters originally used to 

define all subspecies of this snake are unreliable, and questioned whether any of them deserve recognition. 
9
 Formerly treated as California red-sided garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis infernalis). 
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observed are black-headed grosbeak, hooded oriole, Bullock’s oriole, and Cassin’s kingbird.  During 

spring and fall migration, and in winter, the numbers of bird species are substantially augmented.  

Observed non-breeding species include sharp-shinned hawk, northern harrier, downy woodpecker, 

western wood-pewee, Pacific-slope flycatcher, yellow-rumped warbler, Wilson’s warbler, lazuli bunting, 

lark sparrow, fox sparrow, white-crowned sparrow, and dark-eyed junco.  

Nesting behavior of killdeer was observed within or around the area of the debris basin, and other summer 

residents were observed, believed nesting in the small grove of Eucalyptus trees, or nearby.  These 

include Cassin’s kingbird, and hooded and Bullock’s orioles.  Potholes in the 25-30 foot high sandstone 

cliffs near the waterfall within the main drainage of Marie Canyon have been observed over several years 

to support nesting birds.  In 2004, one of the holes was used for nesting by great horned owl.  In 2007, 

one juvenile barn owl of fledgling age was found dead at the base of the cliff, immediately below a nest.  

The cliff’s proximity to the Component 5 project site makes birds nesting thereon potentially subject to 

adverse indirect project impacts.   

 

Mammals 

The Upper Campus EIR (Envicom Corp. 1998) reports sixteen mammal species observed there, including 

mule deer, Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), raccoon 

(Procyon lotor psora), coyote, California ground squirrel, and several species of mice (by trapping) 

including California mouse (Peromyscus californicus insignis), cactus mouse (P. eremicus insulicola), 

deer mouse (P. maniculatus gambelii), pinyon mouse (Peromyscus truei montipinoris), and western 

harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys megalotis longicaudis).  Coyote (Canis latrans), California ground 

squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi), Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys b. bottae), desert cottontail, and 

mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) have been specifically observed at Component 5, within and outside the 

footprint, but the others mentioned above may also occur.  

 

Component 6 -- Wildlife 

Wildlife associated with Component 6 is typical of developed, urban locations.  The most commonly 

observed wildlife are birds.  Resident birds observed include mourning dove, Anna’s hummingbird, black 

phoebe, American robin, northern mockingbird, common yellowthroat, song sparrow, California towhee, 

spotted towhee, house finch, lesser goldfinch, western scrub-jay, common raven, American crow, 

Brewer’s blackbird, and European starling.  Winter migratory species observed include yellow-rumped 

warbler, white-crowned sparrow, and dark-eyed junco.  Several other species of birds that were not 

observed may occur on Component 6.  Common reptiles of the region have the potential to occur 

including Great Basin fence lizard, (Sceloporus occidentalis longipes), California side-blotched lizard 

(Uta stansburiana elegans), San Diego alligator lizard (Elgaria multicarinata webbii), and San Diego 

gopher snake (Pituophis melanoleucus annectens).  Small mammals expected to occur within the 

component sites include a variety of new and old world mouse species, Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys 

bottae), broad-handed mole (Scapanus latimanus), California ground squirrel (Spermophilus b. beecheyi), 

eastern fox squirrel (Sciurus niger), and Audubon’s cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii sanctidiegi).  Mule 

deer (Odocoileus hemionus) have been observed throughout the campus.  Larger mammals including 

coyote (Canis latrans ochropus), gray fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus californicus) and bobcat (Felis 

rufus californicus) may occasionally occur in these areas.  

 

Sensitive Wildlife Species 

The California Department of Fish and Game’s List of Special Animals (CDFG 2009) includes all species 

that we herein call sensitive.  However, it also includes numerous species that do not meet the CEQA 
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15380 criteria.  Wildlife species that meet the CEQA 15380 criteria, and therefore require a mandatory 

finding of significance, includes those that are: 

 

• Listed, proposed for listing, or meet the criteria for listing as endangered, threatened, or rare 

under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) or California Endangered Species Act 

(CESA); or 

• placed on the California Department of Fish and Game’s (CDFG) Special Animals list with a 

designation of SSC (Species of Special Concern) or CFP (California Fully Protected).   

 

An assessment of the potential for occurrence of sensitive wildlife at the project site is provided in 

Appendix D.  The assessment was based primarily on the known distribution, behavior, and habitat 

requirements of sensitive wildlife species.  The complete range of sensitive wildlife species from the 

Special Animals list (CDFG 2009) that may potentially occur at each of the component sites is 

considered, based on accounts from several sources.  

 

Components 1, 2, 3, and 4 -- Sensitive Wildlife Species 

Due to the lack of native plant assemblages, urban development and human activity, sensitive wildlife 

species are not known or expected to occur at these sites.  These component sites do not provide suitable 

habitat for sensitive species, based on known habitat preferences, behavior and distribution of sensitive 

species from the Special Animals list (CDFG 2009).   

 

Component 5 – Sensitive Wildlife Species 

No sensitive wildlife species that meet CEQA 15380 criteria have been observed at the proposed 

Component 5 site.  However, several sensitive species that meet CEQA 15380 criteria are potentially 

occurring, which are listed below.  Refer to Appendix D for a detailed discussion of the potential for 

sensitive wildlife species to occur at the site.   

 

Fish and Amphibians 

No sensitive fish or amphibian species are expected at the CLP component sites, due to the lack of 

permanent water sources to provide habitat.   

 

Reptiles 

Coast patchnose snake (Salvadora hexalepis virgultea) [Status: SSC].  Expected to occur. 

 

San Diego mountain kingsnake (Lampropeltis zonata pulchra) [Status: SSC].  Low probability of 

occurrence. 

 

Birds 

Birds are highly mobile and may be permanent residents, present on a site as transients, vagrants, in 

migration, only present while foraging in winter, only present in summer, observed flying over, or 

temporarily visiting a site for resources, while nesting elsewhere in the region.  For this analysis, the 

sensitive birds considered potentially affected exclude those species whose primary habitats are not found 

at the CLP Component sites.  The majority of the potential occurrences of sensitive bird species are 

associated with the available foraging habitats at Component 5, and their associated adjacent native plant 

communities and habitats.    
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American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) [Status: F delisted, CE, CFP].  Low probability 

of occurrence. 

 

Bank swallow (Riparia riparia) [Status: CT].  This species has the potential to forage during migration, 

but probably not nesting. 

 

Southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) [Status: FE, CE].  Very low potential to 

occur as a visitant or transient at Component 5. 

 

Northern harrier (Circus cyaneus) [Status: SSC].  The species has the potential to occur while foraging, 

but not nesting. 

 

Golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) [Status: CFP].  This species has very low potential to occur while 

foraging and hunting, but not nesting. 

 

White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) [Status: CFP].  Probability of occurrence is considered low. 

 

Long-eared owl (Asio otus) [Status: SSC].  Very low potential to occur as a visitant or transient. 

 

Short-eared owl (Asio flammeus) [Status: SSC].  Very low potential to occur as a visitant or transient. 

 

Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) [Status: SSC].  Probability of occurrence is considered very low. 

 

Black swift (Cypseloides niger) [Status: SSC].  The species has the potential to forage at the site.  

 

Vaux's swift (Chaetura vauxi) [Status: SSC]. There is high potential for this species to occur as a 

transient only, but not nesting. 

 

Olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus cooperi) [Status: SSC].  There is the potential for this species to occur 

at Component 5; occurrence is expected to be rare. 

  

Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) [Status: SSC]. This species has low potential to occur at 

Component 5.  

 

Purple martin (Progne subis) [Status: SSC]. There is very low potential for this species to occur while 

foraging, but nesting is not expected. 

 

Virginia's warbler (Vermivora virginiae) [Status: SSC]. There is low potential for this species to occur 

while foraging, but not nesting. 

 

Yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia brewsteri) [Status: SSC]. Potential foraging habitat during-

migration is present on Component 5, but nesting habitat is not present. 

 

Yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens) [Status: SSC]. Potential foraging habitat during-migration is 

present on Component 5, but nesting habitat is not present.  

 

Summer tanager (Piranga rubra) [Status: SSC]. Potential visitant or transient. 
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Grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum) [Status: SSC]. Very low potential to occur as a 

visitant or transient, but not nesting. 

 

Bell's sage sparrow (Amphispiza belli belli) [Status: SSC]. There is low potential for this species to occur 

at Component 5, possibly nesting. 

 

Mammals 

Too little information is available to assess the potential for the occurrence of bat species in the region, 

vicinity, and on the component sites.  To be conservative for the purposes of this analysis, all of the bat 

species are considered potentially present, primarily foraging above ground, and perhaps roosting in trees 

thereon or adjacent.  No additional speculation regarding potential for site occurrence is provided below 

for the bats. 

 

Mexican long-tongued bat (Choeronycteris mexicana) [Status: SSC]. 

 

Cave myotis (Myotis velifer) [Status: SSC]. 

 

western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii) [Status: SSC]. 

 

Spotted bat (Euderma maculatum) [Status: SSC]. 

 

Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii) [Status: SSC].  

 

Pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus) [Status: SSC]. 

 

Western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus) [Status: SSC]. 

 

Big free-tailed bat (Nyctinimops macrotis) [Status: SSC]. 

 

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettii) [Status: SSC].  This species has 

moderate potential to occur within the vicinity and within the footprint of Component 5. 

 

San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia) [Status: SSC].  This species has the potential to 

occur at Component 5, with their dens likely to be located outside the footprint. 

 

Ringtail (Bassariscus astutus) [Status: CFP]. This species may potentially occur at Component 5. 

 

American badger (Taxidea taxus) [Status: SSC]. The species has potential to occur at Component 5, but 

most likely would occur outside of the project footprint.  

 

Component 6 -- Sensitive Wildlife Species 

Due to the lack of native plant assemblages, urban development and human activity, sensitive wildlife 

species are not known or expected to occur at the Component 6 site.  These component sites do not 

provide suitable habitat for sensitive species, based on known habitat preferences, behavior and 

distribution of sensitive species from the Special Animals list (CDFG 2009).  
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Wildlife Movement 

Wildlife need to access essential habitat for water, foraging, breeding, and cover.  The analysis of wildlife 

movement and landscape connectivity was based on an examination of the location of project sites 

relative to surrounding open space and development, the vegetation, topography, and habitats of the 

component sites and the surrounding area, species habitat requirements for cover and foraging, the 

presence or potential presence of certain “target species” (generally, medium to large predators whose 

home range size may exceed the area of the study site), and barriers to wildlife movement.  The Santa 

Monica Mountains National Recreation Area Land Protection Plan (March, 1998) was also consulted, 

which identifies core areas and important linkages for wildlife movement within the Santa Monica 

Mountains.   

 

Components 1, 2, 3, and 4 – Wildlife Movement  

These component sites are surrounded by existing urban development within the Campus, and are not part 

of existing large habitats or linkages between habitats that are important for the movement of wildlife.  

Furthermore, these sites are already developed and lack native habitats, and only species that are adapted 

to urban conditions are expected to utilize these areas.  

 

Component 5 -- Wildlife Movement  

The proposed Component 5 footprint is currently developed or disturbed by human activities and offers 

some cover for wildlife. Individuals and signs of large mammals [deer, coyote], which are often sensitive 

to habitat fragmentation, have been observed at Component 5 and utilize the general area to move freely 

and utilize the drainage within the Marie Canyon watershed to access large protected areas of Malibu 

Canyon and units of the Santa Monica Mountains park system.  The channelized subterranean section of 

Marie Canyon south of the debris basin may be used by some wildlife species for movement to the south, 

particularly when the creek is dry, although this considered unlikely for most species, given the length of 

the underground channel.   

 

Component 6 – Wildlife Movement  

This component site is surrounded by existing urban development within the Campus, and is not part of 

existing large habitats or linkages between habitats that are important for the movement of wildlife.  This 

site is already developed, and only species that are adapted to urban conditions are expected to utilize this 

area.  

 

5.3.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and for the purposes of this EIR, the proposed 

project would have a significant impact on biological resources if it would: 

 

• Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 

and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 

Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 

removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means; 
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• Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 

species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 

native wildlife nursery sites; 

• Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance;  

• Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan; or 

• Have environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. 

 

5.3.3 PROJECT IMPACTS 

Impacts to biological resources are separated into direct and indirect effects.  Direct impacts occur at the 

same time and same place as the proposed action (e.g., site preparation, grading).  Indirect impacts are 

those that could occur at a later time or away from the project site, but still as a result of the proposed 

action.  

 

Components 1, 2, 3, and 4 

Direct Impacts  

The sites proposed for CLP components 1, 2, 3, and 4 are urban landscapes without native vegetation or 

suitable wildlife habitat for most wildlife species.  No sensitive species, locally important species, or 

sensitive plant communities were found, and sensitive species are not expected.  These sites do not 

contain jurisdictional areas, and because of their location within or at the edge of the existing Campus, 

they are not important areas for wildlife movement.  Direct impacts to sensitive biological resources are 

not expected, with the exception of potential impacts to nesting birds, which is covered in the section on 

impacts related to All Components, below.  Direct impacts to biological resources would be less than 

significant (Class III).  

 

Indirect Impacts  

Fuel Modification 

The Component 1 fuel clearance footprint would include 0.35 acres of natural vegetation, including 0.32 

acres of chaparral and 0.03 acres of coast live oak woodland, outside of current ornamental landscapes 

and existing fuel modification boundaries, based on standard minimum fuel clearance requirements.  The 

University’s Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) requires mitigation for the removal of upland 

vegetation, but not for cutting of vegetation for fuel modification purposes.  The 0.35-acre area is not 

known to contain sensitive species or jurisdictional areas, nor is it in an important area for wildlife 

movement.  Potentially occurring sensitive wildlife species would be capable of escaping harm during 

fuel modification activities.  The potential exists for nesting birds to be present in native plant 

communities within the Component 1 fuel modification footprint during fuel clearance or thinning.  

Component 1 fuel modification impacts to nesting birds would be potentially significant, but mitigable 

(Class II).  Component 1 fuel modification impacts to upland chaparral would be potentially significant, 

but mitigable (Class II).  Based on the method for assessing impacts to oak woodlands outlined in the 

Oak Woodland Impact Decision Matrix (UC Integrated Hardwood Range Management Program 2008), 

fuel modification activities involving the cutting or removal of live oak trees within the coast live oak 

woodland would be considered a significant effect.  Cutting or removal of the oak trees within the 

Component 1 fuel modification zone could result in a loss of up to 14% of the oak canopy cover within 
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the woodland.  Therefore, fuel modification impacts to the coast live oak woodland would be potentially 

significant, but mitigable (Class II).   

 
The Component 2 fuel clearance footprint would include 0.19 acres of native coastal sage scrub 

vegetation outside of existing ornamental landscapes and fuel modification boundaries, based on standard 

minimum fuel clearance requirements. The University’s LRDP requires mitigation for the removal of 

upland vegetation, but not for cutting of vegetation for fuel modification purposes.  The 0.19-acre area is 

not known to contain sensitive biological resources, nor is it in important an area for wildlife movement.  

Potentially occurring sensitive wildlife species would be capable of escaping harm during fuel 

modification activities.  The potential exists for nesting birds to be present in native plant communities 

within the Component 2 fuel modification footprint during fuel clearance or thinning.  Component 2 fuel 

modification impacts to nesting birds would be potentially significant, but mitigable (Class II). 

Component 2 fuel modification impacts to upland coastal sage scrub would be potentially significant, but 

mitigable (Class II). 

 

Fuel modification for CLP Components 3 and 4 would not extend beyond existing ornamental landscapes 

or existing fuel modification boundaries, based on standard minimum fuel clearance requirements. The 

proposed project would not result in new impacts to areas that are currently landscaped or subject to fuel 

modification in the existing condition.  Therefore, fuel modification for Components 3 and 4 would result 

in no impacts to biological resources (Class IV). 
 

Component 5.  Enhanced Recreation Area 

Direct Impacts 

Vegetation and Sensitive Plant Communities 

Construction of Component 5 would expand, relocate and convert existing recreational fields, the existing 

debris basin, disturbed natural vegetation, and ornamental landscaping to an enhanced recreation field, a 

relocated stockpile, restrooms, ornamental landscaping, and a resized debris basin.  Table 5.3-4, below, 

summarizes the acreage of plant community types that would be impacted by grading.   

 

 

Table 5.3-4 

Vegetation Impacted at Component 5-Enhanced Recreation Area 

Vegetation 
Acreage Within Limits of 

Grading 
% of Component 5 

Acreage 

Exotic Landscaping or weed Infestation 3.37 78.8% 
Chaparral 0.29 6.7% 
Coastal Sage Scrub 0.52 12.2% 
Riparian 0.10 2.3% 

Total 4.28 100% 
*  All areas at the Component 5 site that would be impacted by the proposed project have been previously 

disturbed. 

 

 

The Pepperdine University Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) requires restoration/enhancement to 

mitigate or minimize impacts where development results in the removal of upland vegetation.  The intent 

of this policy is to mitigate or minimize impacts to naturally occurring and native upland vegetation.  The 
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removal of native upland chaparral within the grading limits, and conversion of the site to the proposed 

condition would eliminate the ecological functions and values provided by chaparral at the site, and could 

facilitate the spread of exotic invasive plant species.  Also, upland chaparral vegetation at Component 5 

provides food (foraging and hunting habitat), shelter, breeding and rearing sites for wildlife, as well as 

materials for nest building. The removal of 0.29 acres of native upland chaparral vegetation within the 

grading limits is a significant, but mitigable impact (Class II).  

 

A total of 0.41 acres of the California Encelia Scrub Alliance occurs on the western slope of the debris 

basin and west of the main channel of Marie Canyon Creek to the north of the debris basin. This plant 

community alliance has a conservation status rank of G4S3, indicating it is a sensitive community 

“vulnerable to extirpation or extinction” within the State of California.  As discussed earlier, the 

California Encelia Scrub Alliance is coincident with the site of a re-vegetation project.  Impacts to the re-

vegetation site are discussed under the heading Jurisdictional Areas, below.  Impacts to the sensitive 

California Encelia Scrub Alliance are significant, but mitigable (Class II).  In order to avoid duplicative 

impacts and mitigation, the California Encelia Scrub Alliance is mitigated as a part of the re-vegetation 

site.  
 

Locally Protected Species 

Individual Oak Trees 

There are two coast live oaks of County ordinance size with protection zones existing within 200 feet of 

the grading zone of Component 5.  However both of these trees are located south of Huntsinger Circle to 

the east of the Facilities, Management, and Planning Offices building and northwest of the School of Law 

Faculty/Staff Parking Lot, approximately 160 feet from the nearest grading activity.  The location of the 

two oak trees is such that project grading would not remove or encroach upon the protected zone of either 

tree. Therefore, the project would not require an oak tree permit.  There would be no impacts to oak trees 

as a result of the proposed project (Class IV). 

 

Jurisdictional Areas 

The proposed Component 5-Enhanced Recreation Area would impact a total of 0.35 acres of non-wetland 

waters of the U.S. under the jurisdiction of the ACOE [coincident with 0.35 acres under CDFG 

jurisdiction] and 0.13 additional acres of Riparian habitat under jurisdiction of the CDFG, for a total of 

0.48 acres.  The Marie Canyon debris basin, the main stem of Marie Canyon, Tributary 1, and East 

Drainage 1 each contain non-wetland waters of the U.S. and riparian habitat that would be impacted by 

the proposed project (Figure 5.3-4).  There are no ACOE Wetlands at the site.  Impacts to the 0.35 acres 

of CDFG/ACOE jurisdictional area and 0.13 acres of CDFG jurisdictional area are significant, but 

mitigable (Class II).   

 

The project would also remove 0.84 acres of the 0.93-acre re-vegetation site on the western slope of the 

Marie Canyon debris basin.  The University is required by previous and existing permit conditions to 

create and/or maintain this site as mitigation for impacting 0.93 acres in Marie Canyon Creek (ACOE No. 

95-00483-AOA and CDFG No. 5-402-95).  The 0.41 acres of the 0.84 acres of the re-vegetation site that 

would be removed by the project consists of the sensitive California Encelia Scrub Alliance plant 

community, which is discussed under the Vegetation and Sensitive Plant Communities heading above.  

As this site must be maintained, removal of 0.84 acres of the re-vegetation site, which includes 0.41 acres 

of the California Encelia Scrub Alliance, would be a significant, but mitigable impact (Class II). 
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The project would remove 0.20 acres within the Marie Canyon drainage that meet the single attribute 

(CCC) wetlands definition.  Pepperdine University’s LRDP allows for development that alters the Marie 

Canyon drainage or its tributaries, provided the loss of habitat is mitigated.  The loss of 0.20 acres of 

single attribute wetlands as a result of development of Component 5 would be a significant, but mitigable 

impact (Class II).  The areas meeting the single attribute definition at the site, i.e. portions of the debris 

basin and certain patches of riparian vegetation within Marie Canyon drainage, are already regulated by 

the CDFG.  There is nothing noteworthy about the condition or function of the areas meeting these 

criteria to suggest greater consideration or value should be assigned to them beyond their coincident 

status as CDFG jurisdictional habitat.  Therefore, in order to avoid duplicate impacts and mitigation, 

mitigation for impacts to CDFG jurisdictional habitat would also serve as mitigation for those areas 

meeting the single attribute wetlands definition.  

 

Impacts to 0.54 acres of waters of the U.S. are currently authorized for maintenance activities within the 

Marie Canyon debris basin, Marie Canyon Creek and adjacent tributaries, including lining up to 200 

linear feet of the Marie Canyon channel, and 0.025 acres of impacts to waters of the U.S. are currently 

authorized within the existing stockpile (ACOE File No. 2007-01223-PHT).  In addition, impacts to 0.54 

acres of CDFG jurisdictional habitat are authorized for maintenance activities within the existing debris 

basin, Marie Canyon Creek and adjacent tributaries, and 0.025 acres of CDFG jurisdictional habitat are 

authorized for maintenance activities within the existing stockpile (Agreement No. 5-193-97).  The 

ACOE and CDFG jurisdictional acreages within the existing debris basin, Marie Canyon Creek and 

adjacent tributaries that would be impacted by the proposed Component 5 project are less than the 

jurisdictional acreages that are allowed to be impacted by maintenance activities in these same areas, 

based on existing regulatory approvals.         

 

Direct Loss of Sensitive Wildlife Species  

Sensitive wildlife species that meet section CEQA 15380 criteria that may potentially occur at the 

proposed Component 5 site may be subject to direct harm if present during the grading and construction 

activities.  A list of these species is provided in the existing conditions discussion on sensitive wildlife in 

this document, and a detailed assessment of the potential for sensitive wildlife species to occur is 

provided in Appendix D.  Direct loss of a sensitive wildlife species due to grading and construction 

activities is a potentially significant, but mitigable impact (Class II).  Additionally, the project has the 

potential to significantly impact nesting birds if their nesting behavior is disrupted as a result of the 

project’s construction activities.  This potential impact is discussed in the impacts section for All 

Components, found below.  

 

Wildlife Movement 

The project would not fragment existing habitats, as the Component 5 site would be located on developed 

areas of the Campus.  The project site is not in a critical area for wildlife movement and does not serve as 

a habitat linkage between large open space reserves.  Although movement would become more restricted 

within the site because of the loss of natural vegetation for cover, the project would not create new 

barriers to movement that would prevent wildlife from traversing the area.  Impacts to wildlife movement 

would be less than significant (Class III). 

 

Indirect Impacts  

Fuel Modification 

Fuel modification for CLP Component 5 would not extend beyond existing ornamental landscapes or 

existing fuel modification boundaries, based on standard minimum fuel clearance requirements. The 
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proposed project would not result in new impacts to areas that are currently landscaped or subject to fuel 

modification in the existing condition.  Therefore, fuel modification for Component 5 would result in no 

impacts to biological resources (Class IV). 
 

Component 6.  School of Law Parking Structure 

Direct Impacts  

The Component 6 site is an urban landscape without native vegetation or suitable wildlife habitat for most 

wildlife species.  No sensitive species, locally important species, or sensitive plant communities were 

found, and sensitive species are not expected.  This site does not contain jurisdictional areas, and because 

of its location at the edge of the existing Campus, it is not an important area for wildlife movement.  

Direct impacts to sensitive biological resources are not expected, with the exception of potential impacts 

to nesting birds, which is covered in the section on impacts related to All Components, below.  Direct 

impacts to biological resources would be less than significant (Class III).  

 

Indirect Impacts  

Fuel Modification 

Fuel modification for CLP Component 6 would not extend beyond existing ornamental landscapes or 

existing fuel modification boundaries, based on standard minimum fuel clearance requirements. The 

proposed project would not result in new impacts to areas that are currently landscaped or subject to fuel 

modification in the existing condition.  Therefore, fuel modification for Component 6 would result in no 

impacts to biological resources (Class IV). 
 

All Components  

Direct Impacts 

Disturbance or Direct Loss of Nesting Birds and Nests 

Grading and construction activities at all component sites, as well as fuel modification in native habitats 

associated with Components 1 and 2 that have not been subject to prior fuel modification activities, have 

the potential to directly impact or disturb nesting birds.  Disturbing vegetation and other nesting habitats 

on the site during the nesting season (February 1 – September 15) could result in the loss of bird nests, 

eggs, and young, and this would be in violation of one or more of California Fish and Game Code 

Sections 3503 (any bird nest), 3503.5 (birds-of-prey), or 3511 (Fully Protected birds).  In addition, 

removal or destruction of one or more active nests of any other birds listed by the federal Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA), whether nest damage was due to tree removal or to other construction 

activities, would be considered a violation of the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code Section 

3511.  Project impacts would therefore be significant, but mitigable (Class II).  

 

Indirect Impacts 

Introduction of Invasive, Non-native Plants in Landscaping 

Invasive exotic species introduced as landscaping could spread to natural areas and outcompete native 

plants and disrupt normal ecological processes.  Spread of invasive exotic species into natural areas 

surrounding the University may reduce the biological diversity of these areas and potentially threaten 

sensitive plant communities or sensitive species.  Introduction of invasive, non-native plant species would 

be a potentially significant, but mitigable impact (Class II). 
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Impacts to Riparian Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) in Lower Marie Canyon, 

Malibu Coastline Significant Ecological Area (SEA) #1 and Marine ESHAs  

Stormwater runoff during the construction phase, and runoff from impermeable surfaces during the 

operational phase have the potential to contain fertilizers, pesticides, oils, sediment and other pollutants, 

which could adversely impact sensitive biological resources within the watershed, such as the designated 

riparian ESHA of Marie Canyon Creek to the south of PCH, or sensitive shoreline and marine biological 

resources downstream.  The impact from poor stormwater quality to sensitive biological resources within 

the Malibu Coastline Significant Ecological Area (SEA) #1, marine ESHAs protecting kelp beds and 

intertidal/subtidal zones, and ESHA protecting riparian habitat within Marie Canyon Creek south of 

Pacific Coast Highway is potentially significant, but mitigable (Class II).  See Section 5.2: Water Quality 

section of this document for additional discussion on stormwater quality.    

 

Impacts to Malibu Canyon and Lagoon SEA #5, the Malibu Creek Significant Watershed, and 

designated Environmental Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) within the Malibu Creek watershed 

The Marie Canyon watershed is separated from the Malibu Creek watershed by the ridgeline north of the 

Campus and the Winter Canyon watershed to the east.  Malibu Lagoon lies approximately 1 3/4 miles to 

the east of Marie Canyon Creek’s exit point to the Pacific Ocean.  Because of the distance between the 

watersheds, and the terrain and drainage network of the area, a significant nexus between the project sites 

and the Malibu Creek watershed is not expected.  Impacts to these designated sensitive areas within the 

Malibu Creek watershed would be less than significant (Class III). 

 

Impacts of Noise on Sensitive Wildlife Species 

The proposed chiller plant at Component 2 would result in a significant increase in the level of noise 

relative to the existing condition.  As mitigation for this potential noise impact, the chiller plant would be 

located inside a building (see Section 5.5: Noise).  With this mitigation incorporated, noise from all 

project components would be temporary or would not result in a substantial increase in the level or 

duration of noise.  Since the project would not cause a substantial or permanent increase in noise levels or 

the duration of noise relative to the existing condition, impacts on wildlife would be less then significant 

(Class III).  

 

Impacts of External Night Lighting on Sensitive Wildlife Species 

The environmental impact lighting analysis prepared for the CLP project measured the existing condition 

of illuminance (light trespass) and contrast (glare) at seven receptors placed at selected locations in 

naturally vegetated areas surrounding the Component 5 site.  Illuminance and contrast were also 

measured at two receptors placed in vegetated areas to the west of John Tyler Drive, relatively close to 

the sites of proposed Components 1 and 3, and at two receptors placed in natural habitats at Malibu Bluffs 

State Park south of the Pacific Coast Highway.  Illumination and contrast for the proposed condition were 

modeled and compared to the existing condition, as well as to Illuminating Society of North America 

(IESNA) recommended thresholds of significance for illumination.  The recommended IESNA threshold 

of significance for an area to be considered “intrinsically dark, such as a National Park” is 0.1 footcandles 

(fc).   

 

The IESNA threshold of 0.1 fc was used to assess the significance of any light trespass at Malibu Bluffs 

State Park, in the vicinity of the Component 5 footprint, and in natural areas to the west of the Campus 

that could potentially be affected by proposed component lighting, including the proposed lighting 

standards for the Component 3 NCAA Soccer Field.  In every case, the modeled illumination, or light 

trespass, for the proposed condition at each of the receptors was less than the existing condition.  Also, in 
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each case light trespass was below the 0.1 fc threshold.  In all cases except for one of the receptors placed 

at Malibu Bluffs State Park, glare was reduced compared to the existing condition.  While contrast, or 

glare, would increase somewhat at the receptor location within Malibu Bluffs State Park, the distance 

between the State Park and any of the CLP component sites reduces the likelihood that wildlife would be 

significantly affected. For detailed information on the lighting study, see the 5.7.2 Light and Glare section 

in this EIR and lighting study technical reports provided in Appendix G. 

 

In the case of the Component 5 site, it may seem counter-intuitive that six proposed 80-foot tall lighting 

standards would result in less light trespass and glare into the surrounding area compared to the two 

lighting standards currently used to light the existing recreational fields.  However, the result reflects the 

more effective shielding technology of the proposed lighting, as well as the downward-angled orientation 

of the lights so that the emitted light would be directed onto the Enhanced Recreation Area.  Because the 

results are dependent upon the use of the appropriate shielding and installation technologies included in 

the proposed lighting package, mitigation is included in Section 5.7.2 Light and Glare requiring the 

project to create a lighting plan that incorporates these design features.    

 

As the proposed lighting for the CLP project with mitigation included in Section 5.7.2 would not cause 

significant glare impacts, and would not result in significant light trespass into surrounding natural areas 

compared to the existing condition, and because surrounding natural areas would meet threshold criteria 

to be considered “intrinsically dark, such as a National Park”, impacts from external night lighting to 

potentially occurring sensitive wildlife species are considered to be less than significant after mitigation 

(Class II).    

 

5.3.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  

The project area includes 76 currently planned projects, as shown on the list of Related Projects in Section 

4: Environmental Setting.  The majority are single-family residences in various project stages.  Several 

projects are fire rebuilds to replace structures burned in recent wildfires. Other projects involve road 

improvements, water treatment facilities, retail/office uses, landscape restoration, a city park, four 

restaurants, a grocery store, and a hotel.  Many projects are dispersed along the beachfront south of 

Malibu Road, and most others are scattered throughout urban and residential areas of the City of Malibu 

east of Malibu Canyon Road.   

 

There are four planned projects within Marie Canyon.  On campus projects include the Firestone 

Fieldhouse Expansion, an academic and professional building an academic learning center and church 

facility; and lighting at the existing baseball field.  Additional projects in Marie Canyon include a single-

family residential home, an addition to a single-family residence, and a stormwater/runoff treatment 

facility.  These additional projects are not within the Pepperdine University property, and are all located 

to the south of the University along Malibu Road.   

 

The proposed CLP project would not result in significant cumulative impacts in combination with other 

projects, as the planned mitigation measures for all project impacts would reduce the CLP project’s 

contribution to cumulative impacts to a less than significant (Class II) level.  Furthermore, the proposed 

development projects in the area would be required to avoid or mitigate for significant impacts to 

biological and jurisdictional resources.  It is expected that proper compliance with existing regulations 

would reduce the contributions to cumulative impacts of other proposed development sites in the project 

area. 
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5.3.5 MITIGATION MEASURES 

Components 1, 2, 3, and 4   

Direct Impacts 

No mitigation is necessary, as direct impacts are not expected, with the exception of disturbance or direct 

loss of nesting birds and nests, which is covered in the All Components section below.   

  

Indirect Impacts 

Indirect impacts to biological resources as a result of Components 3 or 4 are not expected and, therefore, 

no mitigation is necessary.  Potential impacts to upland vegetation and nesting birds as a result of fuel 

modification associated with Components 1 and 2 in natural habitats is mitigated by MM5.3-1, below. 

 

Fuel Modification 

MM5.3-1 To the satisfaction of the Director of Planning and the Los Angeles County Fire 

Department, fuel modification shall be avoided or limited to selective thinning and 

deadwood removal within areas containing native plant communities within the fuel 

clearance footprints of Components 1 and 2, in order to avoid or reduce impacts to oak 

woodland, upland native chaparral and scrub vegetation and nesting birds. If avoidance is 

not possible, potential fuel modification impacts to nesting birds within native plant 

communities shall be mitigated by implementation of MM5.3-10.  If avoidance is not 

possible and selective thinning is required, selective thinning shall not involve grubbing 

(removal) of native species.  The cutting of oak trees shall be limited to deadwood 

removal only.   
 

Component 5. Enhanced Recreation Area 

Direct Impacts 

Vegetation and Sensitive Plant Communities 

MM5.3-2 Pepperdine University shall compensate for the loss of 0.29 acres of upland chaparral 

within the Component 5 footprint at a 1:1 ratio.  This shall be accomplished by the on-

site restoration to upland chaparral of 0.29 acres of mechanically disturbed areas located 

north of a water tank and the re-vegetated manufactured slopes to the north of the 

Drescher Graduate Campus.  The location of the mitigation site is shown on Figure 5.3-

5.  

 

 A restoration plan shall be developed by a qualified biologist, restoration ecologist or 

resource specialist, and approved by the Director of Planning prior to issuance of the 

grading permit for Component 5.  Implementation of the mitigation plan shall be 

concurrent with development of Component 5 of the CLP project.  In broad terms, the 

plan shall at a minimum include:  

 

• Description of the project/impact and mitigation sites 

• Specific objectives 

• Success criteria 

• Implementation plan 

• Required maintenance activities 
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• Monitoring plan 

• Contingency measures  

 

 The following success criteria shall be incorporated: 

 

• Successful restoration of the 0.29-acre site evaluated based on survival rate and 

percent cover of planted native species.  The re-vegetation site shall have a 

minimum of 70% survival the first year and 90% survival thereafter and/or shall 

attain 75% cover after 3 years and 90% cover after 5 years; and,  

• Eradication or the substantial reduction in cover and the control of invasive plant 

species.  Total cover of all targeted invasive species in treated areas shall be less 

than 25% by the end of the first year of treatment, less than 10% by the end of 

the second year of treatment, and less than 5% thereafter for the life of the 

project.  

  

 The native plant palette and the specific methods for evaluating whether the project has 

been successful at meeting the above-mentioned success criteria shall be determined by 

the qualified biologist, restoration ecologist or resource specialist and included in the 

mitigation plan. 

 

The restoration project shall be implemented over a five-year period.  The project shall 

incorporate an iterative process of annual monitoring and evaluation of progress, and 

allow for adjustments to the project plan, as necessary, to achieve desired outcomes and 

meet success criteria.  Five years after project start, a final report shall be submitted to the 

Director of Planning, which shall at a minimum discuss the implementation, monitoring 

and management of the project over the five-year period, and indicate whether the project 

has, in part, or in whole, been successful based on established success criteria for the 

project. The project shall be extended if success criteria have not been met at the end of 

the five-year period to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning.  Any modifications to 

the success criteria, if necessary, shall be to the satisfaction of the Director or Planning. 

 

MM5.3-3 An Exotic Plant Management Plan shall be approved by the Director of Planning prior to 

issuance of the grading permit for Component 5.  The Plan will emphasize control of 

exotic, weedy non-native plants within and adjacent to Component 5 (including fuel 

modification zones), and prevent the spread of exotic invasive species into surrounding 

natural areas. If invasive species from the Component 5 site or surrounding fuel 

modification zones spread into natural areas, control of invasive species shall extend to 

these areas as well.  Implementation of the Plan within fuel modification zones shall be to 

the satisfaction of the Los Angeles County Fire Department.  In broad terms, this Plan 

shall at a minimum include: 

  

• Specific objectives; 

• Target species and problem areas; 

• Prioritization of threats; 

• Success criteria; 

• Management strategies that would result in eradication and/or control of problem 

species;  
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• Implementation plan; 

• Monitoring plan; and, 

• Contingency measures. 

  

 The following success criteria shall be incorporated: 

 

• Eradication or the substantial reduction in cover and the control of invasive plant 

species, and prevention of the spread of invasive plant species from the 

Component 5 site to surrounding natural areas. Total cover of all targeted 

invasive species in treated areas shall be less than 25% by the end of the first year 

of treatment, less than 10% by the end of the second year of treatment, and less 

than 5% thereafter for the life of the project.  

  

 The target species as well as methods for evaluating whether the project has been 

successful at meeting the above-mentioned success criteria shall be determined by the 

qualified biologist, restoration ecologist or resource specialist and included in the Exotic 

Plant Management Plan.  

 

 Implementation of the Plan shall begin with initial grading at Component 5 and continue 

until development of Component 5 has been completed, and for an additional five years 

into the operational phase. The Plan shall also be implemented in the above-mentioned 

areas whenever the Component 5 site is used as a staging area for construction equipment 

and for storage of fill for the CLP project.  The Plan shall be developed and all necessary 

reports prepared by a qualified biologist, restoration ecologist or resource specialist, in 

consultation with personnel responsible for management of weed control on the 

University property.  The Plan shall allow for adaptation of management strategies, as 

necessary, and shall include annual monitoring, reporting, and evaluation of progress. 

The project shall be extended if success criteria have not been met to the satisfaction of 

the Director of Planning.  Any modifications to success criteria, if necessary, shall be to 

the satisfaction of the Director or Planning.  

  

MM5.3-4 Any pesticides, herbicides, or fertilizers used shall be applied with techniques that avoid 

over-spraying and control application to avoid excessive concentrations.   The use of 

chemical pesticides and fertilizers shall be limited to the immediate vicinity of buildings 

and exotic landscape plantings.  Pest control shall not include Bt (Bacillus thuringiensis 

kursaki) nor shall non-native predatory snails (i.e., decollate snails) be allowed.  Rodent 

eradication efforts shall emphasize the use of traps and shall avoid chemical controls.  If 

chemical rodenticides are used, their applications shall be limited to the campus buildings 

and shall not extend to natural areas, areas landscaped with native plants, or buffer zones 

established between the development and open space.  

  

MM5.3-5 Where practical, fire retardant native and introduced shrubs/trees shall be used to buffer 

the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area from the adjacent naturally vegetated wildlife 

habitat.  These native and introduced species shall be planted so as to be beneficial to 

wildlife in a manner consistent with LACFD requirements.     
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Locally Protected Species 

The proposed project would not generate any significant impacts related to individual oak trees protected 

by Oak Tree Ordinance 22.56.2060 of the County of Los Angeles.  As such, no mitigation measures are 

required. 

 

Jurisdictional Areas   

MM5.3-6 The removal and filling of jurisdictional areas within the Marie Canyon drainage and its 

tributaries within the Component 5 footprint shall require the authorization of the ACOE, 

CDFG, and RWQCB.  The applicant shall obtain all appropriate permits and agreements 

prior to grading, and shall adhere to all mitigation measures issued in the permits and 

agreements.   

 

MM5.3-7 The removal and filling of 0.48 acres of CDFG jurisdictional habitat and 0.35 acres of 

ACOE non-wetland waters of the United States shall require enhancement of 

jurisdictional areas at a 1:1 ratio.  Due to the overlap of impacted jurisdictional areas, a 

total of 0.48 acres shall be mitigated, consisting of 0.13 acres of CDFG jurisdictional 

habitat and 0.35 acres of non-wetland waters/CDFG jurisdictional habitat.  This shall be 

accomplished on-site on University property within 0.48 acres of the Winter Canyon 

drainage.  The location of the mitigation site is shown on Figure 5.3-5.  Mitigation in the 

Winter Canyon drainage shall involve removal of invasive species and planting of 

appropriate native species where invasive species have been removed. Invasive species 

targeted in Winter Canyon shall include, but not be limited to, pampas grass, Terracina 

spurge, sweet fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), and umbrella sedge (Cyperus involucratus).   

 

 A mitigation plan shall be developed by a qualified biologist, restoration ecologist or 

resource specialist and approved by the relevant Regulatory Agencies prior to issuance of 

a grading permit for Component 5 of the CLP project.  The Plan shall be based on the 

ACOE Final Mitigation Guidelines and Monitoring Requirements (April 19, 2004) and 

the Los Angeles District’s Recommended Outline for Draft and Final Compensatory 

Mitigation and Monitoring Plans.
10

  In broad terms, this Plan shall at a minimum include: 

 

• Description of the project/impact and mitigation sites 

• Specific objectives 

• Implementation plan 

• Success criteria 

• Required maintenance activities 

• Monitoring plan 

• Contingency measures 

  

                                                
10

 The ACOE’s Final Mitigation Guidelines and Monitoring Requirements (April 19, 2004) is available at the Army Corps of 

Engineers Los Angeles District Regulatory Division webpage at www.spl.usace.army.mil/regulatory/.  This document contains 

the Los Angeles District’s Recommended Outline for Draft and Final Compensatory Mitigation and Monitoring Plans.  This 

publication is intended to serve as a technical guide for permit applicants preparing compensatory mitigation plans and 

identifies the types and extent of information that agency personnel need to assess the likelihood of the success of mitigation 

proposals. The Los Angeles District’s outline is adapted to specific issues encountered in the region.   
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 The following success criteria shall be incorporated: 

 

• Eradication or the substantial reduction in cover and the control of invasive plant 

species.  Total cover of all targeted invasive species in treated areas shall be less 

than 25% by the end of the first year of treatment, less than 10% by the end of 

the second year of treatment, and less than 5% thereafter for the life of the 

project; and,  

• Successful enhancement of areas where invasive plant species are removed, 

which shall be evaluated based on survival rates and percent cover of planted 

native species.  Re-vegetated areas shall have a minimum of 70% survival the 

first year and 90% survival thereafter and/or shall attain 75% cover after 3 years 

and 90% cover after 5 years. 

 

 The target species and native plant palette, as well as the specific methods for evaluating 

whether the project has been successful at meeting the above-mentioned success criteria 

shall be determined by the qualified biologist, restoration ecologist or resource specialist 

and included in the mitigation plan.  

 

Enhancement work shall be commenced prior to issuance of a grading permit for 

Component 5.  The enhancement project shall be implemented over a five-year period.  

The project shall incorporate an iterative process of annual monitoring and evaluation of 

progress, and allow for adjustments to the project plan, as necessary, to achieve desired 

outcomes and meet success criteria.  Five years after project start, a final report shall be 

submitted to the relevant Regulatory Agencies and to the Director of Planning, which 

shall at a minimum discuss the implementation, monitoring and management of the 

project over the five-year period, and indicate whether the restoration or enhancement 

project has, in part, or in whole, been successful based on established success criteria for 

the project.  The project shall be extended if success criteria have not been met to the 

satisfaction of the Director of Planning and relevant Regulatory Agencies.  Any 

modifications to the success criteria, if necessary, shall be to the satisfaction of the 

Director or Planning and relevant Regulatory Agencies. 

 

MM5.3-8 Pepperdine University shall compensate for the loss of 0.84 acres of the re-vegetation site 

on the western slope of the Marie Canyon debris basin at a 1:1 ratio.  This shall be 

accomplished by the removal of a severe Spanish broom (Spartium junceum) infestation 

on 0.95 acres west of John Tyler Drive, and restoration of the site to coastal sage scrub.  

The location of the 0.95-acre mitigation site is shown on Figure 5.3-5.  Spanish broom is 

also dispersed on surrounding slopes within existing fuel modification zones in the 

vicinity of the restoration site.  Spanish broom shall be removed and controlled in these 

areas to prevent its spread into surrounding natural areas. Implementation of MM5.3-8 

shall also serve to compensate for the loss of 0.41 acres of the California Encelia 

Alliance, which is coincident with a portion of the 0.84-acre re-vegetation site on the 

western slope of the Marie Canyon debris basin. 

 

 A restoration plan shall be developed by a qualified biologist, restoration ecologist or 

resource specialist, and approved by the relevant Regulatory Agencies prior to issuance 

of the grading permit for Component 5.  Implementation of the mitigation plan shall be 
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concurrent with development of Component 5 of the CLP project.  In broad terms, the 

plan shall at a minimum include:  

 

• Description of the project/impact and mitigation sites 

• Specific objectives 

• Success criteria 

• Implementation plan 

• Required maintenance activities 

• Monitoring plan 

• Contingency measures  

 

 The following success criteria shall be incorporated: 

 

• Eradication or the substantial reduction in cover and the control of invasive plant 

species, particularly Spanish broom (Spartium junceum). Cover of targeted 

invasive species in treated areas shall be less than 25% by the end of the first year 

of treatment, less than 10% by the end of the second year of treatment, and less 

than 5% thereafter for the life of the project; and, 

• Successful restoration of the 0.95-acre site evaluated, in part, based on survival 

rates and percent cover of planted native species. The re-vegetation site shall 

have a minimum of 70% survival the first year and 90% survival thereafter 

and/or shall attain 75% cover after 3 years and 90% cover after 5 years.    

  

 The target species and native plant palette, as well as the specific methods for evaluating 

whether the project has been successful at meeting the above-mentioned success criteria 

shall be determined by the qualified biologist, restoration ecologist or resource specialist 

and included in the mitigation plan.  

 

The restoration project shall be implemented over a five-year period.  The project shall 

incorporate an iterative process of annual monitoring and evaluation of progress, and 

allow for adjustments to the project plan, as necessary, to achieve desired outcomes and 

meet success criteria.  Five years after project start, a final report shall be submitted to the 

Director of Planning and other relevant agencies, which shall at a minimum discuss the 

implementation, monitoring and management of the project over the five-year period, and 

indicate whether the project has, in part, or in whole, been successful based on 

established success criteria for the project.  At the discretion of the Director of Planning 

and other relevant agencies, the project shall be extended if success criteria have not been 

met at the end of the five-year period.  Any modifications to success criteria, if necessary, 

shall be to the satisfaction of the Director or Planning and relevant agencies. 

 
Wildlife   

Direct Loss of Sensitive Wildlife Species  

MM5.3-9 Two weeks prior to grading at Component 5, a survey for sensitive wildlife species shall 

be conducted by a qualified biologist.  The results of the survey shall be documented and 

submitted to the Director of Planning.  The Director of Planning and the California 

Department of Fish and Game shall be notified and consulted regarding the presence of 
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any sensitive species found onsite.  Should a federally listed species be found, the United 

States Fish and Wildlife Service will be notified.  If a sensitive species is found, impacts 

to the species shall be avoided.  If avoidance is not feasible, appropriate measures to 

mitigate for the presence of the species onsite shall be determined by consultation with 

the Director of Planning and the relevant agencies, and may involve the capture and 

transfer of the species to an appropriate habitat and location where the species would not 

be harmed by project activities.   

 

Component 6.  School of Law Parking Structure 

Direct Impacts 

No mitigation is necessary, as direct impacts are not expected, with the exception of disturbance or direct 

loss of nesting birds and nests, which is covered in the All Components section below.   

  

Indirect Impacts 

No mitigation is necessary as impacts would be less than significant.  

 

All Components 

Direct Impacts  

Disturbance or Direct Loss of Nesting Birds and Nests 

MM5.3-10 No earlier than 14 days prior to the commencement of grading, construction or fuel 

modification activities that would occur during the nesting/breeding season (February 1 

through September 15) of native bird species potentially nesting on or in the vicinity of 

any CLP component site, a field survey for nesting birds shall be conducted by a 

qualified biologist.  Nesting bird surveys shall also be conducted periodically by a 

qualified biologist for the duration of project activities that involve the removal or 

disturbance of shrubs, trees, or native vegetation.   If development of a project component 

occurs during multiple nesting seasons, such as in the case of Component 5, which is 

expected to occur over several years, the above-mentioned surveys shall be conducted 

each nesting season, provided that the project would have the potential, during the 

particular nesting season, to harm or disturb nesting birds at or in the vicinity of the site.  

 

The field surveys shall determine if active nests of any bird species protected by the state 

or federal Endangered Species Acts, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and/or the California 

Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, or 3511 are present in the limits of 

disturbance, or within 200 feet of the limits of disturbance for songbirds and within 500 

feet of the limits of disturbance for raptors. If active nests are found within the survey 

area, grading, construction, or fuel modification activities shall stop in the vicinity until a 

qualified biologist identifies an appropriate setback or other measures to avoid harm and 

disturbance, and the Director of Planning, CDFG and USFWS (when applicable) are 

notified.  A qualified biologist shall monitor the active nest.  If a setback is used, a fence 

barrier shall be erected around the buffer and clearing and construction within the fenced 

area shall be postponed or halted, at the discretion of the biological monitor, until the nest 

is vacated and juveniles have fledged, as determined by the biologist, and there is no 

evidence of a second attempt at nesting.   
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Wildlife Movement 

Impacts are identified as less than significant.  No mitigation is required. 

 

Indirect Impacts 

Introduction of Invasive, Non-native Plants in Landscaping 

MM5.3-11 The CLP shall require that only non-invasive ornamental plant species or appropriate 

native plant species are used for landscaping at all CLP component sites. Plant species 

shall be selected from the County of Los Angeles’ Drought Tolerant Plant List.  The 

selected plant list shall be reviewed by a qualified biologist to exclude any potentially 

invasive ornamental species.  

 

Impacts of Noise on Sensitive Wildlife Species 

Impacts are identified as less than significant.  No mitigation is required.  

 

Riparian Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) in lower Marie Canyon, Malibu 

Coastline Significant Ecological Area (SEA) #1 and Marine ESHAs  

MM5.3-12 The applicant shall implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), 

Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), and observance of proper 

BMPs, which would be addressed by mitigation measures within the Hydrology and 

Water Quality section of this DEIR. 

 

Malibu Canyon and Lagoon SEA #5, the Malibu Creek Significant Watershed, and designated 

Environmental Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) within the Malibu Creek watershed 

Impacts are identified as less than significant.  No mitigation is required. 
 

External Night Lighting 

Impacts are identified as less than significant.  No mitigation is required. 

 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impacts are identified as less than significant, with the above mitigation measures incorporated. 

 

5.3.6 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

With implementation of the mitigation measures required above, all project-level impacts and cumulative 

impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.   
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5.4 AIR QUALITY 

5.4.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS  

Atmospheric Setting 

South Coast Air Basin 

The South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) is a 6,600 square mile coastal plain bounded by the Pacific Ocean to 

the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.  The 

SCAB includes all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San 

Bernardino Counties.  Warm summers, mild winters, infrequent rainfall, moderate onshore daytime 

breezes, and moderate humidity levels characterize basin-wide conditions. 

 

The topography and climate of Southern California combine to produce unhealthful air quality in the 

SCAB.  Low temperature inversions, light winds, shallow vertical mixing, and extensive sunlight, in 

conjunction with topographical features such as adjacent mountain ranges that hinder dispersion of air 

pollutants, combine to create degraded quality, especially in inland valleys of the basin.  The combination 

of poor dispersion and abundant sunshine in the basin drives the photochemical reactions to form 

pollutants such as ozone and provide conditions especially favorable to the formation of smog. 

 

Regional Climate 

Warm summers, mild winters, infrequent rainfall, moderate afternoon breezes, and generally fair weather 

characterize the climate of Malibu.  The clouds and fog that form along the Southern California coastline 

frequently cover coastal areas of Santa Monica Bay at night, but often burn off quickly during the 

morning hours.  The persistent onshore flow normally has very low pollution levels unless the marine air 

has previously spent time over land.  Compared to other parts of the SCAB, Malibu generally has much 

less smog and other air pollutants during normally high pollution periods from spring to fall because of 

prevailing wind patterns. 

 

Temperatures near the project site average a very comfortable 62
 
degrees Fahrenheit (

o
F) year-round.  

Summer afternoons are typically in the upper 70’s (
o
F) and winter mornings drop to the mid 40’s (

o
F).  

Significant extremes of temperature are rare in Malibu with temperatures rarely exceeding 90
o
F in 

summer or dropping below 35
o
F in winter. 

 

Rainfall in the project area varies considerably in both time and space.  Rainfall amounts vary from an 

average of 10 to 18 inches as a function of local exposure and topography.  The Santa Monica Pier 

averages 12.5 inches of rain during a normal year while rainfall in the Santa Monica Mountains within the 

unincorporated area of Topanga averages almost twice as much.  Almost all the annual rainfall comes 

from the fringes of mid-latitude storms from late November to early April with summers often completely 

dry. Regionally, light rain (0.1 inches in 24 hours) falls on about 20 days during a normal year, while 

moderate rain (0.5 inches in 24 hours) falls on about eight days. 

 
Winds blow primarily from southwest to northeast by day and from north to south at night in response to 

the regional pattern of onshore flow by day and offshore flow at night.  In summer, onshore flow persists 

well into the night, as any offshore flow is weak and disorganized.  In winter, the onshore flow terminates 

near sunset and a well-organized basin-wide drainage wind intensifies throughout the night.  During the 

afternoon, onshore wind flow across Malibu at speeds of 10 miles per hour (mph) or more, while winds at 

night average less than five mph.  The diurnal and seasonal airflow pattern across the project area is best 
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illustrated from measurements at Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) Station #88, which is 

located at 23720 Malibu Road in the City of Malibu.  Table 5.4-1 shows the frequency of Malibu area 

wind patterns by direction as a function of season and/or time of day. 

 

 

Table 5.4-1 

Malibu Area Wind Patterns 

Direction 

(From) 
Percent 

Speed 

(mph) 
Direction 

(From) 
Percent 

Speed 

(mph) 

N 6.8 6.3 S 3.0 3.4 
NNE 4.3 2.4 SSW 7.3 4.3 
NE 6.5 2.5 SW 18.3 6.9 
ENE 3.9 3.2 WSW 9.5 6.7 
E 5.7 3.5 W 3.2 3.1 
ESE 3.3 3.8 WNW 1.9 3.2 
SE 4.0 4.1 NW 4.8 5.8 
SSE 3.3 3.0 NNW 13.9 5.7 

Source:  Wind in California, DWR Bulletin No. 185. 

 

 
The net effect of the sharply bimodal airflow near the project site in terms of air pollution is that daytime 

ventilation is good, and any locally generated air pollutants will be rapidly dispersed beyond the Malibu 

area.  At night, pooling of cool air in low elevations combined with light winds may allow for air 

stagnation in valley bottoms, especially near local sources such as freeways and shopping center parking 

lots.  Traffic densities in the Santa Monica Mountains are very low.  As such, there is little potential for 

any local "hot spots" in the Malibu area. 

 
In addition to winds that control the rate and direction of pollution dispersal, Southern California is 

notorious for strong temperature inversions that limit the vertical depth through which pollution can be 

mixed.  In summer, coastal areas are characterized by a sharp discontinuity between the cool marine air at 

the surface and the warm, sinking air aloft within the high-pressure cell over the ocean to the west.  This 

marine/subsidence inversion allows for good local mixing, but acts like a giant lid over the SCAB.  Air 

starting onshore at the beach is relatively clean, but becomes progressively more polluted as sources 

continue to add pollution from below without any dilution from above.  Some dilution occurs in the 

thermal chimneys along the heated slopes of the Santa Monica Mountains, but not enough to provide an 

adequate mixing volume to contain the large amount of pollution initially generated or subsequently 

formed by atmospheric chemical reactions.   

 
A second inversion type forms on clear, winter nights when cold air off the mountains sinks to the surface 

while the air aloft remains warm.  This process forms radiation inversions.  These inversions, in 

conjunction with calm winds, trap pollutants such as automobile exhaust near their source.  Both types of 

inversions occur throughout the year to some extent, but the marine inversions are very dominant during 

the day in summer, and radiation inversions are much stronger in winter when nights are long and air is 

cool.  Inversion measurements at Santa Monica Airport show a frequency of elevated subsidence 

inversions at 1500 feet and below on over 80 percent on summer afternoons and surface based radiation 

inversions on 70 percent of all winter nights.  The governing role of these inversions in atmospheric 
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dispersion leads to a completely different air quality environment during the summer in the Malibu area 

than during the winter. 

 

Air Quality Pollutants and Standards 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

The South Coast Air Quality Management Districts (SCAQMD) regulates stationary source emissions 

and oversees air quality planning for air pollution sources in the SCAB.  The Southern California 

Association of Governments (SCAG) is also involved in air quality planning and, with the SCAQMD, 

prepares the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which provides the framework for air pollution 

management in the SCAB.  There are two general categories of sources from which air pollutants are 

generated: stationary sources and mobile sources.  Stationary sources relate to sources that are immobile 

(i.e., fireplaces in homes, industrial exhaust vents, etc.), whereas mobile sources refer to those sources 

that are movable (i.e., automobiles, construction vehicles, etc.). 

 

In order to gauge the significance of the air quality impacts of the proposed project, those impacts, 

together with existing background air quality levels, must be compared to the applicable ambient air 

quality standards.  These standards are the levels of air quality considered safe, with an adequate margin 

of safety, to protect the public health and welfare.  They are designed to protect those people most 

susceptible to further respiratory distress such as asthmatics, the elderly, very young children, people 

already weakened by other disease or illness, and persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise, called 

"sensitive receptors."  Healthy adults can tolerate occasional exposure to air pollutant concentrations 

considerably above these minimum standards before adverse effects are observed.  Recent research has 

shown, however, that chronic exposure to ozone (the primary ingredient in photochemical smog) may 

lead to adverse respiratory health even at concentrations close to the ambient standard. 

 

National ambient air quality standards were established in 1971 for six pollution species with states 

retaining the option to add other pollutants, require more stringent compliance, or to include different 

exposure periods.  The initial attainment deadline of 1977 was extended several times in air quality 

problem areas like Southern California.  In 2003, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adopted a 

rule which extended and established a new attainment deadline for ozone for the year 2021.  Because the 

State of California had established AAQS several years before the federal action and because of unique 

air quality problems introduced by the restrictive dispersion meteorology, there is considerable difference 

between state and national clean air standards.  Those standards currently in effect in California are 

shown in Table 5.4-2.  Sources and health effects of various pollutants are shown in Table 5.4-3. 

 

The Federal Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 required that the EPA review all national 

AAQS in light of currently known health effects.  EPA was charged with modifying existing standards or 

promulgating new ones where appropriate.  EPA subsequently developed standards for chronic ozone 

exposure (8+ hours per day) and for very small diameter particulate matter (called "PM-2.5").  New 

national AAQS were adopted in 1997 for these pollutants. 

 

Planning and enforcement of the federal standards for PM-2.5 and for ozone (8-hour) were challenged by 

trucking and manufacturing organizations.  In a unanimous decision, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that 

EPA did not require specific congressional authorization to adopt national clean air standards.  The Court 

also ruled that health-based standards did not require preparation of a cost-benefit analysis.  The Court did 

find, however, that there was some inconsistency between existing and "new" standards in their required 

attainment schedules.  Such attainment-planning schedule inconsistencies centered mainly on the 8-hour 
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ozone standard.  EPA subsequently agreed to downgrade the attainment designation for a large number of 

communities to “non-attainment” for the 8-hour ozone standard.   

 

 

Table 5.4-2 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

California Standards Federal Standards 
Pollutant 

Averaging 

Time Concentration Method Primary Secondary Method 

1 Hour 
0.09 ppm  

(180 µg/m3) 
- 

Ozone (O3) 

8 Hour 0.07 ppm (140 µg/m3) 

Ultraviolet 

Photometry 0.08 ppm  

(157 µg/m3) 

Same as  

Primary Standard 

Ultraviolet 

Photometry 

24 Hour 50 µg/m3 150 µg/m3 

Respirable 

Particulate 

Matter (PM10) 

Annual 

Arithmetic 

Mean 

20 µg/m3 

Gravimetric or  

Beta Attenuation Revoked (2006) 

Same as  

Primary Standard 

Inertial 

Separation and 

Gravimetric 

Analysis 

24 Hour No Separate State Standard 35 µg/m3 

Fine Particulate 

Matter (PM2.5) 
Annual 

Arithmetic 

Mean 

12 µg/m3 
Gravimetric or Beta 

Attenuation 
15 µg/m3 

Same as  

Primary Standard 

Inertial Separation 

and Gravimetic 

Analysis 

8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 

1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) 
None 

Non-Dispersive 

Infrared 

Photometry 

(NDIR) 

Carbon 

Monoxide (CO) 

8 Hour  

(Lake Tahoe) 
6 ppm (7 mg/m3) 

Non-Dispersive 

Infrared Photometry 

(NDIR) 

– – – 

Annual 

Arithmetic 

Mean 

0.030 ppm (56 µg/m3) 
0.053 ppm  

(100 µg/m3) 

Nitrogen 

Dioxide 

(NO2) 
1 Hour 0.18 ppm (338 µg/m3) 

Gas Phase 

Chemiluminescence 

0.10 ppm (188 µg/m3)  

Same as  

Primary Standard 

Gas Phase 

Chemilumi-

nescence 

30-Day average 1.5 µg/m3 – – – 

Lead Calendar 

Quarter 
– 

Atomic Absorption 
1.5 µg/m3 

Same as  

Primary Standard 

High Volume 

Sampler and 

Atomic Absorption 

Annual 

Arithmetic 

Mean 

– 
0.030 ppm  

(80 µg/m3) 
– 

24 Hour 0.04 ppm (105 µg/m3) 
0.14 ppm  

(365 µg/m3) 
– 

3 Hour – – 
0.5 ppm  

(1,300 µg/m3) 

Sulfur Dioxide 

(SO2) 

1 Hour 
0.25 ppm  

(655 µg/m3) 

Ultraviolet 

Fluorescence 

– – 

Spectrophotometry 

(Pararosaniline 

Method) 

Visibility 

Reducing 

Particles 

8 Hour 

Extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer–

visibility of 10 miles or more (0.07–30 miles 

or more for Lake Tahoe) due to particles when 

relative humidity is less than 70 percent.  

Method:  Beta Attenuation and Transmittance 

through Filter Tape. 

Sulfates 24 Hour 25 µg/m3 
Ion 

Chromatography 

Hydrogen 

Sulfide 
1 Hour 0.03 ppm (42 µg/m3) 

Ultraviolet 

Fluorescence 

Vinyl Chloride 24 Hour 
0.01 ppm  

(26 µg/m3) 

Gas 

Chromatography 

No 

 

Federal 

 

Standards 
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Table 5.4-3 

Health Effects of Major Criteria Pollutants 

Pollutants Sources Most Relevant Effects 

Carbon Monoxide 

(CO) 

• Incomplete combustion of fuels and other 

carbon-containing substances, such as motor 

exhaust. 

• Natural events, such as decomposition of 

organic matter. 

• Reduced tolerance for exercise. 

• Impairment of mental function. 

• Impairment of fetal development. 

• Death at high levels of exposure. 

• Aggravation of some heart diseases (angina). 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

(NO2) 

• Motor vehicle exhaust. 

• High temperature stationary combustion. 

• Atmospheric reactions. 

• Aggravation of respiratory illness. 

• Reduced visibility. 

• Reduced plant growth. 

• Formation of acid rain. 

Ozone 

(O3) 

• Atmospheric reaction of organic gases with 

nitrogen oxides in sunlight. 

• Aggravation of respiratory and 

cardiovascular diseases. 

• Irritation of eyes. 

• Impairment of cardiopulmonary function. 

• Plant leaf injury. 

Lead (Pb) • Contaminated soil. • Impairment of blood function and nerve 

construction. 

• Behavioral and hearing problems in children. 

Fine Particulate 

Matter 

(PM-10) 

• Stationary combustion of solid fuels. 

• Construction activities. 

• Industrial processes. 

• Atmospheric chemical reactions. 

• Reduced lung function. 

• Aggravation of the effects of gaseous 

pollutants. 

• Aggravation of respiratory and cardio 

respiratory diseases. 

• Increased cough and chest discomfort. 

• Soiling. 

• Reduced visibility. 

Fine Particulate 

Matter 

(PM-2.5) 

• Fuel combustion in motor vehicles, 

equipment, and industrial sources. 

• Residential and agricultural burning. 

• Industrial processes. 

• Also, formed from photochemical reactions 

of other pollutants, including NOx, sulfur 

oxides, and organics. 

• Increases respiratory disease. 

• Lung damage. 

• Cancer and premature death. 

• Reduces visibility and results in surface 

soiling. 

Sulfur Dioxide 

(SO2) 

• Combustion of sulfur-containing fossil fuels. 

• Smelting of sulfur-bearing metal ores. 

• Industrial processes. 

• Aggravation of respiratory diseases  

• (asthma, emphysema). 

• Reduced lung function. 

• Irritation of eyes. 

• Reduced visibility. 

• Plant injury. 

• Deterioration of metals, textiles, leather, 

finishes, coatings, etc. 

Source: California Air Resources Board, 2002. 
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Because the SCAB was far from attaining the 1-hour federal standard, the 8-hour ozone non-attainment 

designation did not substantially alter the attainment planning process.  As noted above, compliance 

deadline for meeting the 8-hour ozone standard has been extended to 2021. 

 

Evaluation of the most current data on the health effects of inhalation of fine particulate matter (PM) 

prompted the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to recommend adoption of the statewide PM-2.5 

standard that is more stringent than the federal standard.  This standard was adopted on June 20, 2002.  

The State PM-2.5 standard is more of a goal in that it does not have specific attainment planning 

requirements like a federal clean air standard, but only requires continued progress towards attainment. 

 

Similarly, the ARB extensively evaluated health effects of ozone exposure.  A new state standard for an 

8-hour ozone exposure was adopted in April 2005, which mirrors the federal standard.  The California 8-

hour ozone standard of 0.07 ppm is more stringent than the federal 8-hour standard of 0.08 ppm.  The 

state standard, however, does not have a specific attainment deadline.  California air quality jurisdictions 

are required to make steady progress towards attaining state standards, but there are no hard deadlines or 

any consequences of non-attainment.  As part of the same re-evaluation process, the ARB adopted an 

annual state standard for nitrogen dioxide (NO2) that is more stringent than the corresponding federal 

standard, and strengthened the state one-hour NO2 standard. 

 
As a consequence of EPA’s 2002 consent decree on clean air standards, a further review of airborne 

particulate matter (PM) and human health was initiated.  A substantial modification of federal clean air 

standards for PM was promulgated in 2006.  Standards for PM-2.5 were strengthened, a new class of PM 

in the 2.5 to 10 micron size was created, some PM-10 standards were revoked, and a distinction between 

rural and urban air quality was adopted. 

 

Of the standards shown in Table 4.2-1, those for ozone (O3), and particulate matter (PM-10 and PM-2.5) 

are exceeded at times in portions of the SCAB.  They are called “non-attainment pollutants.”  Because of 

the variations in both the regional meteorology and in area-wide differences in levels of air pollution 

emissions, patterns of non-attainment have strong spatial and temporal differences. 

 

Air Quality Planning 

The Federal Clean Air Act (1977 Amendments) required that designated agencies in any area of the 

nation not meeting national clean air standards must prepare a plan demonstrating the steps that would 

bring the area into compliance with all national standards.  The SCAB could not meet the deadlines for 

ozone, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, or PM-10.  In the SCAB, the agencies designated by the 

governor to develop regional air quality plans are the SCAQMD and the SCAG.  The two agencies first 

adopted an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) in 1979 and revised it several times as earlier 

attainment forecasts were shown to be overly optimistic. 

 
The 1990 Federal Clean Air Act Amendment (CAAA) required that all states with air sheds with 

“serious” or worse ozone problems submit a revision to the State Implementation Plan (SIP).  

Amendments to the SIP have been proposed, revised and approved over the past decade.  The most 

current regional attainment emissions forecast for ozone precursors (ROG and NOx) and for carbon 

monoxide (CO) and for particulate matter are shown in Table 5.4-4.  Substantial reductions in emissions 

of ROG, NOx and CO are forecast to continue throughout the next several decades.  Unless new 

particulate control programs are implemented, PM-10 and PM-2.5 are forecast to slightly increase. 
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Table 5.4-4 

South Coast Air Basin Emissions Forecasts 

(Emissions in tons/day) 

Pollutant 2005
1 2010

2 2015
2 2020

2 

NOx 985 742 580 468 

ROG 735 576 526 505 

CO 4124 2950 2476 2203 

PM-10 281 286 297 307 

PM-2.5 103 102 102 103 

Source: California Air Resources Board, The 2009 California Almanac of Emission & Air Quality. 
1 
2005 Base Year. 

2
 With current emissions reduction programs and adopted growth forecasts. 

 
 

The Air Quality Management District (AQMD) adopted an updated clean air “blueprint” in August 2003.  

The EPA approved the 2003 AQMP in 2004.  The AQMP outlined the air pollution measures needed to 

meet federal health-based standards for ozone by 2010 and for particulates (PM-10) by 2006.  The 2003 

AQMP was based upon the federal one-hour ozone standard, which was revoked in 2006 and replaced by 

an 8-hour federal standard.  Because of the revocation of the hourly standard, a new air quality planning 

cycle was initiated. 

 

With redesignation of the air basin as non-attainment for the 8-hour ozone standard, a new attainment 

plan was developed.  This plan shifted most of the one-hour ozone standard attainment strategies to the 8-

hour standard.  As previously noted, the attainment date will “slip” from 2010 to 2021.  The updated 

attainment plan also includes strategies for ultimately meeting the federal PM-2.5 standard. 

 

Even with the application of all current air quality technology, the SCAB is unlikely to meet the federal 8-

hour ozone standard by 2021.  A request has been submitted to the EPA to “bump up” the severe non-

attainment designation to “extreme”.  An extreme designation would allow longer time for technology 

advancement by delaying the attainment deadline.  EPA has not yet acted on that request. 

 

The 2007 AQMP was adopted in June 2007, after extensive public review.  The 2007 AQMP recognizes 

the interaction between photochemical processes that create both ozone and the smallest airborne 

particulates (PM-2.5).  The 2007 AQMP is therefore a coordinated plan for both pollutants.  Key 

emissions reductions strategies in the updated air quality plan include: 

 

• Ultra-low emissions standards for both new and existing sources (including on-and-off-road heavy 

trucks, industrial and service equipment, locomotives, ships and aircraft); 

• Accelerated fleet turnover to achieve benefits of cleaner engines; 

• Reformulation of consumer products; and 

• Modernization and technology advancements from stationary sources (refineries, power plants, 

etc.). 
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Development, such as the proposed Pepperdine University Campus Life Project do not directly relate to 

the AQMP in that there are no specific air quality programs or regulations governing general development 

projects.  Conformity with adopted plans, forecasts and programs relative to population, housing, 

employment and land use is the primary yardstick by which impact significance of master planned growth 

is determined. If a given project incorporates any available transportation control measures that can be 

implemented on a project-specific basis, and if the scope and phasing of a project are consistent with 

adopted forecasts as shown in the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP), then the regional air quality 

impact of project growth would not be significant because of planning inconsistency.  The SCAQMD, 

however, while acknowledging that the AQMP is a growth-accommodating document, does not favor 

designating regional impacts as less-than-significant just because the proposed development is consistent 

with regional growth projections.  Air quality impact significance for the proposed project has therefore 

been analyzed on a project-specific basis. 

 
California Air Resources Board Air Quality and Land Use Handbook 

The CARB published a draft version of the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook on February 17, 2005, to 

serve as a general guide for considering impacts to sensitive receptors from facilities that emit toxic air 

contaminant (TAC) emissions.  The recommendations provided therein are voluntary and do not 

constitute a requirement or mandate for either land use agencies or local air districts.  The goal of the 

guidance document is to protect sensitive receptors, such as children, the elderly, acutely ill, and 

chronically ill persons, from exposure to TAC emissions.  Some examples of CARB’s siting 

recommendations include the following:  (1) avoid siting sensitive receptors within 500 feet of a freeway, 

urban road with 100,000 vehicles per day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles per day; (2) avoid siting 

sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of a distribution center (that accommodates more than 100 trucks per 

day, more than 40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration units per day, or where transport 

refrigeration unit operations exceed 300 hours per week); and (3) avoid siting sensitive receptors within 

300 feet of any dry cleaning operation using perchloroethylene, and for operations with two or more 

machines provide 500 feet.  The Pepperdine Campus limits minimal levels of TACs, and there are no 

major sources of TACs meeting the above criteria in close proximity to the campus. 

 

Baseline Air Quality 

Existing levels of ambient air quality and historical trends and projections in the Malibu area are best 

documented from measurements made by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  

SCAQMD operates an air quality monitoring station located in West Los Angeles at the Veterans Affairs 

(VA) Hospital which monitors regional air pollutants such as ozone as well as species such as carbon 

monoxide (CO) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) which tend to be more related to local source-receptor 

relationships.  Measurements of 10-micron diameter or less particulate matter (PM-10) are not made at 

the West Los Angeles site and are not available from any SCAQMD site that would be representative of 

Malibu.  The geographically closest air monitoring station for PM-10 or PM-2.5 data is in downtown Los 

Angeles.  

 

Because of lower development density in Malibu than in West Los Angeles, project site air quality is 

likely better than at the nearest SCAQMD station.  Data from West Los Angeles is therefore a worst-case 

representation of the project site air quality baseline.  Table 5.4-5 summarizes the last six years of 

published data for the West Los Angeles air monitoring station.  Table 5.4-4 also contains PM-10 and 

PM-2.5 data from the downtown Los Angeles air monitoring station for informational purposes. 
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Ozone, the primary ingredient in photochemical smog, is obviously an important pollution problem in the 

Los Angeles basin.  However, near western Los Angeles, there has been only one violation in the past six 

years of the national hourly ozone standard (this standard was rescinded in 2006 and replaced with the 

federal 8-hour standard).  Slightly over five days per year in the last six years exceeded the California 

one-hour standard.  The federal 8-hour standard has been exceeded approximately once per year in the 

last six years.  The new, more stringent 8-hour standard has, on average, been exceeded five times per 

year.  The hourly ozone maximum was highest in 2003, but there has been some improvement since.  The 

Western Los Angeles ozone air quality problem is much less severe than in inland valleys of the basin.  

 

The downtown Los Angeles area experiences occasional violations of standards for 10-micron diameter 

respirable particulate matter (PM-10).  High dust levels occur during Santa Ana wind conditions, as well 

as from the trapped accumulation of soot, roadway dust and byproducts of atmospheric chemical 

reactions during warm season days with poor visibility.  In downtown Los Angeles, approximately 8 

percent of all days in the last six years experienced a violation of the State PM-10 standard.  The three-

times less stringent federal PM-10 standard has not been exceeded in the past six years.  Maximum 24-

hour PM-10 concentrations appear to be declining following a spike in 2003. 

 

In downtown Los Angeles, the former federal 24-hour ambient air quality standard for ultra-fine 

particulate matter (PM-2.5) has been exceeded an average of two times per year since 2002.  When the 

federal 24-hour standard was lowered from 65 to 35 µg/m
3 

in 2006, the number of violations of the PM-

2.5 standard increased to almost 14 per year. 

 

More localized pollutants such as carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, etc. are low near the project site 

because background levels never exceed allowable levels. There is substantial excess dispersive capacity 

to accommodate localized vehicular air pollutants such as NOx or CO without any threat of violating 

applicable ambient air quality standard. 

 

5.4.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Air quality impacts are considered “significant” if they cause clean air standards to be violated where they 

are currently met, or if they measurably contribute to an existing violation of standards.  Any substantial 

emissions of air contaminants for which there is no safe exposure, or nuisance emissions such as dust or 

odors, would also be considered a significant impact.  Two sources were consulted during the 

development of thresholds of significance to evaluate the proposed project’s potential impacts to air 

quality:  Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and SCAQMD Emissions Significance Thresholds. 

 
CEQA Significance Thresholds  

Appendix G of the California CEQA Guidelines offers the following five tests of air quality impact 

significance.  A project would have a potentially significant impact if it: 

 

• Conflicts with or obstructs implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

• Violates any air quality standard or contributes substantially to an existing or projected air quality 

violation; 

• Results in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 

region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 

(including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors); 



 

5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.4  Air Quality 

 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010  

 Page 5.4-10 

• Exposes sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; and/or 

• Creates objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

 

Table 5.4-5 

Project Area Air Quality Monitoring Summary 

(Number of Days Standards Were Exceeded and Maximum Levels During Such Violations) 

Pollutant/Standard 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Ozone
  

1-Hour > 0.09 ppm (S) 11 5 7 3 2 3 

1-Hour > 0.12 ppm (F)
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 

8-Hour > 0.07 ppm (S) 12 4 4 0 2 8 
8- Hour > 0.08 ppm (F) 1 1 1 0 1 2 
Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.134 0.107 0.114 0.100 0.117 0.110 
Carbon Monoxide

  
1-hour > 20. ppm (S) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8- Hour > 9. ppm (S,F) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Max 1-hour Conc. (ppm) 5.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3 
Max 8-hour Conc. (ppm) 2.7 2.3 2.1 2.6 1.9 2.0 
Nitrogen Dioxide

  
1-hour > 0.25 ppm (S) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Max 1-hour Conc. (ppm) 0.12 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.12 0.09 
Inhalable Particulates (PM-10)

2 
24-Hour > 50 µg/m

3
 (S) 6/61 5/61 4/61 3/59 5/57 3/42 

24-Hour > 150 µg/m
3
 (F) 0/61 0/61 0/61 0/59 0/57 0/42 

Max. 24-Hr. Conc. (µg/m
3
) 81 72 70 59 78 66 

Ultra-Fine Particulates (PM-2.5)
2 

24-Hour > 65 µg/m
3  

(F) 5/330 2/318 2/334 0/330 0/324 1/337 

24-Hour > 35 µg/m
3  

(F) --- --- --- 11/330 20/324 10/337 

Max. 24-Hr. Conc. (µg/m
3
) 83.7 75.0 73.7 56.2 64.2 78.3 

Source: SCAQMD West Los Angeles Station (VA Hospital)  

(S) = State ambient standard; (F) = Federal ambient standard 
1 
Standard revoked in 2006 

2
 Source:  SCAQMD Downtown Los Angeles Station  

 

 

SCAQMD Significance Thresholds 

Primary Pollutants 

Air quality impacts generally occur on two scales of motion.  Near an individual source of emissions or a 

collection of sources such as a crowded intersection or parking lot, levels of those pollutants that are 

emitted in their already unhealthful form will be highest.  Carbon monoxide (CO) is an example of such a 

pollutant.  Primary pollutant impacts can generally be evaluated directly in comparison to appropriate 

clean air standards. Many particulates, especially fugitive dust emissions, are also primary pollutants.  

Because of the non-attainment status of the SCAB for PM-10 and PM-2.5, an aggressive dust control 

program is required to control fugitive dust for any new construction.  Therefore: 
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• As stated above, violations of these standards where they are currently met, or a measurable 

worsening of an existing or future violation, would be considered a significant impact.  

 

Secondary Pollutants 

Many pollutants, however, require time to transform from a more benign form to a more unhealthful 

contaminant.  Their impact occurs regionally far from the source. Their incremental regional impact is 

minute on an individual basis and cannot be quantified except through complex photochemical computer 

models.  Analysis of the significance of such emissions is thus based on a specified amount of emissions 

(pounds, tons, etc.) even though there is no way to translate those emissions directly into a corresponding 

ambient air quality impact.   

 

Due to the chemical complexity of primary versus secondary pollutants, the SCAQMD has designated 

significant emissions levels as surrogates for evaluating regional impact significance independent of 

chemical transformation processes (Table 5.4-6).  Therefore: 

 

• Projects within the SCAB with daily emissions that exceed any of the following emission 

thresholds are recommended by the SCAQMD to be considered significant: 

 
 

Table 5.4-6 

SCAQMD Emissions Significance Thresholds (lbs/day) 

 

 
Additional Indicators 

In its CEQA handbook, the SCAQMD also states that additional indicators should be used as screening 

criteria to determine the need for further analysis with respect to air quality.  The additional indicators are 

as follows: 

 

• Project could interfere with the attainment of the federal or state ambient air quality standards by 

either violating or contributing to an existing or projected air quality violation. 

• Project could result in population increases within the regional statistical area which would be in 

excess of that projected in the AQMP and in other than planned locations for the project’s build-

out year. 

• Project could generate vehicle trips that cause a CO hot spot. 

Pollutant Construction Operations 

ROG 75 55 
NOx 100 55 
CO 550 550 
PM-10 150 150 
PM-2.5 55 55 
SOx 150 150 
Lead 3 3 

Source: SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, November, 1993 Rev. 



 

5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.4  Air Quality 

 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010  

 Page 5.4-12 

The SCAQMD CEQA Handbook also identifies various secondary significance criteria related to toxic, 

hazardous or odorous air contaminants.  Hazardous air contaminants are contained within the small 

diameter particulate matter (“PM-2.5”) fraction of diesel exhaust.  Such exhaust will be generated by 

heavy construction equipment and by diesel-powered delivery trucks at nearby commercial uses. 

 
For PM-2.5 exhaust emissions, recently adopted policies require the gradual conversion of delivery fleets 

to diesel alternatives, or the use of “clean” diesel if their emissions area demonstrated to be as low as 

those from alternative fuels.  Health risks from toxic air contaminants (TAC’s) are cumulative over an 

assumed 70-year lifespan.  Measurable off-site public health risk from diesel TAC exposure would occur 

for only a brief portion of a project lifetime during facility construction, and only in dilute quantity 

because of substantial source-receiver separation. 

 

Additionally, during the SCAQMD’s implementation of the Environmental Justice program, an analysis 

was performed to insure that already impacted communities not be unfairly impacted by additional air 

pollution, such as diesel exhaust.  Local significance thresholds (LST’s) were developed for already 

impacted communities.  LST’s represent actual levels of local air quality rather than regional air pollution 

affected by emissions-based thresholds identified above.  The SCAQMD has recommended that LST’s be 

incorporated for both construction and operations into CEQA analysis for all communities and not just 

those with nearby rail yards, ports, trucking warehouses, etc.  For commercial and residential uses, LSTs 

are only applicable to construction activities.  Use of LST thresholds is, however, voluntary.  The Malibu 

vicinity is not comparable to highly impacted low socio-economic areas of the basin.  Nevertheless, the 

LST threshold for construction activities will be considered here to present a thorough analysis of project 

impact significance. 

 

5.4.3 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Construction Period Impacts 

Temporary construction activity emissions would occur during project build-out.  Such emissions include 

on-site generation of dust and equipment exhaust from demolition, grading and construction activities, 

and off-site emissions from construction employee commuting and/or trucks delivering building materials 

or hauling exported fill.  

 

The CLP anticipates construction activities occurring in two phases over a 12 year period.  A worst case 

year is considered where multiple projects potentially overlap.  Projects though the year 2025 were 

analyzed to determine construction impacts.  The following phasing information for these activities was 

utilized including demo and grading: 

 
PHASE I 

STUDENT HOUSING REHABILITATION - Outer Precinct /01/2013 – 06/30/2014 

Demo 59,348 SF 

New 109,585 SF 

Grading Cut 2,500 CY 

Grading Fill 10,800 CY 
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SCHOOL LAW PARKING STRUCTURE 01/01/2013  -06/30/2014 

New Construction 70,200 SF 

Grading Cut 6,500 CY 

Grading Fill 2,500 CY!

!

ENHANCED RECREATION FIELD (DEBRIS BASIN)   06/01/2014 – 05/30/2014 

Grading Cut 15,900 CY 

 
ATHLETIC EVENTS CENTER  06/01/2016 – 12/31/2018 

Demo 3,455 SF 

New Construction 239,300 SF 

Grading Cut 115,100 CY 

Grading Fill 14,900 CY 

 

PHASE II 

UPGRADED NCAA SOCCER FIELD           02/01/2019 – 12/31/2019 

New Construction 1,500 SF 

Grading Cut 8,000 CY 

Grading Fill 78,400 CY 

 
STUDENT HOUSING REHABILITATION - Standard Precinct  06/01/2020 -  06/30/2022 

New Construction 109,585 SF 

Grading Cut 4,830 CY 

Grading Fill 1,265  CY 

 

TOWN CENTER   3/01/2022 -12/31/2023 

New Construction 4,500 

Grading Cut/Export 70,000 CY 

 
ENHANCED RECREATION FIELD (FIELD CONSTRUCTION)  01/01/2024–12/30/2024 

New Construction 1,600 SF 

Grading Fill 172,900  CY 

Grading Cut 15,900 CY 

 

Construction-Related Exhaust Emissions 

Exhaust emissions will result from on and off-site heavy equipment.  The types and numbers of 

equipment will vary among contractors such that such emissions cannot be quantified with certainty.  

Equipment exhaust emissions were calculated presuming that grading will be balanced on-site for most 

project components.  It is assumed that cut and fill will be balanced on-site by the intermittent placement 

of fill at the Enhanced Recreation Area.  The project is proposed to balance on site with the Enhanced 

Recreation Area serving as a balancing pad.  However, the excavated material from the Town Square 

project may be unsuitable to serve as fill at the Enhanced Recreation Area.  Therefore, as a worst-case 

assessment, an analysis was performed assuming that construction of Town Square would export all 

70,000 cubic yard of cut. It was assumed that export travel distance was 65 miles round trip and that a 
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haul truck would have a 14 cubic yard capacity.  Soil movement within the campus area was estimated to 

be transported with a 14 cubic yard capacity truck and a trip distance of 3 miles per truckload.   

 

Initial demolition and heavy grading will gradually shift toward infrastructure development.  During 

various construction activities on the project site, the URBEMIS2007 computer model was used to 

calculate emissions from the following construction equipment fleet shown in Table 5.4-7 as a basis for 

estimating maximum daily equipment operations. 

 

 

Table 5.4-7 

Assumed Equipment Fleet for Project Construction  

Student Rehabilitation Outer Precinct 

1 Concrete Saw 
1 Dozers 
2 Bobcats 

Demolition 

2 Tractor/Loader/Backhoes 

2 Bobcats 
1 Grader Grading 

2 Tractor/Loader/Backhoes 

1 Rough Terrain Fork Lift 
2 Forklifts 
2 Bobcats 

Construction 

1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 

 

 
Law School Parking Structure 

2 Bobcats 
2 Dozers 
1 Scraper 

Grading 
 

2 Tractor/Loader/Backhoes 

1 Rough Terrain Fork Lift 
2 Forklifts 
1 Crane 
2 Bobcats 

Construction 

1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 
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Enhanced Recreation Field (debris basin) 

2 Dozers 
1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe Grading 

1 Water Truck 

1 Rough Terrain Fork Lift 
2 Bobcats Construction 

1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 

 

 
Athletics Event Center 

1 Concrete Saw 
1 Dozers 
2 Bobcats 

Demolition 

2 Tractor/Loader/Backhoes 

2 Bobcats 
2 Dozers 
2 Tractor/Loader/Backhoes 
2 Excavators 
1 Pile Driver 
1 Front End Loader 

Grading 

1 Water Truck 

1 Rough Terrain Fork Lift 
2 Forklifts 
1 Crane 
5 Welders 
2 Bobcats 

Construction 

1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 

 
 

 

Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field 

2 Bobcats 
1 Loader 
2 Dozers 
1 Scraper 
1 Water Truck 

Grading 

2 Tractor/Loader/Backhoes 

1 Crane 
2 Forklifts 
1 Trencher 

Construction 

1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 
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Student Rehabilitation Standard Precinct 

2 Bobcats 
Grading 

2 Tractor/Loader/Backhoes 

1 Rough Terrain Fork Lift 
2 Forklifts 
2 Bobcats 

Construction 

1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 

 

 
Town Center 

1 Loader 
2 Dozers 
2 Bobcats 
2 Excavators 
1 Water Truck 

Grading 

2 Tractor/Loader/Backhoes 

1 Rough Terrain Fork Lift 
2 Forklifts 
1 Crane 
2 Bobcats 
5 Welders 

Construction 

1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 

 

 
Enhanced Recreation Field (field construction) 

2 Dozers 
2 Tractor/Loader/Backhoes 
1 Scraper 
2 Bobcats 

Grading 

1 Water Truck 

1 Rough Terrain Fork Lift 
2 Bobcats 
1 Trencher 
1 Crane 

Construction 

1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 

 

 

In addition to fine particles that remain suspended in the atmosphere semi-indefinitely, construction 

activities generate many larger particles with shorter atmospheric residence times.  This dust is comprised 

mainly of large diameter inert silicates that are chemically non-reactive and are further readily filtered out 

by human breathing passages.  These fugitive dust particles are therefore more of a potential soiling 

nuisance as they settle out on parked cars, outdoor furniture or landscape foliage rather than any adverse 

health hazard.  The deposition distance of most soiling nuisance particulates is less than 100 feet from the 

source (EPA, 1995).  There are no sensitive receptors within 100 feet from the CLP component sites.  
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Daytime wind trajectories during construction activities are most typically SW to NE.  The nearest off-

campus sensitive receptors are usually upwind of proposed CLP construction activities.  Both distance 

set-back and favorable wind patterns will therefore minimize off-campus fugitive dust soiling nuisance 

potential. 

 

The URBEMIS2007 computer model was used to estimate daily, unmitigated and mitigated emissions 

during demolition, grading, construction and finish construction for the CLP.  For the purposes of this 

analysis, a 12-year construction period was utilized to identify all potential impacts. The construction 

schedule and phasing were provided by university planning staff.  Adequate housing and parking 

availability dictate CLP phasing to allow for future demolition prior to new construction.  Additional 

student housing, a new parking structure and creation of a debris basin must be completed before other 

CLP components can be built.  A worst-case year was considered when these three tasks potentially 

overlap.  Projects through the year 2024 were analyzed to determine construction impacts with results 

shown by project Component in Table 5.4-8 and by year in Table 5.4-9.  

 

 

Table 5.4-8 

Total Construction Emissions By CLP Component (pounds per day) 

Housing-Outer Precinct ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10 PM-2.5 CO2 

2013 
No Mitigation 2.0 12.5 13.4 0.0 31.2 7.1 2,162.0 
With Mitigation 2.0 10.7 13.4 0.0 4.9 1.2 2,162.0 

2014 
No Mitigation 1.4 8.2 12.8 0.0 0.6 0.5 2,161.9 
With Mitigation 1.4 7.3 12.8 0.0 0.2 0.2 2,161.9 

SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 - 

 

 

Law School Parking Structure ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10  PM-2.5 CO2 

2013  
No Mitigation 5.9 45.7 27.1 0.0 18.2 5.4 5,115.7 
With Mitigation 5.9 38.9 27.1 0.0 2.9 0.9 5,115.7 

2014 
No Mitigation 1.5 9.6 10.7 0.0 0.6 0.5 1,860.6 
With Mitigation 1.5 8.3 10.7 0.0 0.1 0.1 1,860.6 

SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 - 

 

 

Enhanced Recreational Field 

Debris Basin 
ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10  PM-2.5 CO2 

2014 
 No Mitigation 3.0 24.0 13.4 0.0 58.2 12.9 2,824.7 
 With Mitigation 3.0 20.5 13.4 0.0 9.2 2.0 2,824.7 
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Enhanced Recreational Field 

Debris Basin 
ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10  PM-2.5 CO2 

2015 
 No Mitigation 7.0 54.4 66.0 0.1 60.2 14.4 15,825.0 
 With Mitigation 7.0 50.0 66.0 0.1 10.8 3.2 15,825.0 
SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 - 

 

 

Athletic Events Center ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10  PM-2.5 CO2 

2016 
 No Mitigation 5.5 40.3 30.5 0.0 87.5 19.6 7,343.0 
 With Mitigation 5.5 34.4 30.5 0.0 13.8 3.1 7,343.0 
2017 
 No Mitigation 5.2 36.3 29.8 0.0 87.3 19.4 7,342.9 
 With Mitigation 5.2 31.0 29.8 0.0 13.8 3.1 7,342.9 
2018 
 No Mitigation 2.7 14.6 22.9 0.0 1.0 0.8 4,555.1 
 With Mitigation 2.7 12.7 22.9 0.0 0.3 0.2 4,555.1 
SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 - 

 

 

NCAA Soccer Field ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10  PM-2.5 CO2 

2019 
 No Mitigation 4.4 31.5 22.8 0.0 71.4 15.8 6,003.1 
 With Mitigation 4.4 26.9 22.8 0.0 11.3 2.5 6,003.1 
SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 - 

 

 

Housing-Standard Precinct ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10  PM-2.5 CO2 

2020 
 No Mitigation 1.0 6.7 9.4 0.0 12.9 2.9 1,503.1 
 With Mitigation 1.0 5.7 9.4 0.0 2.1 0.5 1,503.1 
2021 
 No Mitigation 1.0 6.5 11.4 0.0 0.4 0.3 2,621.9 
 With Mitigation 1.0 5.6 11.4 0.0 0.2 0.1 2,621.9 
2022 
 No Mitigation 1.0 6.5 11.4 0.0 0.4 0.3 2,621.9 
 With Mitigation 1.0 5.6 11.4 0.0 0.2 0.1 2,621.9 
SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 - 
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Town Center ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10  PM-2.5 CO2 

2022 
 No Mitigation 6.2 46.1 35.1 0.1 96.5 21.5 18,287.5 
 With Mitigation 6.2 42.2 35.1 0.1 16.1 4.0 18,287.5 
2023 
 No Mitigation 1.8 10.6 12.4 0.0 0.5 0.5 1,997.5 
 With Mitigation 1.8 9.0 12.4 0.0 0.1 0.1 1,997.5 
SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 - 

 

 

Enhanced Recreational Field 
Field Construction 

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10  PM-2.5 CO2 

2024 
 No Mitigation 3.7 25.9 18.6 0.0 153.1 32.7 5,123.0 
 With Mitigation 3.7 22.1 18.6 0.0 24.1 5.2 5,123.0 
SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 - 

 

 

Table 5.4-9 

Total Construction Emissions By Year (pounds per day) 

Total By Year ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10  PM-2.5 CO2 

2013 (Housing Outer Precinct and Law School Parking Structure) 
 No Mitigation 7.9 58.2 40.5 0 49.4 12.5 7277.7 
 With Mitigation 7.9 49.6 40.5 0 7.8 2.1 7277.7 
2014 (Housing Outer Precinct, Law School Parking Structure and Enhanced Rec. Field) 
 No Mitigation 5.9 41.8 36.9 0 59.4 13.9 6847.2 
 With Mitigation 5.9 36.1 36.9 0 9.5 2.3 6847.2 
2015 (Enhanced Rec. Field) 
 No Mitigation 7.0 54.4 66.0 0.1 60.2 14.4 15,825.0 
 With Mitigation 7.0 50.0 66.0 0.1 10.8 3.2 15,825.0 
2016 (Athletic Events Center) 
 No Mitigation 5.5 40.3 30.5 0.0 87.5 19.6 7,343.0 
 With Mitigation 5.5 34.4 30.5 0.0 13.8 3.1 7,343.0 
2017 (Athletic Events Center)  
 No Mitigation 5.2 36.3 29.8 0.0 87.3 19.4 7,342.9 
 With Mitigation 5.2 31.0 29.8 0.0 13.8 3.1 7,342.9 
2018 (Athletic Events Center) 
 No Mitigation 2.7 14.6 22.9 0.0 1.0 0.8 4,555.1 
 With Mitigation 2.7 12.7 22.9 0.0 0.3 0.2 4,555.1 
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Total By Year ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10  PM-2.5 CO2 

2019 (NCAA Soccer Field) 
 No Mitigation 4.4 31.5 22.8 0.0 71.4 15.8 6,003.1 
 With Mitigation 4.4 26.9 22.8 0.0 11.3 2.5 6,003.1 
2020 (Housing Standard Precinct) 
 No Mitigation 1.0 6.7 9.4 0.0 12.9 2.9 1,503.1 
 With Mitigation 1.0 5.7 9.4 0.0 2.1 0.5 1,503.1 
2021 (Housing Standard Precinct) 
 No Mitigation 1.0 6.5 11.4 0.0 0.4 0.3 2,621.9 
 With Mitigation 1.0 5.6 11.4 0.0 0.2 0.1 2,621.9 
2022 (Housing Standard Precinct and Town Center) 
 No Mitigation 7.2 52.6 46.5 0.1 96.9 21.8 20909.4 
 With Mitigation 7.2 47.8 46.5 0.1 16.3 4.1 20909.4 
2023 (Town Center) 
 No Mitigation 1.8 10.6 12.4 0.0 0.5 0.5 1,997.5 
 With Mitigation 1.8 9.0 12.4 0.0 0.1 0.1 1,997.5 
2024 (Enhanced Rec. Field) 
 No Mitigation 3.7 25.9 18.6 0.0 153.1 32.7 5,123.0 
 With Mitigation 3.7 22.1 18.6 0.0 24.1 5.2 5,123.0 
SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 - 

 

 
Prior to the application of mitigation, PM-10 emissions may exceed the SCAQMD CEQA threshold. 

With the use of mitigation, peak daily construction activity PM-10 emissions will be below SCAQMD 

CEQA thresholds.  Peak daily emissions for other pollutants will not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds.  

However, the non-attainment status of the air basin for ozone requires that reasonably available control 

measures for ozone precursor emissions be implemented.  Reasonably available mitigation of NOx 

emissions is recommended, but not required to reduce project-specific impacts to less-than-significant 

levels.  The recommended emissions mitigation measures are detailed in the “Mitigation” section of this 

report.  Thus, the emissions during construction would be less than significant after mitigation (Class II). 

 

Health Risk Assessment 

Construction equipment exhaust contains carcinogenic compounds within the diesel exhaust particulates.  

The toxicity of diesel exhaust is evaluated relative to a 24-hour per day, 365 days per year, 70-year 

lifetime exposure.  Public exposure to heavy equipment emissions will be an extremely small fraction of 

the above dosage assumption.  Diesel equipment is also becoming progressively "cleaner" in response to 

air quality rules on new off-road equipment.  

 

Public health risk from exposure to diesel particulate matter (DPM) generated by construction equipment 

was evaluated using the EPA industrial Source Complex (ISC) computer dispersion model.  Diesel 

exhaust emissions (the exhaust component of the PM-2.5 burden shown in Table 5 above) were allocated 

to seven source areas (Housing was split into two areas; Standard and Outer Precinct).  Emissions for 

each sub-task were summed by the number of estimated work-days required to complete that phase 

(demolition, grading, construction, paving, etc.).  DPM exposure was calculated at seven residences 

(Malibu Country Estates-3 homes; Northwest Residential Area-1 home; Northeast Residential Area-3 

homes) closest to any planned CLP components, (see Figure 5.4-1).  On-campus residences (dormitories)  
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were not evaluated because risk assessment is conducted assuming a lifetime outdoor exposure of health-

sensitive people, particularly children.  The on-campus student population does not fit this criterion.  

Consistent with state and SCAQMD health risk assessment (HRA) protocols, the risk is expressed as an 

individual excess cancer risk probability.   

 

Diesel exhaust emissions can be minimized by the use of diesel particulate filters (DPF) on heavy 

equipment exhaust.  Not every piece of heavy equipment can be equipped with such filters.  A diesel risk 

estimate was therefore prepared for construction activity emissions for a range of filter equipped heavy 

machinery. 

 

The maximum lifetime DPM exposure for a campus perimeter residence assumed to remain outside their 

home for 24 hours per day, 350 days per year for the duration of construction activities from 2013 to 2024 

is calculated as shown in Table 5.4-10,
 
if the exposure is averaged over the standard 70-year HRA 

exposure duration.  The standard unit risk factor for DPM exposure is a 300 in a million excess cancer 

probability per 1.0 µg/m
3 

of lifetime DPM exposure.  The construction projects would increase individual 

risk by 0.42 in a million (0.0014 x 300/million) if all heavy equipment uses DPFs and 1.82 in a million if 

no piece of heavy equipment has a DPF over the construction lifetime of all CLP components.  The 

average regional risk from breathing the air in Southern California as found in the most recent SCAQMD 

MATES studies is 600-800 in a million.  The SCAQMD CEQA Handbook concludes the individual risk 

of less than one in a million are negligible, and risks up to 10 in a million are acceptable if toxics best 

available control technology (T-BACT) has been implemented. 

 

 

Table 5.4-10 

Construction Activity Diesel Health Risk 

(Excess individual cancer risk per million) 

Receptor Location 
0% Equipment w/ 

Diesel Particulate 

Filter 

50% Equipment w/ 

Diesel Particulate Filter 

100% Equipment w/ 

Diesel Particulate 

Filter 

Malibu Country Estates 1.82 0.90 0.42 
Faculty Housing NW 1.15 0.57 0.26 
Faculty Housing NE 1.14 0.56 0.26 
Source:  ISC Computer Dispersion Model 

 

 

Project related DPM emissions, assumed partly mitigated by use of diesel particulate filters on all 

equipment that can accommodate such controls, will create individual cancer risks that are well below the 

SCAQMD significance thresholds.  DPM exposure from construction equipment is an adverse but less-

than-significant (Class III) impact. 

 

Construction activity air quality impacts occur mainly in close proximity to the surface disturbance area.  

There may, however, be some "spill-over" into the surrounding community.  That spill-over may be 

physical as vehicles drop or carry out dirt or silt is washed into public streets.  Passing non-project 

vehicles then pulverize the dirt to create off-site dust impacts.  “Spillover” may also occur via congestion 

effects.  Construction may entail roadway encroachment, detours, lane closures and competition between  
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 construction vehicles (trucks and contractor employee commuting) and ambient traffic for available 

roadway capacity.  Emissions controls require good housekeeping procedures and a construction traffic 

management plan that will maintain such "spill-over" effects to less than significant levels (see Mitigation 

Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2). 

 

Airborne Dust 

Dust has the potential to cause temporary impacts during construction of new buildings and infrastructure.  

Because such emissions are not amenable to collection and discharge through a controlled source, they 

are called "fugitive emissions.”  Emission rates vary as a function of many parameters (soil silt, soil 

moisture, wind speed, area disturbed, number of vehicles, depth of disturbance or excavation, etc.).   In 

addition to fine particles that remain suspended in the atmosphere semi-indefinitely, construction 

activities generate many larger particles with shorter atmospheric residence times.  This dust is comprised 

mainly of large diameter inert silicates that are chemically non-reactive and are further readily filtered out 

by human breathing passages.   

 

Use of standard dust control measures would minimize the fugitive dust impacts during demolition and 

construction to less than significant levels.  As described in Section 5.4.5, the project will implement 

mitigation measures to control fugitive dust emissions.  In addition, the project will comply with 

SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), which requires measures to control fugitive dust and ensure fugitive 

dust does not significantly impact offsite receptors. 

 

Local Significance Impacts  

The SCAQMD in their document, Localized Significance Threshold Methodology for CEQA Evaluations, 

June 2003 has developed analysis parameters to evaluate ambient air quality on a local level in addition to 

the more regional emissions-based thresholds of significance.  These analysis elements are called Local 

Significance Thresholds (LSTs).  LSTs were developed in response to Governing Board’s Environmental 

Justice Enhancement Initiative 1-4 and the LST methodology was formally adopted in 2005.   

 

Use of an LST analysis for a project is optional because they were derived for economically or socially 

disadvantaged communities. For projects such as the Pepperdine Campus Life Project, the only source of 

LST impact would be during construction.  CLP operations (student housing, recreation, etc.) generate 

negligible amounts of air pollution except for traffic.  CLP implementation will reduce traffic and cars are 

becoming progressively cleaner.  Therefore, an LST analysis was only performed for construction. 

 

LSTs are only applicable to the following criteria pollutants: nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide 

(CO), and particulate matter (PM-10 and PM-2.5).  LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a 

project that are not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable 

federal or state ambient air quality standard, and are developed based on the ambient concentrations of 

that pollutant for each source receptor area and distance to the nearest sensitive receptor.   

 

The South Coast AQMD in its LST guidelines, has developed look-up tables for various sized projects in 

various locations throughout the air basin.  These tables are applicable to project areas ranging from 1 to 5 

acres at source-receiver separations ranging from 25 to 300 meters.  At the Pepperdine campus, project 

areas may exceed 5 acres and several projects may be under simultaneous construction.  With variable 

project sizes and variable source-receiver distances, the LST protocols recommend the use of computer 

dispersion modeling. 
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Consistent with SCAQMD methodology, the same ISC modeling procedures used in the diesel exhaust 

health risk assessment (HRA) were applied to each CLP component.  Whereas the HRA modeled average 

emissions over the entire construction life-time, the LST analysis is based upon maximum feasible 

emissions over a single worst-case day.  The LST analysis used the particulate matter from fugitive dust 

and equipment exhaust as input into the dispersion model.  NO2 and CO increments were calculated 

based upon the mass ratio of gaseous to solid emissions. 

 

Mitigated daily PM-10 and PM-2.5 emissions predicted by the URBEMIS2007 computer model were 

used as inputs into the ISC dispersion model.  Maximum exposures were calculated at the same seven 

residences used in the HRA.  The methodology was consistent with SCAQMD guidance.  As shown in 

Table 5.4-11, construction emissions would not exceed the applicable Local Significance Thresholds.  

Impacts are less than significant (Class III). 

 

 

Table 5.4-11 

LST Impact Analysis at point of Maximum Impact 

Component 
PM-10 

(µg/m
3 
for 24 

hours) 

PM-2.5 
(µg/m

3 
for 24 

hours) 

CO 
(µg/m

3 
for 1-

hours) 

NO2 
(µg/m

3 
for 1-

hours) 

Phase I     
1. Housing Outer Precinct 0.18 0.04 1.5 1.2 
6. Law School Parking Lot 0.84 0.25 23.5 33.8 
5. Rec. Area (debris basin) 1.42 0.30 6.2 33.8 
2. Event Center 1.01 0.23 6.7 7.6 
Phase II     
3. NCAA Soccer Field 3.00 0.67 15.5 21.4 
1. Housing Standard Precinct 0.59 0.14 7.9 4.8 
4. Town Center 1.35 0.02 8.8 10.6 
5. Rec. Area (finish) 1.42 0.30 3.3 3.9 
Max. Overlap (1+5+6) 2.44 0.59 31.2 44.5 
Max. Overlap (4+5) 1.94 0.16 16.7 15.9 
Threshold 10.4 10.4 19,550* 169* 
*based on 2008 air monitoring data in West LA. 

Component order above is based proposed project phasing and overlap.  

 

 

Operational Period Impacts 

Operational-Related Exhaust Emissions 

Possible project-related air quality concerns will derive from the mobile source emissions that will be 

generated from the recreational and residential uses proposed for the project site.  The proposed 

Pepperdine University CLP adds on-site dormitory space allowing students who had been commuting to 

class, to live on campus.  It is anticipated that 477 fewer daily trips will be generated as a result of this 

project by the completion of Phase 1 and 727 fewer trips by the completion of Phase 2. 
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Operational emissions for project-related traffic were calculated using a computerized procedure 

developed by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) for urban growth mobile source emissions.  

The URBEMIS2007 model was run using the trip generation factors specified in Section 5.8, Traffic and 

Access.  The model was used to calculate area source emissions and the resulting vehicular operational 

emissions for students commuting (“replaced uses” scenario) and the same students living on campus 

(“new uses” scenario).  The model was run for year 2019 (Phase 1) and 2024 (Phase 2).  In addition, trips 

for 49 staff/faculty and 10 visitors were added to new trips for Phase 1 and 63 staff/faculty and 20 visitors 

by Phase 2.  Table 5.4-12 shows the amount of exhaust emissions currently generated by the 468 

commuter students that would be replaced by 468 resident students as proposed in the CLP for each 

Phase.  Table 5.4-13 shows the CLP traffic emissions generated by the proposed resident students, 

faculty, and staff.  Finally, the net difference of the two scenarios is shown in Table 5.4-14 also 

differentiated by Phase. 

 

 

Table 5.4-12 

Existing Commuters Emissions (Replaced Uses) 

Phase 1 Emissions (lbs/day) 

Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10 PM-2.5 CO2 

Area Sources 0.1 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 
Mobile Sources 4.6 4.3 40.0 0.1 13.2 2.6 7,882.5 

Total 4.7 4.3 41.6 0.1 13.2 2.6 7,885.3 

 

Phase 2 Emissions (lbs/day) 

Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10 PM-2.5 CO2 

Area Sources 0.1 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 
Mobile Sources 5.7 4.6 46.0 0.1 20.0 3.9 12,011.8 

Total 5.8 4.6 47.5 0.1 20.0 3.9 12,014.6 

 

 

Table 5.4-13 

Proposed Emissions (New Uses) 

Phase 1 Emissions (lbs/day) 

Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10 PM-2.5 CO2 

Area Sources 0.4 0.1 4.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.4 
Mobile Sources 3.2 1.8 17.6 0.0 5.8 1.1 3,458.8 

Total 3.6 1.9 22.2 0.0 2.8 1.1 3,467.2 

 

Phase 2 Emissions (lbs/day) 

Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10 PM-2.5 CO2 

Area Sources 0.4 0.1 4.6 0.0 0.0 0.1 8.4 
Mobile Sources 3.9 1.9 19.5 0.0 8.5 1.6 5,094.8 

Total 4.4 2.0 24.1 0.0 8.5 1.7 5,103.2 
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Table 5.4-14 

Project-Related Emissions Burden (Net Difference) 

 Phase 1 Emissions (lbs/day) 

Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10 PM-2.5 CO2 

Area Sources 0.3 0.1 3 0 0 0 5.6 

Mobile Sources -1.4 -2.5 -22.4 -0.1 -7.4 -1.5 -4,423.7 
Total -1.1 -2.4 -19.4 -0.1 -10.4 -1.5 -4,418.1 

SCAQMD 

Threshold 
55 55 550 150 150 55 - 

 

 Phase 2 Emissions (lbs/day) 

Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10 PM-2.5 CO2 

Area Sources 0.3 0.1 3 0 0 0.1 5.6 
Mobile Sources -1.8 -2.7 -26.5 -0.1 -11.5 -2.3 -6,917.0 

Total -1.4 -2.6 -23.4 -0.1 -11.5 -2.2 -6,911.4 
SCAQMD 

Threshold 
55 55 550 150 150 55 - 

 

 

The new residential uses associated with the proposed project may generate small quantities of organic 

compounds from cleaning products, personal care products, landscape maintenance, cooking, etc.  Area 

source emissions would be slightly higher for the proposed project with students living on campus.  

However, mobile source emissions resulting from vehicular travel is less with implementation of the 

proposed project.  Because mobile source emissions dominate the operational emissions, overall the 

proposed project results in a decrease of operational emissions for each calculated pollutant. 

 

The project will not cause the SCAQMD’s recommended threshold levels to be exceeded at the 

conclusion of either Phase I or II.  Project-related emission levels for the two ozone precursor pollutants 

(ROG and NOx) would each represent an approximate two and five percent decrease respectively of the 

SCAQMD CEQA significance threshold.  As such, the project is anticipated to have a beneficial impact 

on operational-related exhaust emissions (Class IV). 

 

An analysis was also performed to determine the emissions impact of greater attendance at sporting and 

special events.  Current events at the Firestone Field House can generate 858 vehicles if the every seat in 

the venue is occupied; assuming 60% of spectators would travel to the event and that 40% live on campus 

and that vehicle occupancy is 2.5 persons per vehicle.  The project traffic report anticipates 1,313 vehicles 

at a maximum event at the new Athletic Events Center.  Therefore, a maximum event would generate 455 

more vehicles than previously, or 910 new trips (455 x 2).  Estimated emissions resulting from this trip 

increase were calculated using URBEMIS2007 with the results presented in Table 5.4-15.  
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Table 5.4-15 

Operational Impacts from Maximum Event Increase (lbs/day) 

 Operational Impacts from Maximum Event Increase (lbs/day) 

Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10 PM-2.5 CO2 

Area Sources 0.1 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 
Mobile Sources 6.3 13.8 90.2 0.1 19.8 3.8 11,458.9 

Total 6.4 13.8 91.8 0.1 19.8 3.9 11,461.7 
SCAQMD 

Threshold 
55 55 550 150 150 55 - 

 

 

Increased traffic associated with increased seating capacity at a maximally attended campus event would 

not cause any AQMD operational emissions thresholds to be exceeded.  Further this occasional increase 

in vehicular emissions is offset by the daily decrease in emissions resulting from increased on-campus 

residential space and decreased commuting.  The annual comparison, assuming there are 200 days per 

year of air quality benefit from campus living rather than commuting versus an increase of an assumed 10 

additional maximally attended events is presented in Table 5.4-16. 

 

 

Table 5.4-16 

Operational Comparison 

Increased Events versus Benefit of On-Campus Residential Space (tons per year) 

Operational Comparison  
 Increased Events versus Benefit of On-Campus Residential Space (tons per year) 

Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10 PM-2.5 CO2 

200 days of 

Campus Living/Yr 
-0.14 -0.26 -2.34 -0.01 -1.15 -0.22 -691.14 

10 Additional 

Events/Yr 
0.03 0.07 0.46 0.00 0.10 0.02 57.31 

Net Benefit -0.11 -0.19 -1.88 -0.01 -1.05 -0.20 -633.84 

 

Micro-Scale Emissions Impacts 

Micro-scale air quality impacts have traditionally been analyzed in environmental documents where the 

air basin was a non-attainment area for carbon monoxide (CO).  However, the SCAQMD has 

demonstrated in the CO attainment redesignation request to EPA that there are no “hot spots” anywhere in 

the air basin, even at intersections with much higher volumes, much worst congestion, and much higher 

background CO levels than anywhere in the northwest San Fernando Valley.  If the worst-case 

intersections in the air basin have no “hot spot” potential, any local impacts near the facility will be well 

below thresholds with an even larger margin of safety. 

 

To verify these conclusions, a CO screening analysis was performed at the closest major intersections 

surrounding the project.  One-hour CO concentrations were calculated on the sidewalk adjacent to these 

intersections.  Peak one-hour levels (ppm above background) are shown in Table 5.4-17. 
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Existing peak (2008) one-hour local CO background levels are approximately 3.0 ppm.  Combined 

background (3.0 ppm) plus local (1.8 ppm) equate to CO levels of 4.8 ppm, which are far below the one-

hour standard of 20 ppm. Worst-case one-hour levels are even lower than the allowable 8-hour exposure 

of 9 ppm.  As such, micro-scale impacts are less than significant (Class III). 

 

5.4.4 AQMP CONSISTENCY 

Projects are considered to be consistent with the AQMP if they do not interfere with planned attainment 

and do not contribute to the exceedance of any existing air quality violations.  Projects that are consistent 

with growth forecasts identified by SCAG are considered consistent with the AQMP growth projections, 

because the growth projections by SCAG form the basis of the land use and transportation control 

portions of the AQMP.  The proposed project would accommodate a lesser level of students than the 

campus growth projections contained in the Pepperdine Long Range Development Plan (LRDP).  The 

LRDP was SCAG’s basis for projecting campus-related land use and transportation for incorporation into 

the AQMP.  Refined and more recent campus build-out projections thus will have a slightly reduced 

regional air quality impact than those currently anticipated in the AQMP.  Project implementation would 

thus be considered consistent with the air quality related regional plans and should not jeopardize 

attainment of state and federal ambient air quality standards in the South Coast Air Basin.  (Class IV).  

No impact. 

 

5.4.5 Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed project could result in significant air quality impacts from operation if the operation of the 

project would result in a rate of growth in average daily trips (ADT) that exceeds the rate of growth in 

population.  The SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook identifies methodologies to determine the 

cumulative impact of land use projects based on performance standards and emission reduction targets 

necessary to attain the federal and state air quality standards identified in the AQMP.  The handbook 

states in Table A9-14 that if the following relationship is true, then the project should be found to have a 

cumulatively significant impact: 

 

A/B > C/D Where:  A is the increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), average daily traffic (ADT) or 

number of vehicles (NOV) associated with project development 

B   is the projected cumulative VMT, ADT, NOV for Los Angeles County for project build-out. 

C   is the population accommodated by the project at build-out, and 

D  is the SCAG population projection for Los Angeles County at build-out. 

“Population” is not an ideal growth yard-stick for a University because Pepperdine is much more than just 

dormitories.  Nevertheless, the above equation cannot be true because the proposed project will cause a 

decrease in VMT, ADT or NOV by providing on-campus housing and reducing student commuting.  The 

factor “A” in the above equation is a negative number.  A negative ratio of A/B can never be greater than 

a positive ratio of C/D.  Therefore, implementation of the CLP would not generate a cumulatively 

considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts.  This is considered a less than significant 

cumulative impact.  (Class IV).  No impact. 
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Table 5.4-17 

One-Hour CO Concentrations (ppm) Above Background Levels 

Intersections Existing 
Existing + 

Ambient 

Existing + 

Ambient + 

Project 

Existing + 

Ambient + 

Cumulative 

Existing + 

Ambient + 

Project + 

Cumulative 

AM 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Corral Canyon 1.1 0.9 0.9 1.0 0.9 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ John Tyler 1.1 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Civic Center 1.1 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Malibu Canyon 1.2 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.4 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Mulholland  1.4 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Civic Center 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.5 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Webb Way 1.6 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.1 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Cross Creek 1.6 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Rambla Pacifica 1.7 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Las Flores Canyon 1.8 1.1 1.1 1.3 1.3 

PM 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Corral Canyon 1.7 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.3 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ John Tyler 1.5 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.1 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Civic Center 1.1 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Malibu Canyon 1.6 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.3 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Mulholland  1.2 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Civic Center 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.5 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Webb Way 1.9 1.3 1.3 1.7 1.6 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Cross Creek 2.1 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.8 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Rambla Pacifica 1.9 1.3 1.3 1.8 1.8 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ Las Flores Canyon 2.0 1.4 1.4 1.8 1.8 

 

 

5.4.5 Mitigation Measures 

Construction activity PM-10 emissions may exceed SCAQMD recommended CEQA thresholds.  

Enhanced dust control is required to maintain daily PM-10 emissions at less-than-significant levels.  As 

all construction projects can produce fugitive dust emissions, the County requires the application of 

standard dust control measures for all discretionary construction activities even if CEQA thresholds are 

not exceeded.  The following mitigation measures are recommended to minimize fugitive dust generation 

and equipment emissions to the maximum extent feasible and to reduce the proposed project’s potential 

local significance thresholds impact and cumulative air quality impact to less than significant. 

 

MM5.4-1 The applicant shall prepare a Construction Management Plan to control fugitive dust.  At 

a minimum, the Plan shall include the following dust control measures: 

 

• The simultaneous disturbance site should be minimized as much as possible. 

• The proposed project shall comply with SCAQMD established minimum requirements 

for construction activities to reduce fugitive dust and PM-10 emissions.  A plan to 

control fugitive dust through the implementation of best available control measures 

shall be prepared and submitted to the County for approval prior to the issuance of 

grading permits.  The plan shall specify the dust control measures to be implemented.  
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Such measures may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• Application of soil stabilizers to inactive areas according to manufacturers 

specifications (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more);  

• Preparation of a high wind dust control plan and implement plan elements 

and terminate soil disturbance when winds gusts exceed 25 mph; 

• Stabilization of previously disturbed areas if subsequent construction is 

delayed; and 

• Covering all stockpiles with tarps. 

• All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose materials are to be covered. 

• Appoint a construction relations officer to act as community liaison 

concerning on-site construction activity including resolution of issues related 

to PM-10 generation. 

• The project proponent shall comply with all applicable SCAQMD Rules and 

Regulations including Rule 403 insuring the clean up of construction-related dirt on 

approach routes to the site.  Rule 403 prohibits the release of fugitive dust emissions 

from any active operation, open storage pile or disturbed surface area visible beyond 

the property line of the emission source.  Particulate matter on public roadways is 

also prohibited. 

• Adequate watering techniques shall be employed to mitigate the impact of 

construction-related dust particulates.  Portions of the site that are undergoing surface 

earth moving operations shall be watered such that a crust will be formed on the 

ground surface, and then watered again at the end of each day.  Exposed surfaces and 

haul roads will be watered three times/day  

• Any vegetative cover to be utilized onsite shall be planted as soon as possible to 

reduce the disturbed area subject to wind erosion.  Irrigation systems required for 

these plants shall be installed as soon as possible to maintain good ground cover and 

to minimize wind erosion of the soil. 

• Any construction access roads (other than temporary access roads) shall be paved as 

soon as possible and cleaned after each work day.  The maximum vehicle speed on 

unpaved roads shall be 15 mph. 

• Grading operations shall be suspended during any first stage ozone episodes. 

 

MM5.4-2 Non-particulate construction activity emissions are not predicted to exceed SCAQMD 

CEQA thresholds.  Nonetheless, to further reduce potential construction emissions, the 

applicant shall prepare a Construction Management Plan to control vehicle and 

equipment emissions during construction.  Recommended mitigation measures include: 

• Construction parking shall be configured to minimize the potential for traffic 

interference and vehicle idling. 

• Any construction equipment using direct internal combustion engines shall use a 

diesel fuel with a maximum of 0.05 percent sulfur and a four-degree retard. 

• Equipment and vehicle engines shall be maintained in good condition and in proper 

tune, according to manufacturer’s specifications and per SCAQMD rules, to 

minimize exhaust emissions.  Tier 3 rated engines shall be used for all equipment 

during site grading, if available. 



 

5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.4  Air Quality 

 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010  

 Page 5.4-31 

• Equipment whose engines are equipped with diesel oxidation catalysts shall be 

utilized, if available.  Construction operations affecting off-site roadways shall be 

scheduled by implementing traffic hours and shall minimize obstruction of through-

traffic lanes.  Construction operations that may affect traffic flow on the arterial 

system shall be limited to off-peak hours, as permitted.  Truck deliveries occurring 

during construction shall be consolidated to the extent feasible. 

• Idling trucks or heavy equipment shall turn off their engines if the expected duration 

of idling exceeds five (5) minutes as required by law. 

• On-site heavy equipment used during grading and construction shall be equipped 

with diesel particulate filters if feasible.  

• All building construction shall comply with energy use guidelines in Title 24 of the 

California Code of Regulations. 

• Construction equipment operations shall be suspended during any second stage smog 

alert.  

• Low VOC architectural and asphalt coatings shall be used on site and shall comply 

with AQMD Rule 1113-Architectural Coatings. 

 

5.4.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts  

The proposed project would not result in adverse significant construction period or operational air quality 

impacts at the project level.  As a result, the project air quality emissions would not result in any 

unavoidable adverse impacts. 
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5.5 NOISE  

5.5.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Background  

Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a compressible medium such as air.  Noise 

is generally defined as unwanted sound.  Sound is characterized by various parameters that describe the 

rate of oscillation of sound waves, the distance between successive troughs or crests, the speed of 

propagation, and the pressure level or energy content of a given sound wave.  In particular, the sound 

pressure level has become the most common descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient 

sound level. 

 

Loud or soft, noisy or quiet, high-and-low pitch are all qualitative terms used to describe sound.  These 

terms are relative descriptions.  The science of acoustics attempts to quantify the human perception of 

sound into a quantitative and measurable basis.  Amplitude is the measure of the pressure exerted by 

sound waves.  Amplitude may be so small as to be inaudible by humans, or so great as to be painful.  

Frequency refers to pitch or tone.  The unit of measure is in cycles per second called “hertz”.  Very low 

frequency bass tones and ultra-high frequency treble are difficult for humans to detect.  Many noise 

generators in the ambient world are multi-spectral. 

 

The decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound pressure levels.  Although decibels are most commonly 

associated with sound, "dB" is a generic descriptor that is equal to ten times the logarithmic ratio of any 

physical parameter versus some reference quantity.  For sound, the reference level is the faintest sound 

detectable by a young person with good auditory acuity.  Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to 

all sound frequencies within the entire auditory spectrum, human response is factored into sound 

descriptions by weighting sounds within the range of maximum human sensitivity more heavily in a 

process called “A-weighting,” written as dB(A).  Any further reference in this discussion to decibels 

written, as "dB" should be understood to be A-weighted. 

 

Time variations in noise exposure are typically expressed in terms of a steady-state energy level equal to 

the energy content of the time varying period (called Leq), or, alternately, as a statistical description of the 

sound pressure level that is exceeded over some fraction of a given observation period.  Its unit is the dB.  

The most common averaging period for Leq is hourly.  Finally, because community receptors are more 

sensitive to unwanted noise intrusion during the evening and at night, State law requires that, for planning 

purposes, an artificial dB increment be added to quiet time noise levels in a 24-hour noise descriptor 

called the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL).  CNEL’s are a weighted average of hourly Leq’s. 

CNEL apply a penalty to noise that occurs at night.  CNEL is calculated by adding a five-decibel penalty 

to sound levels in the evening (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.), and a ten-decibel penalty to sound levels in the 

night (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) to compensate for the increased sensitivity to noise during the quieter 

evening and nighttime hours.  Because decibels are represented on a logarithmic scale, the averaging 

process must necessarily be performed logarithmically.  One hour at 70 dB and one hour at 50 dB is a 

two-hour average of 67 dB, not of 60 dB is averaged linearly.  Noise exposure planning sometimes uses a 

“day-night level”, or LDN.  LDN is similar to CNEL within the +5 dB evening penalty.  In practice, if the 

noise signature is dominated by transportation sources, CNEL and LDN differ less than one decibel. 

 

For “stationary” noise sources such as noise from HVAC equipment, parking structures and sporting 

events the County does have legal authority to establish noise performance standards designed to not 
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adversely impact adjoining uses.  These standards are articulated in Title 12 of the Los Angeles County 

Code.     

 

Planning Standards 

The State of California has established guidelines for acceptable community noise levels, which are based 

upon the CNEL rating scale to insure that noise exposure is considered in any development, as shown in 

Table 5.5-1.  CNEL-based standards apply to noise sources whose noise generations are preempted from 

local control (such as from on-road vehicles, trains, airplanes, etc.) and are used to make land use 

decisions as to the suitability of a given site for its intended use.  These CNEL-based standards are 

typically articulated in the Noise Element of the General Plan.  Local jurisdictions generally regulate the 

level of non-transportation noise that one use may impose upon another through a Noise Ordinance, 

which is typically found in the jurisdiction’s Code of Regulations. 
 

 

Table 5.5-1 

California Land Use Compatibility Guidelines 

for Exterior Community Noise 

Community Noise Exposure CNEL, dB 
Land Use Normally 

Acceptable
1 

Conditionally 

Acceptable
2 

Normally 

Unacceptable
3 

Clearly Unacceptable
4 

Single Family, Duplex, Mobile 

Homes 
50-60 55-70 70-75 Above 75 

Multi-Family Homes 50-65 60-70 70-75 Above 75 
Schools, Libraries, Churches, 

Hospitals, Nursing Homes 
50-70 60-70 70-80 Above 80 

Transient Lodging:  Motels, Hotels 50-65 60-70 70-80 Above 80 
Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 

Amphitheaters 
- 50-70 - Above 65 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator 

Sports 
- 50-75 - Above 70 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50-70 - 67-75 Above 75 
Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 

Recreation, Cemeteries 
50-75 - 70-80 Above 80 

Office Buildings, Business and 

Professional Commercial 
50-70 67-77 Above 75 - 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 

Agriculture 
50-75 70-80 Above 75 - 

Source: State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, General Plan Guidelines, 1990. 
1 

Normally Acceptable:  Specified land use is satisfactory based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of 

normal conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements. 
2 

Conditionally Acceptable:  New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the 

noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design.  Conventional 

construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will normally suffice. 
3 

Normally Unacceptable:  New construction or development should generally be discouraged.  If new construction or 

development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise 

insulation features included in the design. 
4 

Clearly Unacceptable:  New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 
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Since the Los Angeles County Noise Element does not specifically call out CNEL-based standards, the 

state standards, which are typical of most jurisdictions, were used as a guideline.  As shown in Table 1, 

noise exposure of 65 dB CNEL is the exterior noise-land use compatibility guideline for usable space 

(balconies, patios, etc.), for multi-family dwelling units in California.  Because school or classroom uses 

are not occupied on a 24-hour basis, the exterior noise exposure standard is less stringent at 70 dB CNEL.  

Sports areas are expected to operate in an area with the CNEL noise level no higher than 75 dB CNEL. 

 

Los Angeles County is pre-empted from regulating on-road traffic noise.  However, when daily traffic 

noise exceeds the planning standard for an affected land use, CNEL-based standards are the accepted 

significance threshold for CEQA environmental analysis. 

 

NOISE ORDINANCE STANDARDS 

For stationary noise sources located proximate to residential uses, Los Angeles County has adopted a 

detailed Noise Ordinance.  Noise from one land use crossing the property line of an adjacent property is 

regulated by Section 12.08.390 of the Los Angeles County Code.  These standards are expressed in terms 

of a mean (50
th

 percentile) noise level, which is the noise level allowed for up to 30 minutes in any hour.  

Some deviations above the mean level, up to a maximum of 20 dB above the mean, are allowed by 

ordinance.  The larger the deviation, the shorter the allowable time period. 

 

The Los Angeles County Noise Ordinance allowable exterior noise levels for various land uses are shown 

in Table 5.5-2.  A mean hourly noise level of 50 dB (50
th

 percentile, or “L50”) during the day and 45 dB 

L50 at night for residential areas is the standard applicable at the nearest existing homes or planned on-site 

residences.  However, when these noise levels are already exceeded by ambient noise levels, then the 

ambient level becomes the standard.  The Ordinance also establishes the maximum allowable noise 

exposure for all land uses.  In residential areas, daytime noise exposure is not to exceed 70 dB for any 

period of time, and nighttime noise exposure is not to exceed 65 dB for any period of time. 

 

The County Noise Ordinance standards provide for a number of exemptions from property line standards 

for “normal” activities that may be noise-generating.  Relative to proposed CLP developments, Section 

12.08.570.C exempts outdoor activities conducted on “private school grounds, including but not limited 

to athletic and school entertainment events.”  The recreational and athletic components of noise 

generation associated with the proposed Athletic/Events Center, the upgraded NCAA Soccer Field, and 

the Enhanced Recreation Area are likely exempt from the numerical standards in Table 5.5-2 because 

they represent “normal” activity within the educational process. Similarly, Section 12.08.570.I exempts 

noise generation from legal vehicles operating in a legal manner on private property from compliance 

with noise ordinance standards.  Noise generation from on-campus traffic on private streets, parking lots, 

parking structures, etc., would therefore not be held to Table 5.5-2 standards at any off-campus receivers.  

However, noise from these sources could be a source of nuisance if it occurred for example, during 

nighttime hours and/or in close proximity to sensitive receptors.  Where applicable, the Ordinance 

standards are used in the impact analysis below to assess the potential for a noise nuisance impact under 

CEQA. 

 

Construction Noise 

The Los Angeles County Noise Ordinance restricts and regulates hours of construction operation and 

levels of construction noise.  In Exterior Noise Standards, Chapter 28.08, Part 4, Specific Noise 

Restrictions, Section 12.08.440, construction noise is restricted from 7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. weekdays and  
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at any time on Sundays or holidays when it creates a noise disturbance across a residential or commercial 

property line.  Section 12.08.440 B regulates construction activity noise levels.   

 

 

Table 5.5-2 

Los Angeles County Noise Ordinance Exterior Standards 

Exterior Noise Level (dB) for  

Standard Number Noise 

Zone 

Land Use  

(Receptor 

Property) 
Time Intervals 

1 (L50)
1 2 (L25)

 2 3 (L8.3)
 3 4 (L1.7)

 4 5 (L0)
 5 

I Noise-Sensitive 

Area 
Anytime 45 50 55 60 65 

II Residential 

Properties 
10:00 p.m. to 

7:00 a.m. 

(nighttime) 
 

7:00 a.m. to 

10:00 p.m. 

(daytime) 

45 

 

 

 

50 

50 

 

 

 

55 

55 

 

 

 

60 

60 

 

 

 

65 

65 

 

 

 

70 

III Commercial 

Properties 
10:00 p.m. to 

7:00 a.m. 

(nighttime) 

 

7:00 a.m. to 

10:00 p.m. 

(daytime) 

55 

 

 

 

60 

60 

 

 

 

65 

65 

 

 

 

70 

70 

 

 

 

75 

75 

 

 

 

80 

IV Industrial 

Properties 
Anytime 70 75 80 85 90 

Source: Los Angeles County Noise Ordinance, Exterior Noise Standards, Chapter 28.08, Part 3, Section 12.08.390. 
1 

Los Angeles County Noise Standard No. 1, L50:  Noise levels that may not be exceeded for a cumulative period of 

more than 30 minutes in any hour.  If the ambient L50 exceeds the levels listed above, then the ambient L50 becomes 

the exterior noise level for Standard No. 1. 
2 

Los Angeles County Noise Standard No. 2, L25:  Noise levels that may not be exceeded for a cumulative period of 

more than 15 minutes in any hour.  If the ambient L25 exceeds the levels listed above, then the ambient L25 becomes 

the exterior noise level for Standard No. 2. 
3 

Los Angeles County Noise Standard No. 3, L8.3:  Noise levels that may not be exceeded for a cumulative period of 

more than 5 minutes in any hour.  If the ambient L8.3 exceeds the levels listed above, then the ambient L8.3 becomes 

the exterior noise level for Standard No. 3. 
4 

Los Angeles County Noise Standard No. 4, L1.7:  Noise levels that may not be exceeded for a cumulative period of 

more than 1 minute in any hour.  If the ambient L1.7 exceeds the levels listed above, then the ambient L1.7 becomes 

the exterior noise level for Standard No. 4. 
5 

Los Angeles County Noise Standard No. 5, L0:  Noise levels that may not be exceeded for any period of time.  If the 

ambient L0 exceeds the levels listed above, then the ambient L0 becomes the exterior noise level for Standard No. 5. 

 

 

As stated in Section 12.08.440 B, for noise restrictions at affected residential structures, the contractor is 

to conduct construction activities in such a manner that the maximum noise levels at the affected 

buildings will not exceed those listed in Table 5.5-3 and Table 5.5-4.  The ordinance is somewhat 
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ambiguous in its definition of “maximum.”  In practice, the ordinance is interpreted to refer to the 

maximum one-hour average Leq as the appropriate construction activity noise performance standard.   

 

Construction noise is additionally addressed in Chapter 12 of the County Code.  The Code prohibits 

disturbing noise near residential occupancies between 8 p.m. and 6:30 a.m. on any day and all day on 

Sunday (Section 12.12.030).  It does not contain any numerical performance standards during allowed 

construction times.  In light of the ordinance ambiguity in two minimally separated sections of the County 

Code, an intermediate definition of “maximum” as the loudest single hour is typically employed. 

 

Table 5.5-3 

Maximum Hourly Noise Levels from Non-scheduled, Intermittent, and Short-term Operation  

(Less Than 10 Days) of Mobile Equipment Near Affected Residential Structures 

 
Single-family 

Residential 

(dB Leq) 

Multi-family 

Residential 

(dB Leq) 

Semi-residential/ 

Commercial 

(dB Leq) 

Daily, except Sundays and legal 

holidays, 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 
75 80 85 

Daily, 8:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. and 

all day Sunday and legal holidays 
60 65 70 

 

 

Table 5.5-4 

Maximum Hourly Noise Levels for Repetitively Scheduled and Relatively Long-term Operation  

(Period of 10 Days or More) of Stationary Equipment 

 
Single-family 

Residential 

(dB Leq) 

Multi-family 

Residential 

(dB Leq) 

Semi-residential/ 

Commercial 

(dB Leq) 

Daily, except Sundays and legal 

holidays, 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 
60 65 70 

Daily, 8:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. and 

all day Sunday and legal holidays. 
50 55 60 

 

For business structures, Section 12.08.440 B states that for noise restrictions at affected buildings, the 

contractor is to conduct construction activities in such a manner that the maximum noise levels at the 

affected buildings due to non-scheduled, intermittent, short-term operation of mobile equipment shall not 

exceed a maximum of 85 dB on a daily basis, including Sunday and legal holidays, at all hours. 

 
Baseline Noise Levels 

Noise measurements were made in order to document existing baseline levels in the area.  These help to 

serve as a basis for projecting future noise exposure from projects upon the surrounding community.  

Noise measurements were conducted on Wednesday, April 9, 2008 and Thursday, April 10, 2008 for 24 

hours at six noise sensitive locations on and off campus.  The locations of the noise monitors are shown in 

Figure 5.5-1 and the monitoring results are shown in Table 5.5-5 and Table 5.5-6. 
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Source: I.K. Curtis Aerial Photograph, 2008.
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1 Meter 1: Top of slope, empty lot
next to 24531 Vantage Point Terrace
Meter 2: Top of slope, empty lot
near 24507 Vantage Point Terrace
(home with blue roof)
Meter 3: Stotsenberg Track,
southwest corner near parking lot
Meter 4: Page Residential Complex,
Baxter Drive side
Meter 5: Firestone Fieldhouse,
northwest corner near swim stadium
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Table 5.5-5 

Pepperdine University  

Existing On-Site Noise Measurements (dB Leq) 

Time Interval Meter 1 Meter 2 Meter 3 Meter 4 Meter 5 Meter 6 

15:00-16:00 59.1 56.7 52.8 56.8 59.1 56.3 
16:00-17:00 59.5 57.0 52.3 55.8 57.1 58.4 
17:00-18:00 60.9 58.6 53.5 56.4 57.9 55.7 
18:00-19:00 59.6 58.0 51.6 55.8 57.5 57.1 
19:00-20:00 57.6 56.5 50.9 53.9 59.1 58.3 
20:00-21:00 56.9 55.9 50.4 55.3 57.6 54.4 
21:00-22:00 57.6 56.2 51.6 54.4 59.1 54.3 
22:00-23:00 51.4 50.5 48.5 53.0 58.4 54.0 
23:00-24:00 46.6 46.9 47.3 51.0 57.2 54.7 
0:00-1:00 40.1 44.3 55.5 47.9 51.9 55.8 
1:00-2:00 38.5 43.8 45.1 53.7 45.3 54.5 
2:00-3:00 43.8 45.3 44.7 54.9 45.8 54.1 
3:00-4:00 41.3 44.5 52.1 38.7 51.8 57.6 
4:00-5:00 37.7 43.4 46.5 39.4 49.6 50.3 
5:00-6:00 49.2 46.9 49.9 38.4 42.7 48.7 
6:00-7:00 53.6 51.9 48.8 39.4 42.4 49.4 
7:00-8:00 59.6 57.1 51.7 42.1 43.7 58.6 
8:00-9:00 60.0 56.4 51.8 43.0 54.5 53.7 
9:00-10:00 60.8 57.3 52.8 44.2 57.4 55.7 
10:00-11:00 58.6 55.4 51.0 45.0 59.4 59.3 
11:00-12:00 60.3 57.2 52.2 41.9 58.3 61.0 
12:00-13:00 60.1 57.2 50.8 39.9 60.9 57.5 
13:00-14:00 60.2 57.2 51.9 39.9 59.7 58.6 
14:00-15:00 60.5 58.6 62.4 42.4 58.8 56.9 

Note:  Shaded entries represent nighttime values (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). 

Meter 1 Location:  Top of slope, empty lot next to 24531 Vantage Point Terrace.  

Meter 2 Location:  Top of slope, empty lot near 24507 Vantage Point Terrace (home with blue roof). 

Meter 3 Location:  Stotsenberg Track, southwest corner near parking lot. 

Meter 4 Location:  Page Residential Complex, Baxter Drive side. 

Meter 5 Location:  Firestone Field house, NW corner near Swim Stadium. 

Meter 6 Location:  Page Residential Complex, Page Terrace Lot (near future Enhanced Recreation Area). 

 

 
Table 5.5-6 

Resultant CNEL (dB) 

Measurement 
Parameter 

Meter 1 Meter 2 Meter 3 Meter 4 Meter 5 Meter 6 

24-Hour CNEL
1 59.8 58.1 57.6 57.7 59.9 61.9 

1
 Nighttime noises are "penalized" by +5 dB in the evening from 7 p.m. to 10 p.m., and by +10 dB at night from 

10 p.m. to 7 a.m. in the CNEL calculations (a weighted average). 

 



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.5  Noise 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project  Draft EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123  November 5, 2010  

 Page 5.5-8 

Area noise levels are consistently in the upper 50 to low 60 dB CNEL range.  CNEL levels at all locations 

are below Los Angeles County residential planning thresholds.  Meters 1 and 2 are within Malibu 

Country Estates and have slightly higher daytime noise levels from a combination of campus traffic on 

John Tyler Drive and more distant PCH traffic.  At night, the closure of the John Tyler gate creates 

somewhat lower noise levels at the homes along the eastern MCE mesa edge. The combined effect is that 

off-campus traffic noise at the side/rear of MCE homes on Vantage Point Terrace is almost identical to 

other on-campus locations near Seaver Drive and Huntsinger Circle.  At all noise-sensitive land uses, both 

on- and off-campus, existing traffic noise levels are well within Los Angeles County land use 

compatibility standards.   

 

5.5.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The Initial Study prepared for the proposed project by the Los Angeles County Department of Regional 

Planning, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, and the Los Angeles County Code noise requirements were 

consulted to develop thresholds of significance to use in the evaluation of the proposed project’s potential 

impacts associated with noise.  As such, it was determined that the proposed project may result in a 

significant impact associated with noise if it would: 

 

• Substantially
1
 increase ambient noise levels including those associated with special equipment 

(such as amplified sound systems) or parking areas associated with the project; 

• Create an exposure of persons to noise levels exceeding standards established in the local General 

Plan, Noise Ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;  

• Create an exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne 

noise levels; 

• Cause noise standards to be exceeded where they are currently met; and 

• Create a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 

above levels existing without the project.   

5.5.3 PROJECT IMPACTS 

Three characteristic noise sources are typically identified with land use intensification such as that 

proposed for the CLP.  Initially, project construction activities, especially from heavy equipment, would 

create short-term noise near the project site.  Unless such activities occur near noise-sensitive residential 

uses, impact potential is minimal. 

 

Upon completion of the proposed project, existing traffic levels in the project area would incrementally 

decrease as student commuting traffic would be reduced.  As discussed in Section 5.8 (Traffic and 

Access), it is anticipated that the CLP would not cause any significant increase in existing traffic patterns, 

thus impacts related to traffic noise are anticipated to be minimal.  However, special events at the 

proposed Athletics/Events Center have the potential to increase traffic related noise immediately 

preceding and following an event. 

 

                                                
1
 "Substantially" or “substantial” is not defined in any guidelines.  The change of ± 1.0 dB or less is not detectable by people even in a 

laboratory environment.  Under ambient conditions, people cannot clearly distinguish changes in noise levels until they reach +3 dB 

(20 to 25 percent louder than before) when they occur over time.  Noise increases of three dB or more in already noisy environments 

are considered a significant impact.   
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Finally, stationary noise associated with the new parking areas, dormitories, and any sports facilities 

changes must be examined to ensure that surrounding sensitive land uses are not adversely impacted.  As 

previously noted, noise generation from student recreation or on-campus traffic is exempt from 

compliance with numerical noise exposure standards in the County Code.  Any impact potential would 

therefore be related to possible noise nuisance.  The potential is minimized in that many of the new 

campus buildings, sports fields, and parking facilities would be in the center of campus or north side of 

campus and there would be substantial noise loss from both distance and intervening structures at the 

closest off-site sensitive uses.  Further, use of the campus for major events would be sporadic and the 

associated vehicular noise levels would only occur during peak arrival and departure hours, and would by 

no means be constant.  Because of the distance to the nearest off-site sensitive receptors and the masking 

effect of background noise as well as probable low campus roadway traffic speed, there is limited 

potential for noise nuisance. 

 

Construction Noise Impacts 

Construction noise impacts vary markedly because the noise strength of construction equipment ranges 

widely as a function of the equipment used which changes during the course of the project.  Construction 

noise tends to occur in discrete phases dominated initially by demolition and/or earth-moving sources and 

later for finish construction.  Figure 5.5-2 shows the typical range of construction activity noise 

generation as a function of equipment used in various building phases.  The earth-moving sources are the 

noisiest with equipment noise ranging up to about 90 dB at 50 feet from the source.  Spherically radiating 

point sources of noise emissions are atmospherically attenuated by a factor of 6 dB per doubling of 

distance, or about 20 dB in 500 feet of propagation.  Measured daytime noise levels at homes adjacent to 

the campus and on-campus living halls were 60 dB or less.  The loudest earth-moving noise sources with 

noise levels of 64 dB at 1,000 feet may therefore sometimes be detectable above the local background 

beyond 1,000 feet from the construction area.  A detection radius of 1,000 feet or more pre-supposes a 

clear line-of-sight and no other machinery or equipment noise that would mask project construction noise.  

With buildings and other barriers to interrupt line-of-sight conditions, the potential “noise envelope” 

around individual construction sites is reduced.  Construction noise impacts are, therefore, somewhat less 

than that predicted under idealized input conditions. 

 

Construction noise exposure can be exacerbated when several pieces of equipment operate in close 

proximity.  Because of the logarithmic nature of decibel addition, two equally loud pieces of equipment 

would be +3 dB louder than either one individually.  Three simultaneous sources are +5 dB louder than 

any single source.  Thus, while average operational equipment noise levels are perhaps 5 dB less than at 

peak power, simultaneous equipment operation can still yield an apparent noise strength equal to any 

individual source at peak noise output.  Whereas the average heavy equipment reference noise level is 

85 dB, short-term levels from either peak power or from several pieces operating in close proximity can 

be as high as 90 dB. 

 
The most stringent Noise Ordinance standard for short-term construction equipment noise is 75 dB for 

residential receivers.  Point sources of noise emissions are atmospherically attenuated by a factor of 6 dB 

per doubling of distance.  The loudest construction activities would require almost 280 feet of distance 

between the source and a nearby receiver to reduce the peak 90 dB source strength to 75 dB.   

 

The proposed Soccer Field is the project improvement that is located closest to any off-campus residential 

use.  The closest impacted sensitive receiver is approximately 175 feet southwest from the closest point 

on the Soccer Field, but more than 550 feet from the center of the Soccer Field.  The next closest 
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construction project is the Outer Precinct Student Housing Rehabilitation, which is more than 500 feet 

from the closest off-site residence.  As shown in Figure 5.5-3, the 280-foot construction radius impact 

envelope would affect at most two Malibu Country Estates homes.  This impact would be sporadic and 

for very limited periods of time. Nevertheless, noise sensitive land uses within 280 feet of heavy 

construction equipment operations (see Figure 5.5-2) may be temporarily impacted and these impacts are 

considered significant (Class II) prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, specifically the 

required Construction Noise Mitigation Plan (refer to Mitigation Measure 5.5-1). 

 

Haul Truck Noise  

Project-related noise impacts may derive from on-road truck traffic associated with the hauling of 

excavated soils and delivery of concrete and other construction materials.  The relationship between 

traffic and noise is logarithmic.  It takes a large change in volumes to produce only a small change in 

decibels.  The incremental noise impact from the project’s haul traffic would be partially masked by the 

baseline condition, and for the most part, there is an adequate source-receiver separation to dissipate such 

noise. 

 

The Los Angeles County Noise Ordinance specifically exempts a number of activities from noise 

ordinance standards, including motor vehicles on private right-of-way and private property.  As set forth 

in Section 12.08.570 I, “Except as provided in Section 12.08.550 all legal vehicles of transportation 

operating in a legal manner in accordance with local, state, and federal vehicle noise regulations within 

the public right-of-way or air space, or on private property [are exempted from the provisions of this 

chapter].”  In addition, trucking activity would be limited to daytime hours and would result in the 

potential for nighttime nuisance issues.  Therefore the threshold used in this analysis is the General Plan 

standard (65 dB CNEL). 

 

As described in Section 2.0 (Project Description) the proposed project may result in the need to export 

70,000 cubic yards of soils.  Hauling of this material would be restricted to using the Seaver entrance/exit 

to Malibu Canyon Road.  Conservatively assuming this occurs over a four-month period, the daily truck 

trip traffic would be 160 trips (80 loads) per day assuming the use of single trailer trucks with a 10 cubic 

yard capacity.  The noise level associated with 160 daily haul trips is 57 dB CNEL at 50 feet from the 

roadway centerline for a 35 mph travel speed.  This level is below the 65 dB CNEL noise standard.  

Therefore, soil hauling would create a less than significant traffic noise impact.    

 

Some truck hauling of building materials (concrete, wood, steel, etc,) would occur sporadically on John 

Tyler Drive during CLP construction.  Because of easier access from PCH, delivery trucks are likely to 

prefer using John Tyler Drive.  The reference noise level at 50 feet from a single passing truck is 50 dB 

Leq.  Thirty trucks per hour produce an hourly level of 65 dB Leq, it would require 720 truck trips (360 

trucks in, 360 trucks out) between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. to create a 24-hour weighted noise level of 65 dB 

CNEL at homes closest to John Tyler Drive.  There are no planned CLP construction activities that could 

accommodate 360 truck loads of material on a single day.  As such, haul truck noise impacts to off-

campus noise-sensitive use would be less than significant (Class III). 

 

Construction Activity Vibration 

Construction activities generate ground-borne vibration when heavy equipment travels over unpaved 

surfaces or when it is engaged in soil movement.  The effects of ground-borne vibration include 

discernable movement of building floors, rattling of windows, shaking of items on shelves or hanging on 

walls, and rumbling sounds.  Within the “soft” sedimentary surfaces of much of Southern California, 
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ground vibration is quickly damped out.  Because vibration is typically not an issue, very few 

jurisdictions have adopted vibration significance thresholds.  Vibration thresholds have been adopted for 

major public works construction projects, but these relate mostly to structural protection (cracking 

foundations or stucco) rather than to human annoyance. 

 
Vibration is most commonly expressed in terms of the root mean square (RMS) velocity of a vibrating 

object.  RMS velocities are expressed in units of vibration decibels.  The range of vibration decibels 

(VdB) is as follows: 

 

   65 VdB - threshold of human perception; 

   72 VdB - annoyance due to frequent events; 

   80 VdB - annoyance due to infrequent events; and 

   100 VdB - minor cosmetic damage. 

 

To determine potential impacts of the project’s construction activities, estimates of vibration levels 

induced by the construction equipment at various distances are presented in Table 5.5-7. 

 

 

Table 5.5-7 

Vibration Levels by Construction Equipment 

 Approximate Vibration Levels (VdB) 

Equipment 25 feet 50 feet 100 feet 200 feet 
Large Bulldozer 87 81 75 69 
Loaded Truck 86 80 74 68 
Jackhammer 79 73 67 61 
Small Bulldozer 58 52 46 40 
Pile Driver 93 87 81 75 
Source:  FTA Transit Noise & Vibration Assessment, Chapter 12, Construction, 2006. 

 

 

Pile drivers create the greatest vibration levels, but they would not be required for any construction 

activities near off-campus residences.  Driven pile footings could be used at the new athletic event center 

or the law school parking structure.  Both locations are more than 1,000 feet away from the closest 

homes.  Pile driving vibration levels at the closest homes would be below the threshold of human 

perception. 

 

The on-site construction equipment that would create the maximum potential vibration at the nearest 

homes is a large bulldozer.  The stated vibration source level in the FTA Handbook for such equipment is 

87 VdB at 25 feet from the source.  The closest residence to any point of project-related heavy equipment 

operations is approximately 200 feet (assumed to be set-back by 25 feet from the nearest off-campus 

residential property line of 175 feet).  Ground borne vibration attenuates quickly with distance.  Vibration 

levels from heavy equipment would be at about 10 VdB less than the annoyance threshold for 

infrequent/temporary events.  Vibration levels would not reach the nuisance threshold, not would they 

exceed the 100 VdB building damage threshold.  Construction activity vibration impacts are judged to be 

less than significant (Class III), both in terms of nuisance and for possible structural damage (cracked 

stucco, etc.). 
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Operational Traffic Noise Impacts 

Traffic Noise Impacts Normal Operation 

Long-term noise concerns associated with the project center primarily on mobile source emissions 

surrounding the project site.  These concerns were addressed using the California specific vehicle noise 

curves (CALVENO) in the federal highway noise prediction model (FHWA-RD-77-108) in a 

computerized version of the model developed by Caltrans.  The model calculates the Leq noise level for a 

particular reference set of input conditions, and then makes a series of adjustments for site-specific traffic 

volumes, distances, speeds, or noise barriers.  This analysis utilized data from the project traffic analysis, 

prepared by Associated Transportation Engineers (provided in Appendix I). 

 
Of the total daily trips generated at the University, 15 percent travel north along Malibu Canyon Road, 60 

percent travel east along PCH and 25 percent travel west along PCH.  At each subsequent turning 

opportunity, fractions of each traffic stream split into different directions and thus dilute any off-site 

traffic noise impact. 

 
The conversion of commuter students to resident students through the housing program would reduce student 

commute trips made to and from the campus.  This occurs as a portion of the students living on-campus do 

not own cars, and those resident students that do own cars do not use them every day.  The reduction in traffic 

generated by the shift in commute to resident students would more than offset the traffic increases generated 

by the new faculty, staff and visitors.  This reduction in traffic would occur during both peak and off-peak 

travel periods.  The project eliminates 744 daily trips to the campus. 

 
Table 5.5-8 summarizes the 24-hour CNEL level at 50 feet from the roadway centerline along 24 area 

roadway segments.  Four traffic scenarios were evaluated: “existing conditions,” “existing with ambient”, 

“existing with ambient and project”, “existing with ambient and cumulative”, and “existing with ambient, 

cumulative, and project”.  As shown in Table 5.5-8, there would be no significant project-related noise 

increases on any analyzed roadway segment.  Along most segments, noise changes would be either not 

detectable or a slight decrease.  Therefore, project related traffic noise impacts are less than significant 

(Class III).  See Section 5.5.4 below for a discussion on cumulative noise impacts. 

 

The 24-hour background noise measurements at the Malibu Country Estates discussed above were made 

with the current nocturnal closure of John Tyler Drive in effect (this road is currently closed between 

10:30 p.m. and 6:00 a.m., except when special events occur past 10:30, in which case the road closes once 

event traffic has cleared).
2
  Although no CLP components are anticipated to generate substantial traffic or 

noise between 11 p.m. to 6 a.m., the traffic noise effects of possibly removing that closure were 

evaluated.  Thirty percent of existing traffic at Seaver Gate was assumed to use John Tyler Drive if that 

option were available.
3
  The traffic noise from possible diverted traffic was superimposed upon the 

quietest reading at the two Malibu Country Estates residences most recently monitored. Although traffic 

noise on private streets is exempt from compliance with the Los Angeles County Noise Ordinance, the 

Ordinance standard is used in this analysis as a threshold for a potential nuisance impact.  The standard is 

                                                
2
 This restriction was put in place in connection with the Upper Graduate Campus Project.  It was intended to be a temporary 

restriction (a one–year trial access restriction) with subsequent consideration for removal of the restriction to be determined by 

the Los Angeles County Planning Director.  This restriction began in August 20, 2001 and has been voluntarily continued by 

the University since then.  
3
 As discussed in Section 5.8, Trip distribution percentages were developed for assigning the CLP traffic based on review of the 

existing traffic flows at the campus access gates.  The analysis found that approximately 30% of existing campus traffic uses the 

John Tyler Drive access and 70% uses the Seaver Drive access.  
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expressed in terms of the duration and intensity.  The maximum projected number of cars per hour on 

John Tyler Drive is 68 per hour between 11 p.m. to midnight.  Assuming each car is audible for 15 

seconds, 68 cars would result in a noise level of 45 dB covering 17 minutes of noise generation.  The 

residential post 10 p.m. Noise Ordinance standard for 17 minutes of noise (approximately an L25 standard) 

is 50 dB.  Background noise levels at the closest homes range from 43-46 dB as the 17-minute average.  

Table 5.5-9 summarizes future nocturnal noise associated with the possible removal of the John Tyler 

Drive closure. 

 

 

Table 5.5-8 

Traffic Noise Impact Analysis  

(dB CNEL at 50 feet from Centerline) 

Segment Existing 
Existing + 

Ambient 

Existing + 

Ambient + 

Project 

Existing + 

Ambient + 

Cumulative 

Existing + 

Ambient + 

Cumulative + 

Project 

Pacific Coast Hwy/ 
W of Corral Canyon 72.1 73.2 73.2 73.8 73.8 
E of Corral Canyon 72.2 73.2 73.2 73.9 73.9 
W of John Tyler 72.4 73.4 73.4 74.1 74.1 
John Tyler-Malibu Canyon 72.5 73.5 73.5 74.2 74.2 
Malibu Canyon-Webb Way 72.8 73.8 73.8 74.5 74.5 
Webb Way-Cross Creek 73.3 74.3 74.3 74.4 74.4 
E of Cross Creek 73.6 74.6 74.6 75.1 75.1 
W of Rambla Pacifico 73.4 74.5 74.4 75.0 75.0 
Rambla Pacifico-Las Flores 

Canyon 
73.6 74.6 74.6 75.2 75.1 

E of Las Flores Canyon 73.6 74.6 74.6 75.2 75.2 
Seaver Dr/ 
W of Malibu Canyon 65.6 66.6 66.4 66.6 66.4 
Civic Center Way/ 
Malibu Canyon-Webb Way 67.8 68.6 68.5 68.6 68.5 
Webb Way-Cross Creek 65.0 66.0 66.0 69.0 69.0 
Corral Canyon Rd/ 
N of Pacific Coast Hwy 59.2 60.3 60.3 60.3 60.3 
John Tyler Dr/ 
N of Pacific Coast Hwy 64.0 64.8 64.8 65.0 64.8 
Malibu Canyon Rd/ 
N of Civic Center 70.5 71.6 71.6 71.7 71.7 
Civic Center-Pacific Coast Hwy 67.7 68.7 68.7 68.9 68.9 
S of Pacifc Coast Hwy 59.6 60.6 60.6 60.6 60.6 
Stuart Ranch Rd/ 
N of Civic Center 58.7 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.8 
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Segment Existing 
Existing + 

Ambient 

Existing + 

Ambient + 

Project 

Existing + 

Ambient + 

Cumulative 

Existing + 

Ambient + 

Cumulative + 

Project 

Webb Way/ 
Civic Center-Pacific Coast Hwy 66.6 67.3 67.3 69.7 69.7 
S of Pacific Coast Hwy 65.4 66.4 66.4 67.2 67.2 
Cross Creek Rd/ 
N of Pacific Coast Hwy 65.9 66.9 66.9 68.9 68.8 
Rambla Pacifica/ 
N of Pacific Coast Hwy 60.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 
Las Flores Canyon/ 
N of Pacific Coast Hwy 61.3 62.3 62.3 62.3 62.3 

 

 

Table 5.5-9 

Future Malibu Country Estate Nocturnal Noise (dB L25) 

Time Existing “New” Traffic Only Combined Change 

11:00-12:00 44 45 47 +2 
0:00-01:00 44 43 46 +2 
01:00-02:00 43 40 45 +2 
02:00-03:00 44 38 45 +1 
03:00-04:00 43 37 44 +1 
04:00-05:00 43 35 44 +1 
05:00-06:00 46 38 47 +1 

 

 
As shown in Table 5.5-9, the diverted traffic would not cause the Los Angeles County Noise Ordinance 

nocturnal noise standard of 50 dB L25 to be exceeded.  In addition, all increases would be 1-2 dB.  

Therefore, project related traffic nocturnal noise impacts under this scenario would be less than 

significant (Class III).  

 

Traffic Noise Levels During Special Events 

Athletic games and other indoor University events are currently held at the Firestone Fieldhouse (FFH), 

located at the southern portion of John Tyler Drive.  FFH has a maximum seating capacity of 3,574 seats 

(3,104 seats plus 470 temporary folding chairs). 

 
As a result of the proposed project, the Athletics/Events Center would be on the east side of Huntsinger 

Circle near the north end of the loop road adjacent to the Via Pacifica intersection.  This facility is 

planned for a maximum seating capacity of 5,470 (5,000 permanent seats and 470 folding chairs), 

accommodating a net increase of 1,896 event attendees compared to the existing FFH facility.  Data 

provided by the University shows that less than 3,000 persons attend most campus events and more than 

90 percent of campus events experience attendance levels with less than 1,000 persons (not including 

graduation ceremonies).  Only six events with more than 3,000 persons were held in 2007 (not including 

graduation).  The largest of the sporting events are the men’s basketball and volleyball games with up to 
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3,100 persons in attendance.  Based on the observed event attendance patterns of 60 percent arriving by 

vehicle with an average occupancy of 2.5 passengers per vehicle, 455 “new” vehicle trips will be 

generated to/from the campus for a sell-out event.  A medium sized event with 3,500 attendees would 

generate 840 off-campus trips.  Such trip generation is identical to that of an existing FFH sell-out. Events 

traffic at the new facility would generate peak inbound traffic flows to the campus during a one to two 

hour period prior to the event and outbound flows from the campus after the event. The majority of these 

events would be held during the evenings and on weekends when campus traffic and parking demands are 

light. (See Section 5.8, Traffic and Access, for further discussion). The presumed worst-case traffic noise 

impact would be a comparison of an existing maximum attendance FFH event versus a future peak 

attendance event at the AEC. 

 

It is likely that both the John Tyler Drive and Seaver Drive campus access points would continue to be 

used when events are held at the new facility.  Table 5.5-10 shows the noise calculations based on peak 

hour event-related traffic, assuming that 50 percent of event-related traffic would utilize each access 

point.  This analysis assumes the John Tyler Drive gate would continue to remain open after 10:30 p.m. to 

allow vehicles to exit from the special event.  Noise from the combination of existing measured ambient 

noise plus an existing FFH sell-out will be increased by +1 to +2 dB for a combination of existing 

measured ambient plus a new AEC sell-out. 

 

 

Table 5.5-10 

Special Event Noise Impact Analysis (dB Leq 10-11 p.m.) 

Roadway 

Existing 

Non-Event 

Noise 

Existing 

Sell-Out 

Traffic  

Combined 

Existing 

Event 

Future Sell-

Out Traffic 
1
 

Combined 

Future 

Sell-Out 

Change 

from 

Existing 

John Tyler Dr. 51 53 55 55 56 +1 dB 

Seaver Dr. 53 53 56 55 57 +2 dB 
1
 Assumes all vehicles arrive and depart in a single hour and that the nearest sensitive receptor is located at 80 

feet from the roadway centerline and that ! of event trips utilize the indicated roadway traveling at 25 mph. 

 

 

The increased traffic on John Tyler Drive for a sell-out event with a post 10 p.m. departure would 

increase noise levels by +1 dB at the nearest homes compared to an existing Firestone Fieldhouse sell-out 

departure.  Such a difference would be imperceptible to the closest residence. As such, special event 

traffic noise levels are anticipated to be less than significant (Class III).   

 

Operational Stationary Noise Impacts 

Component #1:  Student Housing Rehabilitation  

Noise levels depend upon the loudness of an individual noise generator, the number of generators, the 

distance separation between the source and receiver, and the presence of any modification of normal 

spherical spreading losses.  For the student housing component of the CLP, the number of sources will 

increase from 2000 beds to 2480 beds.  The loudness of the average student will not change, the average 

source-receiver distance to the closest homes will not change, and there will be no major changes in 

building location or elevations that would change the transmission path when the housing projects are 

completed. 
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Mathematically, the existing noise level due to student activities (music, conversation, parking lots, etc.) 

at distance D from campus is expressed as follows: 

 

Reference Level (1 student at distance Dref) + 10 * Log (2000) – 20 * Log (D / Dref) 

At full occupancy, the relationship can be expressed as follows: 

 

Reference Level (1 student at distance Dref) + 10 * Log (2480) – 20 * Log (D/Dref) 

 

Subtracting to establish the change in noise, we are left with: 

delta = 10 * Log (2480) – 10 * Log (2000) = 10 * Log (2480/2000) = 10 * Log (1.24)  =  0.9 dB 

 

The average noise created by 2480 students engaged in typical living, studying and recreational activities 

is + 0.9 dB louder than from 2000 students.  Such a change is generally considered an imperceptible 

increase.  

 

Another source of noise at the proposed student housing component is heating, ventilation, and air 

conditioning (HVAC) equipment.  However, the existing student housing includes HVAC equipment. 

Noise from similar equipment associated with the proposed student housing would not substantially 

increase existing noise levels. 

 
Therefore, noise impacts from the student housing component on surrounding off-site residences would 

be less than significant (Class III).  In addition, as required in Section 5.9.2 (Police Protection Services), 

the University’s Department of Public Safety shall augment the number of public safety offices to 

accommodate the proposed CLP in accordance with existing campus policy.  As such, public safety 

officers would regularly patrol both the Standard and Outer Precincts and ensure noise is kept to a 

minimum particularly during hours of greater noise sensitivity. 

 
Component #2:  Athletics/Events Center 

As previously discussed, athletic games and other indoor University events are currently held at the 

Firestone Fieldhouse, located at the southern portion of John Tyler Drive.  The proposed Athletics/Events 

Center would be located on the east side of Huntsinger Circle near the north end of the loop road adjacent 

to the Via Pacifica intersection.  Since the new facility and facility parking would be located at the 

northern interior of the campus they would be father away from Malibu Country Estates.  .  The CLP does 

not propose to substantially change the number and frequency of events held at the campus.  The new 

Athletics/Events Center would, however, increase the capacity for large events by 1,896 seats when 

compared to the Firestone Fieldhouse.   

 
The proposed Athletics/Events Center (AEC) site is approximately 1,100 feet from the nearest off-site 

receptor and dorms and intervening buildings will assist in blocking any event noise.  The existing 

Firestone Fieldhouse is approximately 200 feet from the nearest Malibu County Estates residence.  The 

proposed event center location provides almost 15 dB of additional noise attenuation as a result of 

distance separation as compared to the existing Fieldhouse location.  Additionally as mentioned above, 

intervening buildings would assist in noise attenuation.   

 

The proposed Athletics/Events Center would be an enclosed structure.  The predominant sporting events 

would be volleyball and basketball.  Other passive activities to be held at the center include campus and 

community events such as weekly convocation and an annual Bible Lectureship Series.  Although the 
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new event venue would seat more spectators as compared to the Firestone Fieldhouse, because activities 

are indoors and because of the increased distance separation, noise impacts are not anticipated to be 

significant and residents at Malibu County Estates would likely experience a reduction in overall event 

noise.   

 

Increased special event attendance would be accompanied by an increased number of parked vehicles.  

Parking activities generate noise from starting engines, car alarm “chirps,” auto horns, tire squeal, etc.  

Assuming a logarithmic relationship between the number of parking or departing vehicles and associated 

noise, the increased event center capacity would create a +3 dB change in noise levels.  However, the 

relocation of much of the existing special event parking away from the Firestone Fieldhouse would 

reduce parking activity by more than 10 dB at the nearest MCE homes.  Future special event parking 

noise at off-campus residences would therefore be reduced. 

 

A chiller plant is planned along the north side of the Athletics/Events Center.  Noise at a packaged chiller 

unit depends upon the type of unit, its cooling capacity, and the size of the unit.  Noise propagation 

toward noise-sensitive receivers also depends upon the line-of-sight relationship between the units and the 

receiver.  The specifications for the proposed chiller plant are unknown at this time.  For purposes of 

analysis, the units have been assumed to be chillers with centrifugal compressors and a 50 square-meter 

surface area through which sound may pass.  The sound power level of a typical 850-ton unit is calculated 

at a 50-foot reference distance as follows (dB L50): 

 

Base = 60 dB 

Capacity = +32 dB 

Area = +17 dB 

A-weighting = ±0 dB 

Spreading Loss = -32 dB 

Net = 77 dB at 50 feet/chiller 

 

Operations of three simultaneous chillers (three active, one standby) would generate an 82 dB reference 

level at 50 feet.  The 1,385-foot distance between the proposed chiller plant site and the closest residence 

(which is within the Malibu Country Estates) affords almost 29 dB of noise attenuation from geometrical 

spreading losses, reducing noise to 53 dB.  The Los Angeles County residential daytime noise standard is 

50 dB L50 and the nocturnal standard is 45 dB L50.  Although intervening buildings would assist in 

shielding chiller noise, chiller noise could exceed standards unless the units are enclosed in a building, or 

surrounded by a substantial barrier.  It is anticipated that the proposed chiller plant would be located 

inside an enclosed plant with structural transmission losses of at least 30 dB.  The resultant noise level 

would decay to 23 dB L50 at the nearest Malibu Country Estates home and meet both the daytime and 

nocturnal noise standard.  However, prior to assurance that the chiller plant would be located inside a 

building, the project would result in the potential for a significant impact (Mitigation Measures 5.5-7 

through 5.5-7 address this issue.) 

 

Cooling tower fans at the chiller plant, which cannot be enclosed, would also generate noise.  Fan noise is 

dependent on the average power load and fan speed, and the side louver configuration.  Water splash 

noise is generally less than motor noise and airflow noise through the unit.  The reference sound power 

level for a single cooling tower under average hourly load conditions was obtained from the Baltimore 

Air Coil (BAC) Company as a typical cooling tower supplier. 
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The reference noise level at 50 feet from a typical cooling tower varies from 59 to 63 dB at various 

locations around a single tower.  The maximum combined noise effect of four cells, under direct line-of-

sight conditions, is 69 dB at 50 feet. 

 

Without any additional structural interference, the L50 daytime County Noise Ordinance standard could be 

exceeded to a distance of 450 feet.  The L50 nocturnal standard could be exceeded to 800 feet. At the 

nearest Malibu Country Estates residence at 1,385 feet, noise would be reduced to 40 dB, below the 

daytime and nocturnal noise standard.   

 

The combined noise from the cooling towers (40 dB) and the enclosed chiller plant (23 dB) would remain 

at 40 dB meeting all the ordinance standards. 

 

Additionally, the cooling towers are anticipated to be equipped with variable speed fans that would be run 

at lower speeds at night when cooling demand is minimal.  Fan speed reduction would reduce baseline 

noise generation by 3-5 dB.  It may also allow one cell to be turned off during minimum demand.  The net 

effect of reduced nocturnal cooling tower operations is likely an additional –5 dB noise generation 

reduction at night. 

 

In summary, the proposed athletics/events center would not result in significant noise impacts related to 

event noise.  However, noise generated at the proposed chiller plant would result in the potential for 

significant noise impacts at off-site residences prior to mitigation (Class II). 

 

Component #3:  Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field Component 

The proposed Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field would be located on the existing Tari Frahm Rokus Field 

and Stotsenberg Track.  Currently, temporary mobile seating accommodates up to 1,000 spectators.  The 

elevation of the proposed upgraded soccer field would be approximately ten feet higher than the level of 

the existing track and soccer field.  The upgraded field would include lighting, which would allow for 

nighttime use, and would provide 1,000 permanent spectator seats on the northern side of the field. 

 

The distance from the proposed Soccer Field to the closest off-site residence is approximately 200 feet 

from the closest point at the field and approximately 500 feet from the center of the field.  A change in 

noise generation from soccer activities would derive from a possible increase in spectator attendance.  By 

meeting NCAA field standards, possible post-season use of the upgraded field for regional play-offs 

would be increased. 

 

Soccer activity noise depends upon the intensity of the action and the number of spectators. There is no 

unique noise signature that can characterize every soccer game.  A variety of measurements of noise at 

soccer games, however, produces a reasonably consistent pattern of noise observations.  Typical reported 

noise levels at 500 feet from the middle of a soccer field (or from the middle of a complex of several 

fields) are as follows (dB Leq): 

 

Marymount College Soccer:  38 dB; 

Chico City Park (3 fields):  43 dB; 

Citrus Heights Soccer Complex:  46 dB; 

San Rafael Recreation Center:  47 dB; 
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Soccer game noise is primarily in the mid 40 dB Leq range at 500 feet from the center of the field.  This 

represents the set-back of the closest MCE residence to the middle of the upgraded soccer field. The 

corresponding L50 level is slightly less than Leq. As a worst case assumption it was assumed that the L50 

level could equal the measured Leqs for any particularly exuberant play.  Upgraded field noise of 47 dB 

L50 would be a less than significant impact (Class III) for daytime use .   

 

If lighted field play continued beyond 10 p.m., the adopted nocturnal significance threshold of 45 dB L50 

could be marginally exceeded.  Mitigation through termination of lighted play at 10 p.m. would maintain 

soccer field activity noise impacts at less-than-significant (Class II). 

 

Component #4:  Town Square 

The proposed Town Square would be located on what is now the Seaver Main Parking Lot.  The proposed 

Town Square CLP component proposes a quad area, including a grass lawn and welcome center, above 

underground parking.  The closest off site receptor to the Town Square is approximately 900 feet from the 

center of the quad area.  

 

Stationary noise sources which could have an impact on the nearest residential activities are mechanical 

equipment source noise including electrical and mechanical air conditioning, most of which is typically 

located on rooftops and screened from possible on- and off-site sensitive use areas to reduce audibility.  Los 

Angeles County Noise Ordinance standards for stationary sources allow for no more than 50 dB L50 

daytime hourly noise standard at the residential boundary and 45 dB L50  at night. 

 

Potential noise generated by HVAC equipment was evaluated using typical maximum HVAC equipment 

noise levels.  The exact type and quantity of HVAC equipment is not yet known.  The hourly average 

reference noise level at a 50-foot analysis distance for typical rooftop mounted equipment is 54 dB at 50 

feet.  For continuously running equipment Leq and L50 are almost identical.  Standard design features 

such as shielding and parapets would reduce noise emissions below this level.  For direct line-of-sight 

conditions, the above point source data can be adjusted for geometrical (spherical) spreading losses at a 6 

dB per distance doubling between the source and the closest receiver.  At the nearest distance to a 

sensitive off-site receptor of 900 feet, noise from HVAC equipment would be approximately 29 dB L50 

without shielding.  Shielding would reduce noise levels to less than 29 dB L50.   

 

Because of this component’s distance to off-site sensitive receptors as well its lack of noise generating 

activity, the proposed Town Square improvements are expected to result in a less than significant impact 

(Class III). 

 

Component #5:  Enhanced Recreation Area  

The CLP would provide an Enhanced Recreation Area intramural playing field with lighting, located 

north of Huntsinger Circle in an area currently consisting of an intramural field and the Terrace Parking 

Lot.  Currently, the Tari Frahm Rokus Field and Stotsenberg Track are utilized for both student 

recreational activities and University athletics.  This component would increase the distance between the 

site of these activities and off-site residential uses, and as a result would somewhat reduce the potential 

for associated off-site noise.   

 

Various types of athletic activity would occur at the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area, such as soccer, 

softball, and rugby.  By way of reference, measured intramural softball field activity noise for a typical 

mix of participants and spectators at the outfield perimeter is 55 dB L50.  For intermittent noise, L50 is less 
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than Leq.  Distance attenuation from the Enhanced Recreation Area to the nearest off-campus homes 

would reduce this level to 35 dB L50.  Although softball is only one activity proposed that may occur at 

the Enhanced Recreation Area, this noise level is assumed typical of similar athletic events such as soccer 

or rugby.  This noise level is well below existing ambient levels and below the County of Los Angeles 

Noise Ordinance daytime standard of 50 dB L50 and the nocturnal noise ordinance standard of 45 dB L50.   

 

Studies on the noise effects on bird behavior have demonstrated a negative impact on nesting and 

breeding behavior when noise levels exceed 60 dB LEQ. The primary documented noise impact appears 

to derive from masking of vocalization between breeding pairs due to elevated noise.  The U.S. Fish & 

Wildlife Service has established noise standards for construction activities near habitats of threatened or 

endangered bird species of 60 dB LEQ during the noisiest single hour of activity (Road Engineering 

Journal, October 1, 1997).  Despite expressions of doubt by even the original authors of noise impact 

studies on bird behavior, the 60 dB LEQ standard has become firmly entrenched as a mitigation threshold 

during nesting/breeding seasons for least Bell’s vireos, California gnatcatchers and similar protected 

species. 

 

The average noise level at the perimeter of an intramural recreational environment was stated above to be 

55 dB or less based upon noise measurements for softball, soccer and similar semi-competitive activities.  

This level is already less than the wildlife noise protection standard typically applied to potentially 

impacted bio-habitats.  Noise levels continue to decrease at an approximate rate of -6 dB per doubling of 

source-receiver distance.  In moving away from the proposed enhanced recreation area, recreational noise 

will drop to less than 50 dB as the mean source-receiver distance increase from a typical value of 250 feet 

to the edge of the area to 500 feet into the open space beyond.  Student recreation noise will be well 

below any level of documented wildlife effects. 

 

Based on the above, noise impacts associated with the Enhanced Recreation Area would be less than 

significant (Class III). 

 

Component #6:  School of Law Parking Structure 

The School of Law Student Lot is located at the southeast corner of Baxter Road and Seaver Drive and 

currently provides surface parking for 291 cars. The proposed School of Law Parking Structure would 

provide 611 parking spaces on three levels.  

 

Typical parking lot noise includes doors shutting, engines starting, and acceleration.  Other noises can 

include tire squeal noise, loud stereos, and car alarms.  These noises would occur intermittently and are 

not long in duration.  The frequency of these on-site noise events would increase as a result of the project 

because an increased number of cars would park in this location. 

   

The off-site sensitive uses closest to the proposed School of Law Parking Structure are located in the 

Malibu Country Estates and are approximately 1,700 feet from the proposed parking structure.   

 

A typical noise measurement at the façade of a parking structure is 60-70 dB during individual noise 

events.  However parking lot noise is more appropriately analyzed as an hourly average.  As a result, 

although parking lots may result in peak bursts of noise of 60-70 dB Lmax at 50 feet (car doors 

slamming, an engine starting up), the continuous noise level around 50 dB L50.  Parking lot activities are 

primarily limited to daytime hours of lesser noise sensitivity and noise from parking lot activities would 

be attenuated by distance separation of at least 1,700 feet.  Using the standard attenuation rate for a soft 
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site, parking lot noise levels at the property line of the closest residence would be attenuated by -23 dB 

and this does not take into effect the attenuation offered by intervening buildings/structures.  Hourly noise 

levels around 27 dB L50 are thus not expected to exceed the County’s 50 dB L50 hourly noise standard for 

daytime parking structure use.  As such, noise impacts associated with the proposed School of Law 

Parking Structure are considered to be less than significant (Class III).  

 
Combined Noise Levels From All Project Components  

An approximate composite of every noise source from CLP components can be created if every source 

were generating peak noise levels.  The possible non-traffic sources include the upgraded soccer field, the 

mechanical equipment at Town Square, student recreation at the enhanced recreation area, and parking lot 

operations (door slams, engines starting, tire squeal, alarm chirps, etc.), along with the chiller plant.  The 

maximum composite noise at the closest off-campus residence is approximately calculated as follows (dB 

L50): 

 
   Chiller Plant/Cooling Towers   40 dB 
   Soccer Field     45 dB 
   Town Square HVAC   29 dB 
   Student Recreation   35 dB 
   Parking Structure    27 dB 
   COMPOSITE     47 dB 
 
The composite level of 47 dB L50 is below the County Noise Ordinance standard of 50 dB L50 for daytime 

(pre-10 p.m.) events.  The soccer field would not be operational after 10 p.m.  Noise levels excluding the 

soccer field would total 43 dB, which is below the nighttime County Noise Ordinance standard of 45 dB 

L50.  Therefore considering the combined noise levels from all projects (assuming the chiller plant would 

be located inside a building) would not change the above conclusions for the individual project 

components. 
 

5.5.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  

Traffic Noise 

Area build-out traffic growth would create moderate increases in traffic volumes.  However, because of 

the logarithmic nature of traffic noise, it requires a very large increase in traffic volume to increase 

associated noise levels, especially for areas that are already built out with a relatively large traffic base.  

Cumulative traffic noise (“existing with ambient and cumulative” and “existing with ambient, cumulative, 

and project” in Table 5.5-9) on two roadway segments exceed the +3 dB CNEL potential significance 

threshold as detailed in Table 5.5-11, below. 

 

 

Table 5.5-11 

Significant Cumulative Impacts 

Segment 
Total Cumulative 

Impact 
Project Only 

Impact 

Other Area 

Development 

Impact 

Civic Center Way/ Webb Way-Cross Creek +4.0 dB CNEL 0.0 dB CNEL +4.0 dB CNEL 
Webb Way/ Civic Center-Pacific Coast Hwy +3.1 dB CNEL 0.0 dB CNEL +3.1 dB CNEL 
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As shown in Table 5.5-11 the project contributes negligibly to this growth in cumulative traffic noise at 

the two impacted segments. As such, noise impacts associated with cumulative development are 

anticipated to be potentially significant and would occur without implementation of the proposed project.  

Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts is considered to be less than significant (Class 

III). 

 

Firestone Fieldhouse 

As a related project, Firestone Fieldhouse (FFH) will be converted to a student recreation center once the 

AEC is completed.  The recreation center is planned to open early and stay open late to allow for early 

morning or late evening workouts.  It should be noted that because the campus does not currently have a 

separate recreation center, in addition to accommodating the athletic department, the FFH serves students’ 

recreation needs as well, which could have similar impacts as planned future uses at the facility.  Current 

uses at the facility include hosting intramural volleyball tournaments until midnight (Monday and 

Wednesday nights in 2010).  However, conversion of the FFH to a student recreation center that would be 

open post 10 p.m. may create added late evening noise from student activities compared to existing 

conditions.  

 

Noise sources such as youthful exuberance, car alarms, door slams, etc are more single-event noise spikes 

rather than sustained 50
th

 percentile (L50) levels used in the project impact analysis as a significance 

threshold.  Measured single event noise from parking lot activities and small group assembly (Eastvale 

Gateway, 2002) was projected from the source to the nearest MCE homes.  These levels were compared 

to the measured maximum noise levels at two existing homes on Vantage Point Terrace as follows: 

 

Source Projected Lmax 

Car alarm 55 dB 

People laughing, shouting 53 dB 

Door slam 53 dB 

Car start 52 dB 

Car idle 51 dB 

Car slowly moving 46 dB 

 

Existing background Lmax levels were measured to be 67-72 dB between 8 p.m. to midnight at the 

closest homes to FFH.  Student activity noise may be audible late in the evening at the nearest homes 

because background levels are low, but the peak activity noise will not be any greater than levels 

currently experienced.  As such, late evening use of the future FFH student recreation center will not have 

a significant noise impact (Class III). 

 

Baseball Field Lighting 

As a related project, the University proposes to light the baseball field for evening use.  A cumulative 

effect could occur for activity on two lighted fields.  Baseball activity noise is more intermittent than 

ongoing soccer play.  The projected L50 noise level at the nearest MCE homes would be less than 45 dB 

L50 from baseball.  Cumulative noise from two lighted fields would be less than 50 dB L50 (pre-10 a.m. 

standard), but more than 45 dB L50 (post-10 a.m. standard).  As such, termination of lighted plan on the 

baseball field at 10 p.m. is a required condition to maintain cumulative impacts at less than significant 

levels (Class II). 
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5.5.5 MITIGATION MEASURES  

Construction Noise  

MM5.5-1 Prior to the issuance of grading permits for the construction of the NCAA Soccer Field, 

the applicant shall prepare a Construction Noise Mitigation Plan.  Because construction 

details are not yet known with certainty, and because there are multiple noise control 

options, the plan will be structured to achieve a performance standard at any off-site 

residential property line.  Consistent with the County Code, the maximum allowable 

construction activity noise at the nearest off-site residential property line shall be 75 dB 

Leq.  Measures to achieve that performance standard may include: 

 

• Using smaller, quieter equipment, or 

• Installing sound absorbing curtains or erecting a temporary berm to interrupt the line-

of-sight between source and receiver. 

 
MM5.5-2 Grading work shall be limited to between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Monday 

through Friday.  

 

MM5.5-3 All on-site construction equipment fixed and mobile, shall be in proper operating condition 

and fitted with standard silencing devices.  Proper engineering noise controls shall be 

implemented when necessary on fixed equipment.  A monitoring program shall be 

implemented to monitor mobile sources when construction is scheduled to occur within 280 

feet of offsite residences. 

 

MM5.5-4 Residences within the Malibu County Estates subdivision shall be informed of the 

anticipated start date, duration, noise impact, and other pertinent information prior to the 

construction of each of the proposed components.  Notification shall also include a phone 

number where people can register questions or complaints.  

 

MM5.5-5 Project applicant shall post a notice at the construction site and along the proposed truck haul 

route.  The notice shall contain information on the type of project, anticipated duration of 

construction activity, and provide a phone number where people can register questions or 

complaints. 

 

MM5.5-6 Construction staging and delivery areas shall be located as far feasible from existing 

residences and shall be scheduled to take place from the mid-morning to mid-afternoon to 

take advantage of times when residential zones are less susceptible to annoyance from 

outside noise. 

 

MM5.5-7  Limit allowable idling to 5 minutes for trucks and heavy equipment. 

 

MM5.5-8 During construction any semi-stationary piece of equipment that operates under full power 

for more than sixty minutes per day shall have a temporary " inch plywood screen if there is 

a direct line of site to any residential bedroom window located offsite within 280 feet from 

the equipment. 
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MM5.5-9 Construction activities shall be restricted to between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. in 

order to minimize construction and haul route activities that would increase noise 

disturbance on surrounding off site residential and commercial land. 

 

Athletics/Events Center – Chiller Plant Noise  

MM5.5-10 The chillers shall be contained within a substantially or fully enclosed, ventilated 

building with louvers directed away from residential and other noise-sensitive land uses. 

 

MM5.5-11 The mechanical cooling tower shall be placed in a location that utilizes other physical 

structures to interrupt the direct line-of-sight to the nearest noise-sensitive uses, as 

feasible. 

 

MM5.5-12 Cooling towers shall be equipped with variable speed drives that allow nocturnal fan 

speed reduction during periods of reduced cooling demand. 

 

Updated NCAA Soccer Field – Operational Noise  

MM5.5-13 Lighted use of the updated NCAA Soccer Field shall cease at 10 p.m. 

 

Baseball Field Lighting – Operational Noise  

MM5.5-14 Lighted use of the baseball field shall cease at 10 p.m. 

 

5.5.6 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS  

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, the proposed project’s potentially significant 

noise impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level (Class II).   
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5.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

This section is based on the results of a Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation performed for the 

proposed Pepperdine Campus Life Project, located within an unincorporated area of Los Angeles County 

adjacent to the City of Malibu, California.  The complete report may be found in Appendix F.  The 
research and fieldwork performed for the Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation was completed by Erin 

E. Evarts, Envicom Corporation Cultural Resource Specialist.  This investigation was completed for 

compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Studies compiled and reviewed for 
the completion of this EIR include the following: 

 

• A Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation for Pepperdine University, Los Angeles County, 

California; Evarts, Erin E. May 2009. 

• A Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation of the Pepperdine University Project Near Malibu, 

Los Angeles County, California.  On File, California State University, Fullerton, South Central 

Coastal Information Center, Fullerton, California; McKenna, Jeanette A, 2004. 

• Archaeological Reconnaissance for an Approximately 50 Acres Area Located on the Pepperdine 

Campus, Malibu, Los Angeles County, California; Brown, Joan C. and Ronald M. Bissell, 1997. 

 

5.6.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Environmental Setting 

The Pepperdine University Campus Life Project is located within the existing Pepperdine University 

Campus, adjacent to the City of Malibu, Los Angeles County, California.  The project component areas 

are located on the USGS Malibu Beach 7.5 Minute Quadrangle and are within Township 1 South, Range 
17 West, Sections 30 and 31, Township 1 South, Range 18 West, Sections 25 and 36, and within the 

boundary of the Malibu Topanga Sequit Rancho.  The Pepperdine campus is set in the foothills of the 

Santa Monica Mountains ranging from 300 feet above mean sea level (msl) to approximately 1,400 feet 

above msl at its most northern point.  The area of impact will occur within previously disturbed portions 
of campus between approximately 400 and 630 feet above msl.   

 

The following prehistoric and historic setting descriptions were taken in large part from A Phase 1 

Cultural Resources Investigation for Pepperdine University, Los Angeles County, California, prepared by 

Envicom Corporation in 2009. 

 
Prehistoric Setting 

The project component areas are considered to be within the southernmost territory of the Chumash, also 

known as the Ventureno Chumash.  However, the Gabrielino/Tongva of the Los Angeles County area 
have also laid claim of this area as well.  The approximate boundary of the two cultures is Topanga 

Canyon, which is about 7 miles east of the project component areas.  The archaeological sites in this area 

are important because they contain a unique record of the development of Chumash and Tongva society 
and the interface between these societies (King 2000:69). 

 

The Chumash culture spanned from the Santa Monica Mountains in the south to northern San Luis 

Obispo County in the north; overall covering approximately 14,000 square miles.  The total population of 
the Chumash society was between 15,000 – 20,000 people and the population in the Santa Monica 

Mountains included around 1,300 people or 6.5% of the entire Chumash population (King 2000:1), which 

had advanced economic and cultural traditions.  



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.6  Cultural Resources 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 Page 5.6-2 

The local prehistoric chronology is broken up into four major periods, including Paleoindian, Early 

Period, Middle Period, and Late Period.  The earliest evidence of Paleoindian in Southern California has 
radiocarbon ages ranging from 8,000 – 6,000 B.C.  Paleoindian utilized plants, smaller animals (e.g. 

jackrabbit, and ground squirrel), and Pleistocene megafauna (i.e. mammoth and bison).  The end of the 

Pleistocene period is marked by the reduction of large game due to climatic shifts, which changed the 

subsistence strategy to a greater reliance on plants and smaller animals. 
 

The Early, Middle, and Late periods are based on a chronological sequence developed by Chester King 

(2000) for the Santa Monica Mountains region.  The Early period (6,000 to 800 B.C.) came out of the 
Post-Pleistocene, marked by changes in climate and environmental conditions that are reflected in the 

local archaeological record.  According to King (2000:70) the Early Period was characterized by the 

larger and more permanent settlements with associated cemeteries.   
 

The Middle Period (800 B.C. – 1100 A.D.) is marked by changes in ornaments and other artifacts, as well 

as changes in the organization of cemeteries, which indicated the development of hereditary control of 

political and economic power (King 2000:73).  Archaeological sites from this period reflect a great 
reliance on marine resources; finds include marine shells, fish remains, and fishhooks.  Toward the end of 

the Middle Period the plank canoe was developed, making ocean fishing and trade with the Channel 

Islands safer and more efficient (Arnold 1987). 
 

The Late Period (1100 – 1840 A.D.) was marked by increased social and economic complexity, as shown 

by the differentiation of bead types (King 2000:74).  The population increased and village sites, 
permanent and semi-permanent, began to cluster along the coastline from San Luis Obispo to Malibu.  

The increased population and change in distribution/trade expanded and played an important role in the 

reinforcement of craft specialization and status.  By the end of the Late Period, the Chumash culture had 

been dramatically changed by the arrival of a Spanish expedition led by Gaspar de Portola in 1769.  This 
contact paved the way for the establishment of the Missions of Santa Barbara, San Buenaventura, Santa 

Ynez, and La Purisima. 

 
Historic Setting 

The following historic information for Malibu was derived primarily from cultural reports from McKenna 

et al. (2004) and Brown and Bissell (1997). 

 
A portion of the project component areas is located within the historic Rancho Topanga Malibu Sequit, 

originally granted to Jose Bartolome Tapia.  Tapia, as a child, was one of the 240 members of the 1775 

Juan Bautista de Anza expedition.  He first visited the area while camping at Malibu Creek in February of 
1776 with the expedition.  Tapia returned to the area many years later as a military garrison for Santa 

Barbara.  Sometime between 1802 and 1804, the Santa Barbara Commander, Don Felipe Goycoechea, 

gave Tapia the Rancho Topanga Malibu Sequit, totaling 13,315 acres, one of the largest California 
ranchos at that time.  Tapia worked on the rancho, building a mill, planting a vineyard, and ranching 

6,000 heads of cattle. 

 

In 1848 the Rancho Topanga Malibu Sequit was sold to Leon Victor Prudhomme, a Frenchman who 
married Tapia’s granddaughter, who owned it for just less than a decade.  Prudhomme acquired the 

property during the transition period between the end of the Mexican rule and before the United States 

government had been organized in California.  When the U.S. Land Commission began its hearings in 
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1852 to segregate private land from public domain, Prudhomme put in his claim for the Rancho Malibu1.  

Prudhomme lost the rancho when he could not provide proof of the original Tapia grant.  In 1857 Don 
Mateo (Matthew) Keller, knowing that Prudhomme had been denied legal title to the property, accepted a 

quitclaim deed paying the Prudhommes $1,400 (roughly ten cents an acre) (Robinson and Powell 

1958:17, 24 and Brown and Bissell 1997:7, City of Malibu2).  In 1892 Henry Keller, Matthew Keller’s 

son, sold the rancho to Fredrick Hastings Rindge for $10 per acre.  Rindge later bought additional 
properties surrounding the rancho expanding it from 13,315 acres to 17,000 acres. 

 

The Rindge Family built their ranch home (destroyed in 1903) in the foothills of the Santa Monica 
Mountains, just east of Pepperdine University.  The ranch was used for raising cattle and grain and had 

been considered by the Rindge’s to be the “ideal farm” (Robinson and Powell 1958:23).  After the death 

of Fredrick Rindge, his wife, Rhoda May Knight Rindge, ran the operations of the ranch.  May K. Rindge 
(as she was known), faced many challenges, most notably a battle to keep a highway off her property, 

which ended with the County and State obtaining a right of way in 1926 for the Roosevelt Highway 

(present day Pacific Coast Highway).  In 1941, after May K. Rindge died, her daughter Rhoda Rindge 

Adamson and husband, Merrit Huntley Adamson, took over operations of the ranch and established the 
Adohr (Rhoda spelled backwards) Farms, which produced Adohr Creamery products that were distributed 

throughout Los Angeles County.  Their ranch house, built in 1930, is located near the Malibu lagoon, just 

east of Pepperdine University, called the Adamson House and Malibu Lagoon Museum.  Guided tours are 
given throughout the week. 

 

The southern portion of the Pepperdine University Malibu Campus is located on a 80-acre homestead in 
the southwestern quarter of Township 1 South, Range 18 West, Section 25, just north of Rancho Topanga 

Malibu Sequit, homesteaded by George Daman in 1906, as well as an area historically owned by the State 

of California and Santa Fe Pacific Railroad Company. 

 
The Pepperdine University Malibu Campus, which opened officially in 1972, is located within an 

unincorporated area of Los Angeles County adjacent to the City of Malibu.  The campus consists of 830 

acres of privately owned land, which was originally acquired in 1968 as a donation from the 
Adamson/Rindge families.  Pepperdine dedicated its Liberal Arts College in 1975 as the Frank R. Seaver 

College; named after Frank R. Seaver, a successful businessman, lawyer, and recognized Naval Officer, 

because of his contributions to the institution.  His widow and nephew were the leading forces in the 

establishment of the Seaver College on the campus (McKenna 2004:11). 
 

Archaeological Resources 

A standard archaeological records search was completed on April 20, 2007 for the project component 
areas through the California State University, Fullerton, and South Central Coastal Information Center 

(SCCIC).  This repository maintains all filed cultural resource documents pertaining to this property.  The 

research included a review of all recorded historic and prehistoric archaeological sites within a one-half 
mile radius of the project component areas, as well as a review of all known cultural resource reports.  

The research also included a review of listed properties, including current listings for the National 

Register of Historic Places; the Office of Historic Preservation, Archaeological Determinations of 

Eligibility; the Office of Historic Preservation, Directory of Properties in the Historic Property Data File; 
and California Points of Interest.  

                                                
1 City of Malibu, The Story of Malibu.   

(http://www.ci.malibu.ca.us/index.cfm?fuseaction=detail&navid=9&cid=426), Accessed 08/01/08. 
2  Ibid. 



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.6  Cultural Resources 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 Page 5.6-4 

Eleven (11) archaeological sites have been recorded within one-half mile of the project component areas 

according to the SCCIC (Appendix F, Table 4.1).  Of the eleven (11) archaeological sites, one (1) site is 
identified as being located within the project component areas.  Site 19-002472 consists of a wall 

constructed from sandstone slabs about 40 cm in height and approximately 800 cm long.  During the field 

survey the location of site 19-002472 was remapped and resurveyed using a Trimble GeoXT sub-meter 

GPS unit and ESRI ArcGIS technology.  Site 19-002472 was found to be outside the impact area of the 
proposed project of Component 5.  However, site 19-002472 is still located within the Area of Potential 

Effect (APE) 3, which includes the proposed project impact area plus a buffer of 100 feet.  A site record 

update has been sent to SCCIC in order to update the site records.  No additional cultural materials were 
observed in the project component areas.  McKenna et al. believes that 19-002472 may represent work 

areas/habitation areas indicative of the homesteader Daman ca. 1900s occupation.  Another site, CA-

LAN-319, was recorded in 1966, and subsequently excavated in 1970. The sites location was not within 
the area of potential effect of the CLP components.  The sites current status is developed. 

 

Thirty-seven (37) studies have been conducted within a half-mile radius of the project component areas 

(Appendix F, Table 4.2).  Of these, six (6) studies were conducted within the project component areas.  
There are twenty-three (23) additional investigations located on the Malibu Beach 7.5’ USGS Quadrangle 

that are potentially within one-half mile radius of the project component areas.  The reports are not 

mapped by the SCCIC due to insufficient location information.  A Phase II resource evaluation study is 
not required due to the sites’ lack of significance based on CEQA Guidelines (sec. 15064.5).  In 

accordance with the Guidelines (sec. 15064.5), it was determined, in this and previous studies, that the 

sites within the area of potential effect were not associated with events or persons important in the past; 
do not embody distinctive characteristics of a period or method of construction; nor have they yielded or 

may be likely to yield additionally important information about prehistory.   

 

Native American Consultation 

Envicom Corporation requested a Sacred Lands File for cultural resources within the project component 

areas as well as a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) list in order to contact the MLD, on April 11, 2007.  
On April 16, 2007 the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) faxed a response letter stating that 

the Sacred Lands File (SFL) failed to indicate the presence of known sacred or significant sites in the 

project vicinity.  An updated Native American Consultation was performed on May 1, 2008 due to the 
announcement of the Notice of Preparation (NOP).  A letter was sent to each MLD on the NAHC list. 

 

Historic Resources 

Envicom Corporation reviewed historic material in existing reports and documentation for the general 
project vicinity from the SCCIC in order to complete the historic component of this study and review the 

local and regional history.  Research was performed through the Bureau of Land Management General 

Land Office; the University of California Riverside (UCR) Historic Map Library; and other local 
libraries. 

 

McKenna et al. noted that the 1908 USGS Calabasas 15’ Quadrangle illustrated structures within Section 

36, seemingly too far west to be the site(s) recorded by Brown and Becker (19-002472 and 19-002473).  

                                                
3 Area of Potential Effect is the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking (project, activity, program or practice) 

may cause changes in the character or use of any cultural resources present (NRCS, 2008).  The distance of the APE is 
determined by the lead agency and is based upon recommendations of the principal archaeologist (Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, 2008).  The standard APE for the Malibu area, due to its archaeological sensitivity, is 100-ft from the 

limits of grading. 
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No other structure foundations are known to be in the area, which is an indication that these pads are not 

structure foundations or they were designed as something other than a foundation wall (e.g., check dam).  
No listed properties have been identified in this general project vicinity and, therefore, no resources 

identified as being on the National Register of Historic Places, California Historic Landmarks, California 

Register of Historic Places, California Historic Resources Inventory, or any California Points of Interest 

will be impacted by the proposed project.  A Phase II resource evaluation study is not required due to the 
sites’ lack of significance based on CEQA Guidelines (sec. 15064.5).  In accordance with the Guidelines 

(sec. 15064.5), it was determined, in this and previous studies, that the sites were not associated with 

events or persons important in the past; do not embody distinctive characteristics of a period or method of 
construction; nor have they yielded or may be likely to yield additionally important information about 

prehistory.   

 
Paleontological Overview  

A records check of the paleontological collections was conducted on April 11, 2007 at the Museum of 

Natural History of Los Angeles, Vertebrate Paleontology Section.  The findings were compared and 

summarized with data obtained through the 1997 RMW Paleo Associates Paleontological Resource 
Overview and Investigation of a project located adjacent to the project component areas (Appendix F).  

The studies determined that the rock units, Topanga Formation, Sespe Formation and/or Quaternary 

landslide deposits, located in the study area are considered to have a high potential for the discovery of 
significant fossils.  Surface grading or shallow excavations in the Quaternary landslide material and/or 

deposits of the Sespe and Topanga Formations are unlikely to uncover significant fossil vertebrate 

remains.  However, deeper excavations within any of the project components have the potential of 
encountering significant vertebrate fossils. 

 

Field Survey 

On May 22, 2007 and April 29, 2009, Erin E. Evarts of Envicom Corporation performed a field 
investigation of the project component areas.  The Phase I Investigation involved an intensive pedestrian 

survey of the project component areas.  All available surfaces were examined for the presence or absence 

of cultural remains and, if artifacts were identified, a preliminary identification was recorded.  All field 
investigations were supplemented by field notes and a photographic record (Appendix F).  A majority of 

the project component areas have existing structures, parking lots, athletic fields, and/or landscaping.  

Each element of the project was extensively surveyed in a systematic walkover in linear transect spaced at 

approximately 5 meter intervals, when possible. 
 

5.6.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Based on the CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist Form and the Initial Study prepared for the 
proposed project by the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning, the proposed project 

would result in a significant impact on cultural resources if the project would: 

 
• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 

Section 15064.5. 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 

Section 15064.5. 

• Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. 
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5.6.3 PROJECT IMPACTS 

The proposed project is composed of six (6) components that would include both the construction of new 
facilities as well as the renovation of existing ones.  The components of the project would include: 1) 

Student Housing Rehabilitation, 2) Athletics/Events Center, 3) an Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field, 4) 

Town Square, 5) Enhanced Recreation Area, and 6) School of Law Parking Structure  (see Project 

Description, Section 3.0).  Various project elements of these components would include ancillary 
facilities such as locker rooms, meeting rooms, academic support facilities, offices, an outdoor plaza, a 

café, pedestrian friendly walkways, and outdoor congregation/sitting areas. 

 
Cultural Resources 

The proposed project component areas were intensively surveyed and studied for cultural resources for 

the purpose of this investigation.  The records check found one cultural resource (19-002472) within the 
proposed project component areas.  There were no new archaeological sites found during the field survey.  

The cultural resource identified in the records check (19-002472) was subsequently remapped using a 

Trimble GeoXT submeter GPS unit and ESRI ArcGIS 9.2 technology.  After being resurveyed, the site 

was found to be located outside of the impact area of the proposed project of Component 5.  An updated 
site record that explains the error in mapping and coordinate information was faxed and mailed to SCCIC.  

However, 19-002472 is still within 100 feet of the project impact area and is therefore still considered to 

be within the APE. Measures should be taken to ensure protection of the site during construction 
activities.  

 

Although the field survey resulted in negative findings, the area should still be considered sensitive for 
cultural resources given the overall sensitivity of the surrounding area.  Impacts to cultural resources 

associated with the proposed project are considered potentially significant but mitigable to less than 

significant levels (Class II). 

 
Paleontological Resources 

Surface grading or shallow excavations in the Quaternary landslide material and/or deposits of the Sespe 
and Topanga Formations located in portions of the project component areas are unlikely to uncover 

significant fossil vertebrate remains.  However, deeper excavations in the project component areas have 

the potential of encountering significant vertebrate fossils.  Therefore, extensive earth moving and 

grading operations associated with the development could destroy fossils, which would represent a 
significant adverse impact on the region’s paleontological resources, unless proper mitigation measures 

are implemented.  

 
Any substantial excavations in the proposed project component areas should be monitored closely to 

quickly and professionally collect any remains discovered without impeding development.  It is 

recommended that in addition to monitoring the excavation, any large fossil remains uncovered shall be 

collected along with sediment samples to determine the fossil potential at the proposed project component 
areas.  Any of the fossils recovered during mitigation should be deposited in accredited and permanent 

scientific institutions for the benefit of current and future generations.  Impacts to paleontological 

resources associated with the proposed project are considered to be a potentially significant impact that 
can be mitigated and reduced to less than significant levels (Class II). 
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5.6.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Over time, cultural resources may be impacted either through natural events or as a result of development 
projects or other human activities.  With any development, there is the potential to disrupt unknown 

resources, especially given the large number of known sites within the Malibu area.  However, related 

projects in the vicinity must undergo the environmental/CEQA process, and appropriate mitigation would 

be applied to protect and/or record potential cultural resources found during project development.  With 
implementation of mitigation measures mm5.6-1 through mm5.6-4, the proposed projects contribution to 

potentially significant cumulative project impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels (Class 

II).   
 

5.6.5 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The survey conducted for the Pepperdine University Project study area resulted in negative findings, but 
also concluded that the area is sensitive for cultural and paleontological resources.  Therefore, the project 

shall incorporate the following measures to reduce potential impacts to existing and potential cultural 

resources to less than significant levels. 

 
MM5.6-1 A protective fence shall be installed and maintained surrounding site 19-002472 prior to 

all earth moving activities that occur within 100-feet of the site (Component 5). 

 
MM5.6-2 A professional archaeological monitor shall be onsite during all earth moving activities 

occurring within 100-feet of site 19-002472 (Component 5). 

 
MM5.6-3 In the event that unknown archaeological or paleontological resources are discovered 

during project construction, work in the immediate vicinity shall be suspended, until a 

qualified archaeological or paleontological monitor has inspected the resources, identified 

appropriate treatment, and document and report as necessary.  
 

MM5.6-4 In the event that human remains are encountered during construction or any other phase 

of development, work in the area of the discovery must be halted in that area and directed 
away from the discovery.  No further disturbance shall occur until the county coroner 

makes the necessary findings as to origin pursuant to Public Resources Code 5097.98-99, 

Health and Safety Code 7050.5.  If the remains are determined to be Native American, 

then the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) would be notified within 24 
hours as required by Public Resources Code 5097.  The NAHC would notify the 

designated Most Likely Descendants who would provide recommendations for the 

treatment of the remains within 24 hours.  The NAHC mediates any disputes regarding 
treatment of remains. 

 

5.6.6 RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

With implementation of the mitigation measures identified above, the project’s impacts and its 

contribution to cumulative impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels (Class II).  Therefore, 

the project does not result in any significant unavoidable adverse impacts. 
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5.7 VISUAL RESOURCES AND AESTHETIC QUALITIES  

5.7.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

This section describes (1) existing visual resources at the project site and in the project area, (2) existing 

views of visual resources/scenic views that include the project site, and (3) the existing visual quality of 

the Pepperdine campus and each of the CLP component sites.  

 

Visual Resources 

For purposes of this analysis, visual resources are those identified in the Malibu Local Coastal Plan 

(LCP).  The Malibu LCP lists visual resource subcategories, including: Scenic Elements, Highly Scenic 

Areas, Scenic Highways, Scenic Ridgelines, and it identifies Public Viewing Areas and Vista Points that 

are located along designated scenic highways.  The Malibu LCP also provides a Visual Resources Map 

(LCP Figure 8), a portion of which is reproduced herein as Figure 5.7.1-1.  The Malibu Local Coastal 

Plan Research Analysis and Appendices provide further explanation as to the designation of visual 

resources in the LCP.  Based on the above sources, the following visual resources are identified at or near 

the Pepperdine University Campus.  

 

Scenic Elements 

The LCP defines scenic elements as “natural features of the landscape which exhibit a high scenic value,” 

such as “[landforms, areas of vegetation, and water-forms which are relatively distinct from the general 

landscape found throughout the coastal zone.”  As shown in Figure 5.7.1-1, Scenic Element 9, Malibu 

Canyon, covers the northern panhandle of the Pepperdine campus and a large area to the north/northeast 

of the campus.  

 

Highly Scenic Areas 

As defined by the California Coastal Commission’s Local Coastal Program Manual, Highly Scenic Areas
1
 

identified in the Malibu LCP include: 

 

• Landscape preservation projects designated by the State Department of Parks and Recreation in 

the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan; 

• Open areas of particular value which offer significant landforms, vegetation, or other natural 

features; 

• Open areas that act as attractive transitions between natural and urbanized areas; and 

• Other scenic or historical areas so designated by the County of Los Angeles.   

 

Significant “Scenic” Ridgelines 

Significant ridgelines as defined in the LCP are those that silhouette the sky or ocean and are clearly 

visible from scenic roads.  The area between a scenic roadway and a significant ridgeline is also 

considered visually sensitive.  As shown in Figure 5.7.1-1, the Malibu LCP Visual Resources Map 

identifies significant ridgelines west, north, and northeast of the Pepperdine campus.  A short segment of 

one of the LCP-designated significant ridgelines is located within the Pepperdine campus boundary.  

However, as also shown on the Visual Resources Map and on Figure 5.7.1-2, ridgelines that form 

“viewshed boundaries” that form the northerly backdrop of the campus from Pacific Coast Highway  

                                                
1
 Los Angeles County Local Coastal Program, Malibu Local Coastal Program Research Analysis and Appendices, December 

1982, page 232-233. 
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(PCH), intervene between PCH and most of the significant ridgelines in the area, such that the scenic 

ridgelines are not visible from PCH in the vicinity of the Pepperdine campus.  

 

Scenic Highways 

Scenic Highways identified in the LCP are those that provide: views of Highly Scenic Areas, scenic vistas 

of the ocean or interior mountains, or access to major recreational areas.  PCH and Malibu Canyon Road 

are both identified as Scenic Highways in the LCP.  In the vicinity of Pepperdine University, PCH 

provides views of the Pacific Ocean, Santa Monica Mountains, the University, and Malibu Lagoon State 

Beach, while also providing access to the Malibu Bluffs State Park and public beaches along the 

coastline.  Malibu Canyon Road (MCR) provides views of Malibu Canyon, Pepperdine University, the 

Pacific Ocean, and it also provides access to trails on Malibu Bluffs State Park and public beaches.   

 

The Pacific coastline and the Santa Monica Mountains, which are visible from portions of these scenic 

highways, are regarded as being among the most valued scenic resources in Los Angeles County.  The 

Pepperdine University campus borders the north side of PCH, and therefore does not interfere with 

southerly scenic coastal views from the highway.  

 

Existing Views of Visual Resources/Scenic Views  

The campus site occupies the lower elevations of the slopes on a succession of south trending ridges and 

within their intervening canyons to the west of Malibu Canyon.  Elevations on campus range from a low 

point of 165 feet along PCH to a viewshed defining ridge crest at the head of Marie Canyon that reaches 

1,800 feet.  The interior portions of the developed campus have elevations that generally lie between 300 

feet to 790 feet.  The north-south landform arrangement of ridges that descend southerly across and 

adjacent to the developed campus have higher elevations that ensure that the interior portions of the 

developed campus are shielded from widespread public view, especially in the easterly or westerly public 

views from along PCH, a designated scenic highway (Figure 5.7.1-2).  The arrangement and 

configuration of the recognized viewshed ridges and of local view-blocking ridges in the vicinity of the 

campus also influence visibility of the campus from other prominent local roads, from 

designated/proposed and existing trails and public parks.   

 

Existing Views from Public Roadways  

Existing Views from Pacific Coast Highway 

The Pepperdine University campus has a frontage of approximately 1,920 feet along PCH between the 

intersections of MCR and John Tyler Drive.  PCH descends gradually in a westerly direction from an 

elevation of 200 feet at the MCR intersection to 162.5 feet at the John Tyler Drive intersection.  

Ridgelines to the west and east of the University, elevated terrain within the Alumni Park area atop the 

groomed lawns near the front (south side) of the campus (east of John Tyler Drive), and the raised terrain 

of Malibu Country Estates (west of John Tyler Drive) combine to block views of the interior portions of 

the developed core of the campus from PCH.  The photographic panorama in Figure 5.7.1-3 showing the 

southwestern portion of the campus immediately east of the John Tyler Drive intersection with PCH 

illustrates the lack of visibility of interior portions of the campus from PCH from that location.  Only the 

tops of the tallest buildings closest to the southern edge of the campus, and to a small extent, of the 

residential area along the northeastern ridges of the campus are visible.  The interior athletic fields and 

building facilities in the core area of the campus east of John Tyler Drive and along Huntsinger Circle, 

and the adjacent Seaver Residence Halls are not visible from the John Tyler/PCH intersection area.  
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A combination of the raised terrain of the Malibu Country Estates and on the adjacent Pepperdine Campus immediately north of the intersection of John Tyler Drive and PCH effectively blocks interior views of the Pepperdine 
University Campus.  As illustrated by the photographic view from the bus stop on the south side of PCH at the intersection, none of the on-campus locations proposed for the Campus Life Projects would be visible from either the 
west- or east-bound lanes of PCH.

The terrain cross-section depicted illustrates the view blocking effect of the elevated roadside terrain along the north side of PCH and of the coastal bluffs adjacent to the coast along Malibu Road.  The cross-section also illustrates the arrangement of residential lots within Malibu Country Estates such that 
most of the residences within the development are designed to have southerly, coastal-oriented views.  Relatively few residences, such as those immediately bordering John Tyler Drive would have unobstructed northerly, interior views of the Pepperdine University campus.
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A terrain cross-section, constructed from a topographic map of the campus (at a scale of 1 in. = 200 ft., 

with a 10 ft. contour interval), shows the limits of lines-of-sight visibility along the cross-section transect 

drawn from PCH that extends north-northeasterly through the existing athletic facilities and proposed 

CLP component sites to the east of John Tyler Drive (Figure 5.7.1-3B).  The terrain cross-section and 

lines-of-sight shown in Figure 5.7.1-3B illustrate the lack of interior campus visibility from PCH and an 

absolute lack of campus visibility from Malibu Road that follows along the shoreline at the base of the 

coastal bluffs south of PCH.  

 

The foreground views from PCH west of MCR are dominated by gentle to moderate turf grass slopes 

topped by clusters of ornamental trees and the prominent buildings that fringe the southern edge of the 

campus.  The elevations of the slopes and heights of buildings block views of both the lower interior 

athletic fields and facilities and their adjoining side slope areas that contain the Seaver Residence Halls.  

The existing Seaver Main Parking Lot that has been proposed for the Seaver Town Square (and 

Subterranean Parking) is located at a higher elevation and it is somewhat removed from the other CLP 

sites.  Although the site of the Seaver Town Square improvement has a surface elevation of 

approximately 410 feet, the site is situated 1,800 feet north of PCH among existing buildings (on three 

sides) and has an adjacent steep hillside slope (to the northeast) that combine to block views from all 

potential off-site public and private viewing locations. 

 

For motorists traveling eastbound on PCH, the existing ridgelines west of the campus core and under the 

MCE residential area block visibility of most of the Pepperdine University campus property, until 

motorists reach the John Tyler Drive intersection (Figure 5.7.1-3A).  East of John Tyler Drive, the 

structures and landscaping located near the top of the grassy slopes rise in the foreground to block views 

of the interior campus core. 

 

The photograph shown in Figure 5.7.1-4A illustrates the view-blocking effects of roadside terrain along 

PCH at a point where the on-site grassy slopes in the Alumni Park area dip to their lowest roadside 

elevation.  The CLP component sites within the campus core would fall below the line-of-sight, as 

dictated by the heights of the grassy terrain in the Alumni Park area and the mature landscaping around 

the tennis courts located nearest PCH.  A terrain cross-section and line-of-sight view profile that closely 

approximates the location from which the view in Figure 5.7.1-4A was taken is illustrated in Figure 

5.7.1-4B.  As the cross-section illustrates, the grassy terrain of the Alumni Park area and the mature 

landscaping around the tennis courts rise to heights that would block visibility of the Upgraded NCAA 

Soccer Field, the Outer Precinct and the Athletics/Events Center that are located south of Huntsinger 

Circle.  Although the line-of-sight profile illustrated in Figure 5.7.1-4B does not pass through the 

Standard Precinct, the Enhanced Recreation Area or the Seaver Town Square location, the photograph 

shown in Figure 5.7.1-4A illustrates that none of the latter component site locations would be visible from 

PCH.  The roadside view blockage of the campus property and adjacent mountain land is more 

pronounced from westbound lanes because the viewpoints from those lanes are closer to the base of the 

grassy slopes, thereby increasing their view-blocking effects.   

 

Existing Views from Malibu Canyon Road 

MCR is identified as a scenic highway in the Malibu LCP.  This road fronts the Pepperdine University 

property.  For a distance of approximately 1,900 feet (between the Seaver Drive campus entry point and 

PCH) the roadway lies adjacent to the expansive groomed lawns that front the campus.  North of the 

Seaver Drive entrance, MCR closely follows the contour of the western side of undeveloped canyon areas 

within the Pepperdine University property.  The public viewshed to the west of MCR through Malibu 

Canyon is limited in extent along much of its course by the steep roadside terrain.  From Seaver Drive 
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Seaver Main Parking Lot
(behind building)

Marie Canyon

The photographic panorama depicted is taken from the eastbound side of PCH from a point where the on-campus grassy slopes dip to their lowest elevation near the tennis courts east of the John Tyler Drive intersection.  
The view illustrates that none of the Campus Life Project element sites located within the core of the developed campus and / or along Seaver Drive are visible from either the east- or westbound lanes of PCH.  The 
westbound lanes of PCH are closer to the base of the grassy slopes and campus-oriented views from them are even more restricted.

The line-of-sight view profile from PCH is constructed from a point where the roadside elevations of campus landforms closest to highway are the lowest.  The view profile indicates that the roadside terrain is of sufficient height to block the interior campus containing athletic fields, facilities, and 
student residence halls east of John Tyler Drive as well as parking lots adjacent to both sides of Huntsinger Circle.

100

0(Sea Level)

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

1,000

1,100

1,200

100

0

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

1,000

1,100

1,200

0 500
Horizontal scale (feet)

1,000

Huntsinger
Circle

John Tyler
Drive Pacific Coast

Highway

Rho Parking Lot Proposed
Athletic / Events Center

Ralphs / Straus
Tennis Center

Baseball Field

Terrain Cross-Section and Lines-of-Sight View Profile

Upgraded NCAA
Soccer Field

El
ev

at
io

n 
(fe

et
)

El
ev

at
io

n 
(fe

et
)

4B

4A

4B

4A

Revised: July 30, 2010

Student Housing
Rehabilitation
(Outer Precinct)

Firestone
Fieldhouse



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.7  Visual Resources and Aesthetic Qualities 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 Page 5.7-8 

south to PCH, the roadside elevation of the University’s visible terrain, consisting primarily of groomed 

lawns, decreases steadily in elevation (southerly) as it nears PCH.  An entry kiosk, campus signs, isolated 

rocks, and landscaping trees and shrubs located within the groomed lawn areas provide contrasting 

foreground visual elements of the campus.  The tall stylized cross (Phillips Theme Tower) and the 

visually prominent buildings situated at the southern edge of the campus (Charles B. Thornton 

Administrative Center, Huntsinger Academic Center, the Tyler Campus Center, and the arched Stauffer 

Chapel) are the most prominently visible of the campus’ structures.  The athletic facilities and the 

residence halls that fall within the core of the developed campus area that lies east of John Tyler Drive are 

not visible from MCR.  The closest existing campus buildings that are visible from MCR are set back at 

least 800 feet from the road, and they are situated atop development pads that are 170 feet to 190 feet 

above the road’s elevation.  The groomed lawns that front MCR are situated on the lower portions of an 

LCP-identified local viewshed ridgeline that tends to enclose the eastern and northeastern sides of the 

developed Pepperdine University campus.  The closest CLP component, the Seaver Town Square, is 

situated 1,800 feet northwesterly of the PCH and MCR intersection (Figure 5.7.1-5).  The existing Seaver 

Main Parking Lot, wherein the Seaver Town Square would be located is not visible from anywhere along 

MCR or PCH. 

  

Existing Views from Public Parks and Trails 

Existing Views from State and Federal Lands 

North of PCH the Pepperdine University campus is located near large tracts of public land in the Santa 

Monica Mountains belonging to the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, the National Park Service, 

and Malibu Creek State Park.  

 

Due to the presence of intervening viewshed defining ridgelines situated relatively close to the campus, 

no easily accessible public locations within any of the above tracts of land would afford potential views of 

the locations of any of the proposed CLP component sites.  All the CLP project component sites are 

situated at elevations located well below the levels of intervening viewshed ridgelines.  The locations of 

the CLP components are also not visible from public beaches in the immediate vicinity of Pepperdine 

University, because of the presence of steep coastal palisade bluffs that prevent interior views from along 

the shoreline.   

 

Existing Views from the Malibu Bluffs Community Park 

The Malibu Bluffs State Park is located at the terminus of MCR, immediately south of PCH.  The 8.7-

acre park area is managed by the City of Malibu and contains baseball fields, a turf-grass soccer field, a 

picnic area, coastal bluff viewing trails, walkways, and the Michael Landon Center.  From locations near 

the Michael Landon Center and areas surrounding the adjacent parking lot, views of the campus are 

blocked by the Michael Landon Center building and by trees planted at the north perimeter of the parking 

lot and along PCH to the west.  Views of the campus area in general are unobstructed by trees or 

structures from locations in the open playing field areas closer to the bluff edge and from perimeter 

walkways and the picnic tables at the west end of the park.  The photograph in Figure 5.7.1-6A illustrates 

the existing visual conditions of the viewshed containing the Pepperdine University campus as seen from 

a viewpoint in the picnic area.  The view of the campus from the picnic area is considered the “worst 

case” view from the park.  The latter viewpoint’s elevation is 185 feet and the distances to CLP 

components range from approximately 2,300 feet to over a mile (5,400 feet) from the picnic area.  In the 

left-of-center portion of the photograph, the rooflines and upper stories of the Lovernich Residential 

Complex and several of the Seaver Residence Halls of the Outer Precinct can be seen in views from the 
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Seaver Main Parking Lot
located behind building

The photographic panorama illustrates the existing visual conditions of the Pepperdine University Campus within its viewshed as seen in a northwesterly view from the intersection of Malibu Canyon Road and PCH.   The groomed lawn areas with 
their scatterings of native oaks and ornamental landscape trees dominate the foreground view.  The southernmost of the campus’ main buildings and the tall theme tower (in the right-center of the photograph) provide the strongest visual 
representations of the developed nature of the campus, which the County considers as being a “Scenic Area.”  None of the interior portions of the core area of the developed campus containing athletic venues and residential dormitories can be seen 
from Malibu Canyon Road and PCH.

5

5
Revised: July 30, 2010
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The photographic view depicted is from the picnic area of Malibu Bluffs Park that has the most expansive views of the Pepperdine University campus.  The viewpoint elevation is 185 feet.  In this “worst case” view from the picnic 
area, views of the Student Housing Rehabilitation in the Standard Precinct, the Town Square, the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field, and the Enhanced Recreation Area will not be visible as intervening structures and terrain will block 
views of them.  The new buildings of the Student Housing Rehabilitation in the Outer Precinct will be visible in front of the Lovernich Residential Complex (which can be seen).  The rooflines of the Athletics / Events Center will also 
be visible in this view to the right of the Lovernich Residential Complex.

The terrain cross-section corresponds to a line-of-sight view profile from the picnic area in Malibu Bluffs Park (see inset).  The view profile illustrates how the raised, grassy slopes of the Alumni Park area and the naturally vegetated hillsides below the Tyler Campus Center and the Rockwell 
Academic Center, along the southern margin of the campus, rise to block views of the Student Housing Rehabilitation Standard Precinct, the upper parking levels of the Athletics / Events Center, and the Enhanced Recreation Area, the areas of which are bisected by the view profile (terrain 
cross-section).
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picnic area.  Therefore, the new structures associated with the Student Housing Rehabilitation in the 

Outer Precinct would be visible in front of the Lovernich Residential Complex.  The rooflines of the 

Athletics/Events Center would also be visible in this view to the right of the Lovernich Residential 

Complex.  However, the Student Housing Rehabilitation in the Standard Precinct, the Seaver Town 

Square, the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field, the surfaces of the Rho Parking Lot (Athletics/Events Center 

location), and the Enhanced Recreation Area would not be visible as intervening structures, ornamental 

landscaping, and terrain block views of them.  

 

A terrain cross-section and line-of-sight view profile that corresponds to the center of the above 

photographic view location is illustrated in Figure 5.7.1-6B.  The line-of-sight view profile was drawn on 

the topographic map such that it intersects with the area north of Huntsinger Circle where the Enhanced 

Recreation Area would be located.  The single view profile illustrates that the raised grassy slopes in the 

Alumni Park area and the adjacent naturally vegetated hillsides that rise to the locations occupied by large 

campus structures (consisting of the Tyler Campus Center and Rockwell Academic Center north of 

Banowsky Boulevard) intervene to block views of all the athletic venues east of John Tyler Drive (north 

of the Firestone Fieldhouse) and the adjacent proposed Student Housing Rehabilitation (Standard 

Precinct), the Rho Parking Lot (Athletics/Events Center), and the Enhanced Recreation Area. 

 

Existing Views from Public Hiking and Equestrian Trails 

The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation’s Riding and Hiking Trails Master Plan, 

the Malibu LCP, and the City of Malibu Draft General Plan have consistently made reference to public 

trail routes that cross portions of the Pepperdine University property and/or that may pass by it in relative 

close proximity.  The primary adopted east-west trail system to the north of the Pepperdine University 

property is the Backbone Trail System.  Other routes referred to by name are the Mesa Peak Trail and the 

Coastal Slope Trail, both of which form portions of an interconnecting trail network envisioned for the 

local vicinity in the Santa Monica Mountains.  The Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area 

Interagency Trail Management Plan Map (September 2005) contains an existing conditions map that 

depicts the proposed routes of the Backbone Trail, the Mesa Peak Trail, and the Coastal Slope Trail.
2
  The 

legend categories on the Interagency Trail Management Plan Map summarize the existing “Right-of-way 

Status” and “Designated Trail Usage.”  As depicted on this map, segments of the two trails would cross 

the campus along routes that follow closely along the crests of the two ridges and that converge to meet at 

a 1,800-foot summit point at the head of Marie Canyon (Figure 5.7.1-7).  According to the Interagency 

Trail Management Plan Map, the “Right-of-way Status” of both the Coastal Slope Trail and Mesa Peak 

Trail is “Unauthorized” and the type of trail usage for both is “Undesignated.”  As such, the status of 

these trails can be described as planned but not yet as developed.   

 

The course of the Backbone Trail System follows the route of the Mesa Peak Motorway along the main 

Santa Monica Mountain crest line generally from east to west through Malibu Creek State Park.  The 

Backbone Trail System lies northerly of the Pepperdine University Campus property and no views of any 

of the proposed CLP component sites within the developed campus area are possible from the east-west 

alignment of the Backbone Trail, as well as from the portion of the trail that dips southerly toward Mesa 

Peak (elevation 1,844 feet).  Mesa Peak comprises a prominent crest along a south-trending ridgeline west  

                                                
2
  Pepperdine University formerly had a dedicated east-west easement for an alignment of a potential future Coastal Slope Trail 

segment that traversed the headwall slopes of Marie Canyon that was routinely shown in long-range campus planning concept 

documents.  Field inspections of the former route found that it traversed treacherously steep slopes and was considered unsafe 

and infeasible.  The relocation of an alternative dedicated easement by Pepperdine University was made at the request of the 

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy. 
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Coastal Slope Trail (East Branch)

The “west branch” of the Coastal Slope Trail descends southwesterly from the 1,800-foot ridgeline 
summit at the head of Marie Canyon along the crest of the drainage divide between Puerco Canyon 
and Marie Canyon.  The ridge-top route is very thin in places as it descends 660 feet in elevation 
in crossing to the western Pepperdine University boundary.  Along its course are ridge segments 
where a proposed trail would encounter slope gradients that range between 60% and 70%.  Field 
inspection of the “west branch” of the proposed Coastal Slope Trail and inspection of current 
stereoscopic aerial photography found that the route could not safely accommodate a trail because 
much of its proposed ridge-top course was too narrow and too steep-sided for the location of a safe 
public use trail.  At the request of the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, Pepperdine University 
offered to dedicate an easement for the “west branch” of the Coastal Slope Trail that would be 
located in a more suitable area than the alignment currently shown on the Integrated Trail Manage-
ment Plan Map.  The more suitable easement for the “west branch” alignment offered by Pepper-
dine University would connect with the Mesa Peak Trail as shown. 
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of the northern “panhandle” extension of the University’s property.  The Peak also marks the northerly 

end of the Mesa Peak Trail, where it forms a junction with the Backbone Trail. 

 

From Mesa Peak the Mesa Peak Trail continues southeasterly and crosses the northern mountainous 

“panhandle” extension of Pepperdine University’s property.  The Mesa Peak Trail route follows close to 

the top of the ridgeline as it descends gradually in elevation until reaching a local prominent ridge crest 

summit point of 1,800 feet at the head of Marie Canyon.  The 1,800-foot summit point at the head of 

Marie Canyon blocks views of the developed campus from any location along the portion of the Mesa 

Peak Trail and Backbone Trail to the north of it. 

 

From the summit at the head of the Canyon, the Mesa Peak Trail continues southeasterly near the top of 

the crest that divides Malibu Canyon and Marie Canyon, and generally along the Pepperdine University 

property boundary.  Although the Interagency Trail Management Plan Map designates the status of this 

segment of the Mesa Peak Trail as “Unauthorized,” and denotes its use as “Undesignated,” the ridge-top 

route does contain a passable trail.  As such, potential views of the CLP components were analyzed from 

this segment of the Mesa Peak Trail.  Portions of the trail lie north of the crest such that views to the 

south, including Marie Canyon and the Pepperdine University campus, are not available.  From limited 

trail segments, where the Mesa Peak Trail follows the top of the ridgeline, however, southerly views of 

the proposed CLP component sites may be possible.  Namely, the Enhanced Recreation Area, the School 

of Law Parking Structure, the Student Housing Rehabilitation, the Athletics/Events Center, and the 

Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field may be visible in coastal-directed, downhill views from 2,000 feet to 

2,600 feet away and from trail locations that would be between approximately 460 feet to 1,000 feet 

higher in elevation.   

 

The Coastal Slope Trail includes two segments, referred to herein as the “east branch” and the “west 

branch”.  The east branch of the Coastal Slope Trail begins at the southern end of the Mesa Peak Trail and 

follows a general east-west, down-hill alignment east of the Pepperdine University property down into 

Malibu Canyon.  No views of the developed portions of the Pepperdine University campus (nor of any of 

the proposed CLP component sites) are possible from this “east branch” trail segment.   

 

The west branch of the Coastal Slope Trail crosses the University property, northwest of the developed 

campus.  The trail alignment follows a prominent mountain viewshed ridge that divides Puerco Canyon 

and Marie Canyon.  It descends southwesterly from the 1,800-foot ridge summit at the head of Marie 

Canyon.  As the trail’s route crosses to the southwest it descends approximately 660 feet in elevation as it 

follows a ridge that is very thin in places and consists of slopes ranging between 60% and 70% in 

steepness.  This alignment is shown on the Interagency Trail Management Plan Map (Figure 5.7.1-6).  

However, field inspections of the alignment found that the route did not contain a trail and that much of 

its proposed course was too narrow and too steep-sided for a safe public use trail to be developed.  At the 

request of the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, Pepperdine University has recorded an offer to 

dedicate a trail easement in a safer location that will provide a more suitable route for the “western 

branch” of the Coastal Slope Trail segment.
3
  Because a trail does not exist in the location shown on the 

Integrated Trail Management Plan Map, and the underlying ridge was found to be dangerous to traverse, 

views of the proposed CLP component locations were not analyzed from it.  However, the trail views that 

were analyzed from nearby segments of the Mesa Peak Trail that overlook the campus (as described 

                                                
3
 A map detailing the general alignment of the proposed alternative southwesterly Coastal Slope Trail segment to Puerco 

Canyon from Pepperdine University property in response to a request by the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy was 

conveyed to the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area/National Park Service headquarters in Thousand Oaks on 

April 12, 2006. 
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above) are from trail elevations and distances that would generally resemble any views available from 

within the inaccessible “west branch” segment. 

 

Existing Views from Malibu Country Estates 

A single-family residential enclave, Malibu Country Estates (MCE), is situated adjacent to the western 

edge of the developed Pepperdine University campus.  MCE is an established residential development 

consisting largely of two-story residences with mature private and public streetscape landscaping.  Lots 

within MCE have elevations that range from 195 feet (nearest PCH) to 425 feet at the upper, northern end 

of the development.  A prominent “local viewshed defining ridgeline” along the western side of 

Pepperdine University property abuts the northern side of the development near Laurel Ridge Drive and 

the northern end of Malibu Country Drive.  Although modified by grading to accommodate the residential 

development, the eastern flank of the ridgeline continues southerly through MCE under Skyline View 

Drive and Vantage Point Terrace.  The raised terrain of the above ridge and that underlying the above two 

streets is situated along the northeasterly side of MCE such that most of its residential lots were 

developed to emphasize potential views that are oriented in southerly, coastal directions and not in 

northerly or easterly directions facing toward the Pepperdine University campus.   

 

Views of the Pepperdine University campus from the streets and sidewalks within the development are 

typically constrained by the heights of residential structures and intervening mature landscaping.  Where 

selected streets have longer curves and/or alignments oriented in northeasterly directions toward the 

University, partial views of the developed campus may be possible.  A survey of the 1.06 miles of public 

streets and sidewalks throughout the development found that partial views of the developed core area of 

the campus were possible from limited segments of Vantage Point Terrace, Malibu Country Drive and 

Forest Gate Circle.  Such views are typically “channeled” along streets and between houses and trees.  

The photographic view depicted in Figure 5.7.1-8A, taken from Vantage Point Terrace (west of Malibu 

Country Drive) illustrates how residences and landscaping located at higher elevations along Skyline 

View Drive rise to block views of the developed core of the campus wherein the CLP components would 

be located.   

 

In the view, the rooflines of the highest elevated of the existing Seaver Residence Halls that comprise the 

Standard Precinct can be seen and the southwesterly edge of the School of Law Parking Lot can be seen 

from a distance of 2,800 feet.  The photographic view depicted in Figure 5.7.1-8B is taken from Forest 

Gate Circle, a cul-de-sac that extends northeasterly from Vantage Point Terrace toward John Tyler Drive.  

The Standard Precinct is visible in the center of the photograph at a distance of approximately 1,200 feet 

from the viewer.  In the view the southwesterly edge of the School of Law Parking Lot can be also seen at 

a distance of 2,200 feet. 

 

The primary public street that runs the north-south length of MCE is Malibu Country Drive.  The street 

provides the primary entry to the southern end of MCE from PCH via John Tyler Drive.  For most of its 

gently winding course, the street follows to the south side of the elevated terrain under Skyline Drive and 

Vantage Point Terrace, which blocks campus views.  Visibility of a portion of the developed campus core 

that would contain CLP components comes into public view from Malibu Country Drive after it passes 

northeasterly of the intersection with Skyline View Drive.  From the latter intersection to Malibu Country 

Drive’s closed-off end at John Tyler Drive, visibility of the developed core of the campus is possible.  

The photographic view depicted in Figure 5.7.1-9A is taken from the intersection of Malibu Country 

Road and Laurel Ridge Drive, in proximity to 3519 and 3516 Malibu Country Road.  The view illustrates 

the visual “channeling” effect of the residential structures and landscaping that line the street.  In the 
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The view depicted is taken from Forest Gate Circle, a 
cul-de-sac, which projects northeasterly from Vantage 
Point Terrace toward John Tyler Drive.  Residential 
structures and cut-slope terrain, to the left in the 
photograph, and residential structures and hedges, to the 
right, combine to confine and orient the view from the 
cul-de-sac toward the Seaver Residence Halls of the 
Standard Precinct.  The Standard Precinct is visible in the 
center of the photograph at a distance of approximately 
1,200 feet from the viewer. The southwesterly edge to the 
School of Law Parking Structure is visible where it parallels 
Seaver Drive to right of the Law School building in the 
photograph.

The view depicted is taken from Vantage Point Terrace (west of 
Malibu Country Drive).  It illustrates the view-blocking effects of 
residences and landscaping located at higher elevations along 
Skyline View Drive that rise to block views of the developed core of 
the Pepperdine University campus wherein the CLP components 
would be located.  In the view, only the rooflines of the highest 
elevated of the Seaver Residence Halls of the Standard Precinct 
can be seen. The southwesterly edge to the School of Law Parking 
Structure is visible where it parallels Seaver Drive to right of the 
Law School building in the photograph.
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The photograph depicted illustrates a panoramic view that can be seen from the northern closed end of Malibu Country Drive at John Tyler Drive.  The residences and adjacent cut slopes into the ridgeline along the north side of the street no longer interfere with northerly-directed views of 
the developed core of the campus.  In the view shown it is possible to see the east-west extent of the Stotsenberg Track from a distance of 300 feet; the Seaver Residence Halls of the Outer Precinct from a distance of 800 feet and of the Standard Precinct from a distance of 850 feet; the 
vicinity of the Rho Parking Lot from a distance of 1,100 feet; and the southern part of the existing intramural field north of Huntsinger Circle where the Enhanced Recreation Area would be located.

The photograph depicted was taken 
from the intersection area of Laurel 
Ridge Drive and Malibu Country Road.  
The view illustrates the visual 
“channeling” effect of the residential 
structures and landscaping that line 
both sides of the street.  In the view a 
small portion of the eastern end of the 
south-facing Stotsenberg Track slope 
can be seen from a distance of 900 
feet.  A number of the structures at the 
northern end of the Standard Precinct of 
the Seaver Residence Halls can also be 
seen at a distance of 1,200 feet.  The 
southwesterly edge of the School of Law 
Parking Structure can be seen at a 
distance of 1,700 feet.

Component 3
Upgraded NCAA

Soccer Field

Component 3
Upgraded NCAA

Soccer Field

Component 5
Enhanced

Recreation Area

Component 2
Athletics / Events Center

Component 1
Student Housing

Rehabilitation

Component 6
School of Law

Parking Structure

Component 6
School of Law

Parking Structure
Component 1

Student Housing
Rehabilitation

9A

9B

Component 1
Student Housing

Rehabilitation

Revised: July 30, 2010

9A 9B



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.7  Visual Resources and Aesthetic Qualities 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 Page 5.7-17 

view, a small portion of the existing south-facing slope of the existing Stotsenberg Track can be seen 

from a distance of approximately 900 feet.  A number of the structures at the northern end of the Standard 

Precinct of the Seaver Residence Halls can also be seen, at a distance of approximately 1,200 feet.  The 

photograph depicted in Figure 5.7.1-9B illustrates the panoramic view that can be seen from the northern 

closed-off end of Malibu Country Drive at the campus boundary along John Tyler Drive.  At the end of 

Malibu Canyon Drive, the residences and adjacent cut slopes into the ridgeline along the north side of the 

street no longer block northerly-directed views of the developed core of the campus.  In the view 

depicted, it is possible to see the east-west extent of the existing Stotsenberg Track from a distance of 300 

feet; the Outer Precinct from a distance of 800 feet; the Standard Precinct from a distance of 850 feet; the 

vicinity of the Rho Parking Lot from a distance of 1,200 feet; and the southern side of an existing 

intramural recreation field site north of Huntsinger Circle from a distance of 2,200 feet.  Because the view 

is depicted from a location that is situated along a locally elevated portion of John Tyler Drive that 

overlooks the Eddie B. Field Baseball Stadium, there are no roadside campus buildings to interfere with 

interior views of the campus where the majority of the proposed CLP components would be developed.  

The Student Housing Rehabilitation component (both the Outer and Standard Precincts) would be seen in 

the view.  The Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field component would be visible in front of the new buildings 

of the Outer Precinct and the upper portion of the Athletics/Events Center would be seen behind the 

buildings of the Outer Precinct adjacent to those of the existing Lovernich Residential Complex.  The 

intervening Athletics/Events Center would obscure the view of the manufactured slopes that would 

buttress the Enhanced Recreation Area on the north side of Huntsinger Circle. The southwesterly edge of 

the School of Law Parking Structure would be visible.  However, the Seaver Town Square would not be 

visible. 

 

None of the CLP components are situated between the shoreline and any portion of MCE.  As such, no 

CLP component will interfere with existing views of shoreline features seen from anywhere within MCE.  

 

Visual Character and Quality of the Project Site 

The frontages of Pepperdine University along PCH and MCR are distinguished by lawns that rise from 50 

feet to 100 feet in elevation to the base of the Phillips Theme Tower, a tall stylized cross that prominently 

conveys a focal identity of the University.  Three of the most visually prominent structures on campus, 

the Charles B. Thornton Administrative Center, Huntsinger Academic Center, and the Tyler Campus 

Center, are prominently visible above the grassy slopes as seen from PCH, Malibu Bluffs State Park, and 

less so from MCR.  The latter buildings occupy pad elevations of between 370 feet to 390 feet, which are 

170-190 feet higher than the elevation of 200 feet at the intersection of PCH and MCR.  Upslope of these 

structures, ridges rise steeply beside Winter Canyon and continue northerly to form the drainage divide 

between Marie Canyon and Malibu Canyon.  The latter ridgeline forms the Malibu LCP-designated 

viewshed backdrop for the campus. 

 

The developed core area of the campus that will contain the CLP and the encompassing viewshed 

ridgelines on-site have a range in elevation of approximately 1,600 feet.  The proposed CLP component 

sites have base elevations that range between approximately 380 feet and 620 feet and all of them would 

be situated in locations that are not visible in almost all public and private views of the campus.   

 

Component 1 - Student Housing Rehabilitation (Seaver Residence Halls) 

The Student Housing Rehabilitation site comprises two separate housing areas referred to as the Outer 

and Standard Precincts of the Seaver Residence Halls.  The Standard Precinct is the larger of the two 

housing areas and it consists of 16 two-story residence hall buildings located between Upper and Lower 
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Dorm Roads.  The 8.4-acre area containing the residence halls is situated on sloping terrain in the middle 

of the campus with elevations that range from 380 feet at the southern end of the precinct to 465 feet at its 

northern end. 

 

The 5.2-acre area comprising Outer Precinct contains six two-story residence halls and the Upsilon 

Parking Lot.  The existing residence halls lie east of Huntsinger Circle and the Upsilon Parking Lot and 

are situated between the Stotsenberg Track and the Rho Parking Lot.  The base elevations of the site 

range between 400 feet (adjacent to Huntsinger Circle) and 445 feet at its eastern end, where the 

residential area abuts the northern end of the Standard Precinct.  The residence hall areas have long been a 

visual part of the developed core of the campus, in some instances for over 35 years.  The photographs 

depicted in Figure 5.7.1-10 show the existing visual condition of the residence halls in both the Standard 

and Outer Precincts.  

 

Component 2 – Athletics/Events Center 

An Athletics/Events Center has been proposed for location in the Rho Parking Lot.  The parking lot is 

situated in an interior location at the northern end of the developed campus.  As bounded to the southwest 

by the Lovernich Residential Complex, to the southeast by the Outer Precinct, and to the northwest and 

northeast by Huntsinger Circle and Towers Road, the site covers approximately 5.1 acres.   Perimeter 

locations of the Rho Parking Lot also contain the temporary offices for the Student Health and 

Counseling Centers.  The Rho Parking Lot’s appearance is distinguished by a nearly level expanse of 

asphalt containing 566 parking spaces that is devoid of vegetation except for the ornamental landscaping 

found within a number of interior traffic islands.  Its surface extent is illuminated by unshielded globe 

light pole standards.  The surface of the lot ranges in elevation between 450 feet and 460 feet.  The 

photographs depicted in Figure 5.7-11 illustrate the existing visual conditions of the Rho Parking Lot. 

 

Component 3 – Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field 

The proposed 5.0-acre Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field component would occupy the existing Tari Frahm 

Rokus Field and Stotsenberg Track that are situated east of John Tyler Drive between the Upsilon Parking 

Lot and the Outer Precinct residence halls (to the north) and the Eddie D. Field Baseball Stadium (to the 

south).  The prevailing leveled surface of the track and field area has elevations that lie between 388 feet 

and 390 feet.  The photographs depicted in Figure 5.7.1-12 (Component 3) show the open visual 

appearance of the track and field facilities and the positioning of the perimeter lighting standards and the 

adjacent surface parking area.  Presently, the perimeter of the track is illuminated by eight lighting 

standards supporting hooded and directed light fixtures that allow recreational use of the facilities into the 

early evening hours. 

 

Component 4 – Seaver Town Square 

The proposed 3.6-acre Seaver Town Square site would occupy the location of the existing Seaver Main 

Parking Lot.  The existing surface parking lot contains 174 spaces and has surface elevations that prevail 

between 400 feet and 420 feet.  The parking lot occupies a central location between the Thornton 

Administrative Center and Huntsinger Academic Center (to the east and south) and the Center for the Arts 

(to the west).  The Seaver Main Parking Lot is not visible from public or private off-campus locations as 

the site is surrounded by development and elevated terrain.  The photograph depicted in Figure 5.7.1-12 

(Component 4) shows the prevailing visual condition of the Seaver Main Parking Lot. 
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Existing Site Conditions: Component 2 – Athletics / Events Center

Revised: Mar. 23, 2009

Athletics / Events Center Site
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Component 5 – Enhanced Recreation Area 

The Enhanced Recreation Area would be located north of Huntsinger Circle near the entrance of Marie 

Canyon.  The extent of the proposed site incorporates the following:  an intramural field situated on a 

level manufactured pad (with a generally prevailing surface elevation of approximately 560 feet with a 

perimeter elevation of 565.5 feet); the lowest level of the four-tiered Terrace Parking Lot; portions of an 

existing earthen debris stockpile area; and the existing Marie Canyon debris basin that is surrounded by 

both natural and reclaimed vegetated slopes.  The area adjacent to the lower tier of the parking lot also 

contains a variety of maintenance sheds.  The grading (cut and fill) footprint of the Enhanced Recreation 

Area would cover approximately 6.9 acres. The photographs depicted in Figure 5.7.1-13 illustrate the 

prevailing visual conditions of the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area.  

 

Component 6 – School of Law Parking Structure 

The CLP proposes to construct a new parking structure on the site of the existing School of Law Student 

Lot located at the southeast corner of the intersection of Seaver Drive and Baxter Drive. The existing lot 

contains 294 parking spaces.  The paved area of the lot is relatively level and ranges in elevation between 

610 feet and 620 feet. The existing visual condition of the parking lot is illustrated in Figure 5.7.1-14.  

 

5.7.1.1 Thresholds of Significance 

Based on the CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist Form and the Initial Study prepared for the 

proposed project by the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, implementation of the 

CLP components on the Pepperdine University Malibu campus would result in significant impacts to 

aesthetic resources if they would: 

 

• Substantially obstruct public views of or degrade unique aesthetic features within the shoreline or 

mountain viewshed of a designated scenic highway corridor; 

• Substantially obstruct views from or degrade unique aesthetic features within undeveloped or 

undisturbed areas within the viewshed of a designated regional riding or hiking trail; 

• Introduce development which is incompatible or out of character with adjacent uses, structures, or 

intensity of development; 

• Substantially alter views of existing natural terrain through the excessive removal of natural 

vegetation and/or site grading; and/or 

 

5.7.1.2 PROJECT IMPACTS 

Visual Attributes of the Proposed Project 

The following summarizes the physical characteristics and visibility of each project component.  This 

information provides the basis for the subsequent impact assessments.  An analysis of the project’s 

consistency with Applicable LRDP visual resource policies is provided in Section 5.12 (Land Use).   

 

Component 1 - Student Housing Rehabilitation (Seaver Residence Halls) 

The Student Housing Rehabilitation in the Standard Precinct of the Seaver Residence Halls would not 

change the prevailing site plan layout of the 16 two-story residence hall complex with respect to any view 

from offsite.  The improvements to the buildings would change the exterior appearance of them.  A third 

story would be added to the residence halls raising their heights by a maximum of 13 ft. 2 in.  The 

refurbishment of the exteriors of the buildings would incorporate design and style motifs used throughout  
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Existing Site Conditions: Component 5 – Enhanced Recreation Area

Revised: Mar. 23, 2009

Enhanced Recreation Area Site

View of existing illuminated intramural recreation field.

View overlooking intramural field, debris basin, stockpile, and illuminated lower tiers of Page Terrace Parking Lot.
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the campus.  Namely, exterior walls would be stucco and pitched roofs would consist of terra cotta tiles as 

is common throughout the rest of the developed campus.  This CLP component would be visible from on-

campus locations and from selected residential properties within MCE that abut John Tyler Drive. 

 

The six residential buildings that make up the Outer Precinct would be removed and be replaced by new 

ones.  The existing buildings currently reach 29 feet 8 inches in height and they are visible only from 

nearby on-campus locations and from selected residential properties within MCE that abut or lie relatively 

close to John Tyler Drive.  The new structures would be slightly taller, with architectural elements 

reaching 40 feet in height. The new structures proposed for the Outer Precinct, with their slightly 

increased heights, will not be visible in northerly views from PCH or in westerly views from MCR. 

 

Views from the southern end of Malibu Bluffs State Park, such as the one illustrated in Figure 5.7.1-5, 

that allow some visibility of the Lovernich Residential Complex also permit glimpses of portions of the 

upper floors of structures within the Outer Precinct.  The increased heights of the new buildings proposed 

for the Outer Precinct will make them slightly more visible.  However, the new buildings will not appear 

appreciably taller, and the structures comprising the Lovernich Residential Complex will still comprise 

the immediate visual backdrop to the Outer Precinct. 

 

The new replacement structures that will take the place of older ones and the Upsilon Parking Lot will 

represent a more noticeable change from existing conditions than will be the case in the Standard 

Precinct.  While the new structures, including those in the Upsilon Parking Lot will be slightly taller than 

the existing ones, they will be situated immediately in front of the existing residential structures of the 

Lovernich Residential Complex, which will remain visible as the complex occupies a more elevated 

location, in views from both nearby on-campus locations and from selected private residential properties 

that have views oriented toward the Pepperdine University Campus.  The redevelopment of the Upsilon 

Parking Lot with residential structures will result in the removal of the asphalt-paved lot. 

 

Component 2 – Athletics/Events Center 

The surface areas of the Rho Parking Lot (with its lighting standards), where the Athletics/Events Center 

would be located, is located approximately 3,100 feet north of PCH and is not visible from the highway.  

The structural footprint of the Athletics/Events Center, its associated office facilities, and adjacent 

parking structure would occupy a substantial proportion of the existing parking lot.  The Athletics/Events 

Center’s associated parking structure, located on its eastern side, would be accessed from Huntsinger 

Circle.  The parking structure would provide 831 parking spaces and it would be visible only from 

immediately adjacent on-campus locations.  As measured along the north side of the Athletics/Events 

Center building that faces Huntsinger Circle, the top of its roof would generally reach to 75 feet above the 

level of the adjacent sidewalk and street, with selected architectural elements reaching up to 15 feet 

higher (to a maximum of 90 feet).  On the inside of the structure, its arena floor level would be sunken to 

approximately 21 feet below grade.  The visual changes introduced on-site by the Athletics/Events Center 

would involve the removal of an expansive asphalt parking lot that contains pole-mounted unshielded 

globe lights, and that houses the temporary offices of the Student Health and Counseling Centers in 

trailers in two perimeter locations of the lot.  The Athletics/Events Center site is located in a visually 

remote area, near the northern, interior margin of the developed core of the campus in order to minimize 

potential visual impacts from both on and off-campus locations.  The upper and rooftop portions of the 

Athletics/Events Center could be seen projecting above and adjacent to the existing structures of the 

Lovernich Residential Complex and the proposed structures of the Outer Precinct, where the latter can be 

seen from selected private residences situated at the northern end of MCE nearest John Tyler Drive.  
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Public roadway views of the Athletics/Events Center site from within MCE would essentially be limited 

to the northern end of Malibu Country Road adjacent to its closed-off intersection with John Tyler Drive.  

 

Component 3 – Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field 

The proposed Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field component would in effect raise the turf grass surface level 

of the Tari Frahm Rokus Field and the level of the Stotsenberg Track approximately ten feet in elevation.  

To meet NCAA-specified preferences for the inclusion of a 20-foot “run-off’ space along the sides of a 

regulation soccer field, the existing width of the field would have to be widened and the track around it 

reconfigured accordingly.  To accommodate the widening of the field would necessitate the construction 

of a retaining wall halfway up the existing slope between the level of the proposed track and soccer field 

and the existing baseball field to the south.  The south-facing side of the retaining wall would be 

prominently visible locally on-campus as it would extend for 600 feet across the middle of the slope 

reaching maximum heights near its middle of up to 36 feet.  The retaining wall, however, would be 

designed to include landscaping to partially limit views.  Under existing use conditions, portable bleacher 

sections are arranged along the northern side of the field and track to accommodate up to 1,000 

spectators.  The proposed plan also calls for the installation of permanent spectator seating for the same 

number of spectators (1,000) along the northern side of the field.  The only lighting at the Tari Frahm 

Rokus Field is provided by eight lighting standards positioned around the perimeter of the track to permit 

recreational use.  The existing lighting is not adequate to permit competitive nighttime play on the field 

and taller focused and hooded field lighting standards are proposed that would allow for nighttime use of 

the field. 

 

The Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field and its associated field level features would not be visible in views 

from MCR, PCH, or from Malibu Buffs State Park and would therefore not result in significant visual 

impacts to views from these locations.  The wall constructed on the existing slope would form a 

prominent visual feature in local on-campus views and in views from private residences in MCE that abut 

John Tyler Drive.  Public views of the wall from streets within MCE would be limited to the far northern 

end of Malibu Country Drive.  

 

Of the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field component features, the retaining wall and proposed addition of tall 

lighting standards (up to 100 feet in height) to illuminate the field for nighttime use would introduce 

visual changes into the local viewshed that could result in potentially significant impacts.  Of the 

components, the retaining wall would appear the more prominent during daytime hours from locations 

immediately south of it.  As mentioned above the wall could not be seen from designated scenic roads or 

from within Malibu Bluffs State Park.  Further, as the wall would be south-facing, it would not loom as a 

conspicuous linear feature in views directed southerly (and downhill) toward the shoreline from planned 

public trails that would be located at higher elevations and considerably farther inland of its location.  The 

proposed wall, while likely being a visually prominent feature on campus in northerly views, would not 

be visible from designated public view protected locations commonly visited or traveled by large numbers 

of people.  Impacts to such protected public views are therefore not considered significant.  The wall will 

become visible in private views available from within residential properties situated adjacent to John 

Tyler Drive nearer the northern end of MCE.  It would also be visible in limited public views from near 

the northern end of Malibu Country Road.  The wall, while possibly comprising a prominent feature in 

the short term (during its construction, and until screening vegetation may become established) would not 

intrude to block views of geologic terrain or natural vegetation features considered as scenic in northerly 

views of the Santa Monica Mountains.  As mitigation against the potential negative aesthetic impacts of 

the wall, earth tone-colored and textured building materials must be used to reduce the potential visual 

prominence of the feature and to eliminate its potential to create glare.  Further, trees should be planted 
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along the base of the wall to conceal, screen, and break up its linear appearance in potential views from 

the south.  With the application of the above mitigation measures the potential visual impacts to public 

views from within MCE would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

 

Plans call for the upgraded track and field facilities to be illuminated to allow for evening use.  The 

existing track is currently illuminated for recreational purposes but not to a degree that would allow for 

sports competitions in the evenings.  Nightime illumination would be accomplished by erecting 100-foot 

light poles, (typically four) on each side of the field.   While the surfaces and associated features of the 

raised track and parking facilities would not be visible from PCH, the tops of the light poles could be seen 

from PCH at a distance of approximately 2,650 feet (0.5 mile).  The poles would not intrude into the 

skyline, nor would they obscure or interfere with views of scenic natural vegetation or geological features 

in the Santa Monica Mountains.   Residences located adjacent to the northern-most frontage of MCE with 

John Tyler Drive may see the proposed light poles from distances ranging from approximately 400 feet to 

850 feet.   

 

Component 4 – Seaver Town Square  

The Seaver Town Square component would replace the asphalt surfaced Seaver Main Parking Lot with a 

ground-level landscaped quad.  The existing Seaver Main Parking Lot is currently illuminated at night 

with unshielded pole-mounted globe lights. The existing surface parking lot provides 166 parking spaces 

and when completed the subterranean parking structural component would provide inconspicuous 369 

parking spaces in a busy core location of the campus.  A street-level Welcome Center would be added 

adjacent to Seaver Drive.  The Seaver Town Square area is thoroughly concealed from off-site public and 

private views as the site is nearly surrounded by prominent campus buildings (to the south, southwest, 

and west to northwest) with elevated terrain blocking views from north to east.  The Seaver Town Square 

will improve aesthetic conditions in its vicinity on-campus and will not result in significant visual impacts 

to any views of the campus seen from off-site. 

 

Component 5 – Enhanced Recreation Area 

The proposed Enhanced Recreation Area is situated in a relatively remote, interior-most part of the 

campus in a terrain-confined location north of Huntsinger Circle.  Its development would involve the 

cutting and lowering of an existing pad (by approximately ten feet) that has served in the past as an 

equestrian riding field and in recent years as an intramural recreation field.  The Enhanced Recreation 

Area would also involve the filling of lower lying manufactured slopes adjacent to the existing intramural 

field, thereby extending its surface area easterly at a leveled elevation of approximately 555 feet.  The 

area filled would, in effect, increase the size of the existing recreation field by covering the lower tiers of 

the nearby Terrace Parking Lot and portions of the intervening debris basin in Marie Canyon and an 

existing operative stockpile used to store earthen material.  As the component would fill in an existing 

debris basin that has a retention/storage capacity of 8,500 cy of debris, a new debris basin would be 

constructed along the northern margin of the expanded recreation area that would have a 9,100 cy 

retention/storage capacity.  The eastern extent of the expanded recreation field surface and its access 

driveway from Huntsinger Circle would cover the lower tier of the existing Page Terrace Parking Lot. 

Upon completion, the expanded recreation field, the new replacement debris basin, and the remaining 

stockpile location (at approximately 20% of its former size) would combine to cover a combined footprint 

area of approximately 6.87 acres.  

 

At its highest point, this component would construct a fill slope along the northern side of Huntsinger 

Circle that would rise up to 50 feet higher than the street and sidewalk level at a gradient that is equivalent 

in appearance with those of surrounding natural slopes.  The placement of fill north of the street would 
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also change the visual appearance of the immediate vicinity by the need to remove a number of mature 

eucalyptus trees planted along the southern side of the existing debris basin.  The trees also pose a 

potential fire hazard and recommendations have been made in fire hazard management assessments of 

campus vegetation to remove such fire-prone species.   

 

The Enhanced Recreation Area would not be visible from PCH, MCR, or the picnic area and developed 

recreation and sports fields in Malibu Bluffs State Park.  The site is also located approximately 2,200 feet 

north of the northern end of Malibu Country Drive; the only public street location in MCE that abuts the 

developed core of the Pepperdine University campus from which the fill slopes adjacent to Huntsinger 

Circle could possibly be seen.  Due to the distance of the view and the presence of intervening 

development and landscaping in the Outer Precinct and the Lovernich Residential Complex none of the 

visual components consisting of the existing intramural field, parking lot, debris stockpile, and debris 

basin north of Huntsinger Circle can be seen in public or private views from offsite.  The completion of 

the Enhanced Recreation Area would not introduce new visual elements that could be seen in views from 

designated view-sensitive scenic roads or from the existing organized daytime recreation use areas of 

Malibu Bluffs State Park and area beaches.  Plans for use of the Enhanced Recreation Area call for the 

installation of lighting standards that would allow for evening use of the turf grass fields recreation fields.   

 

Three overnight camping locations have been proposed for location in the Malibu Bluffs State Park in the 

undeveloped portions to the west of the active use and developed picnic areas of the park.  Views of the 

tops of three light poles (approximately the top 20 feet of the poles) may be seen from the central of the 

three proposed camping sites.  The tops of the poles would be seen from distances of 4,750 feet (0.9 mile) 

and over.  There would be no visibility of the light poles from the proposed tent camping locations along 

the western boundary of the park due to the intervening elevations of the ridgeline landform underlying 

MCE.  No architectural features or structures would be added on the site that could intrude into view that 

would result in potentially significant impacts to the scenic northerly viewsheds of the Santa Monica 

Mountains.  Completion of the Enhanced Recreation Area, as proposed, would not result in the creation 

of significant impacts to visual resources.  

 

Component 6 –School of Law Parking Structure 

The School of Law Student Parking Lot is situated on a leveled pad at the southeast corner of the 

intersection of Seaver Drive and Baxter Drive.  The paved surface area of the lot covers approximately 

1.7 acres and its elevation ranges between 610 feet and 625 feet.  While the lot overlooks Seaver Drive in 

a relatively higher-elevated area of the developed campus across Seaver Drive from the School of Law, 

the configuration of terrain on the campus relative to the site’s location is such that it is not visible in 

westerly or northwesterly views from MCR, in northerly or northeasterly views from PCH, or in northerly 

views from Malibu Bluffs State Park.  The site is visible in northeasterly directed views from John Tyler 

Drive locations on the campus and from selected residential properties in MCE that have view 

orientations toward the campus and the Santa Monica Mountains, as illustrated by the photographs 

contained in Figures 5.7.1-7 & 5.7.1-8.  The views from MCE are from lower elevations such that the 

interior surface areas of the parking lot and portions of its adjacent, uphill side slopes are not visible.  In 

existing condition views from MCE, only glimpses of cars parked along the outer edges of the lot can be 

seen where not obscured by shrub landscaping vegetation planted on the intervening slope between the lot 

and Seaver Drive.   

 

As proposed, a multi-level parking structure with a height of 33 feet would be constructed on the site.  

The development envelope of the parking structure would expand to approximately 2.6 acres, as the upper 

levels of the structure would daylight against the uphill side slopes of the existing surface lot, so that 
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street access to each of the parking levels can be gained, at grade, from Baxter Drive which skirts the 

northerly side of the site as it climbs uphill to the higher-elevated campus residential areas.   

 

The shortest views of the southern end of the School of Law Parking Structure (612.5 feet in elevation) 

from the northernmost residences in MCE (approximately 370-375 feet in elevation) would be 

approximately 1,750 feet.  The south-facing side of any visible elements of the parking structure would 

not intrude into uphill views of natural terrain or vegetation considered scenic.  Residential areas at the 

upper end of Baxter Drive are also visible in views from the MCE area at elevations of 875 feet.  Potential 

impacts to private and public views from MCE are not considered to be significant. 

 

Impacts to On-Site Visual Resources  

As described above, the landscaped terrain and visible buildings of Pepperdine University campus are 

identified as a Highly Scenic Area.  Other on-site visual resources include Scenic Element # 9, Malibu 

Canyon, and a small portion of a Significant Ridgeline as identified on the LCP Visual Resources Map 

(Figure 5.7.1-1).  These resources are located in the northernmost portion of Pepperdine University’s 

property.  None of the proposed project elements would be developed in these northern areas of the site.  

The CLP components are situated within the interior of the developed campus in locations that are not 

visible from either of the adjacent designated scenic roads.  As such, the visual character impacts of the 

existing shoreline or mountain viewshed, as seen from designated scenic highways, including PCH and 

MCR, are considered to be less than significant (Class III).  

 

Impacts on Views of Visual Resources/Scenic Views  

The CLP sites collectively represent infill projects in the form of rehabilitation of aged buildings and/or 

intensifications of use on existing underutilized sites.  Therefore, and as further described below, none of 

the CLP components would interfere with existing views of ocean or shoreline features from designated 

public viewing locations, nor would the CLP block or interfere with public views of the elevated 

ridgelines that are officially recognized as scenic features or viewshed ridgelines in the Santa Monica 

Mountains to the north of the developed core of the campus.  The impact of the CLP to visual resources 

and scenic views is considered to be less than significant (Class III). 

 

Views from Pacific Coast Highway  

All of the project components are located on the inland, northern side of PCH and, therefore, the 

proposed project would have no impact (Class IV) on coastal-directed views from PCH.  

 

While existing portions of the developed campus located atop the grassy sloping terrain situated 

toward the southern edge of the developed campus and selected residential areas situated at the highest 

developed campus locations, are visible from PCH, the CLP components would remain out of view as 

they would be located behind and be hidden from view by intervening terrain and existing structures and 

landscaping. Therefore, the project would result in a less than significant impact (Class III) on views of 

the University from PCH.   

 

Tall light poles are proposed for nighttime illumination of the soccer field at Component 3 (Upgraded 

NCAA Soccer Field).  As the soccer field is oriented in an east-west direction, light poles would be 

erected on both the north and south sides of the field.  

 

As the poles would be approximately 110 feet tall, the tops of them could be seen briefly in northerly-

directed views from PCH.  As discussed in Section 5.7.2, poles of this height are necessary to minimize 
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light and glare impacts by allowing for a more focused downward facing light fixture. The distance of the 

view to the tops of the poles at the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field would be approximately one half mile 

(2,600 feet) or greater.  The segment of PCH from which variable views of the top of at least one light 

pole at the track and/or soccer field may be visible is located east of John Tyler Drive near the tennis 

courts and measures approximately one-quarter mile (1,300 feet) in length.  The views available to 

motorists of the tops of the light poles would be at awkward viewing angles, approaching 90 degrees and 

greater, from the direction of travel.  During daytime conditions they would scarcely be noticeable at the 

distances involved. The highest points of the light poles placed at the soccer field would reach an 

elevation of approximately 468 feet, or approximately 300 feet lower than the existing visible 

development comprising the Drescher Graduate Campus located on hillsides to the northwest.  

 

As shown in Figures 5.7.1-1 and 5.7.1-2, scenic mountain viewshed boundaries form the northern and 

western mountain backdrops for the Pepperdine University campus vicinity.  The viewshed boundaries 

follow ridgelines that rise from Malibu Canyon to the north of the developed campus and from PCH to 

the west of the campus.  The ridgelines reach an elevation of approximately 1,800 feet north of the 

developed portions of the campus.  West of the campus, the viewshed ridgelines peak at approximately 

1,190 feet.  The highest-elevated proposed CLP component, namely the School of Law Parking Structure 

with a upper parking tier elevation of approximately 658 feet, would not intrude into the skyline in any 

public or private view directed northerly across the campus from PCH, MCR, or Malibu Bluffs State 

Park, or in public or private views from MCE.  Only the tops of the proposed light standards at 

Component 3 (Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field) would be visible from a relatively short segment of PCH 

(approximately 1,300 feet in length).  The limited visibility of the tops of several light poles at the 

Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field would not intrude into the skyline and would not block views of scenic 

rock formations or natural vegetation.  Therefore, the proposed project would be considered a less than 

significant impact (Class III) on scenic views of the mountains from PCH.  

 

Views from Malibu Canyon Road  

All of the project components are located on the northwestern, mountainous side of MCR in locations 

that are not visible from the road, and, therefore, the proposed project would have no impact (Class IV) 

on coastal-directed views from MCR.  Furthermore, the proposed project would have no impact (Class 

IV) on scenic views of the mountains from MCR.   

 

Views from State and Federal Lands and Malibu Bluffs Community Park 

None of the project components would be visible from the large nearby State and Federal tracts of land 

located northerly of Pepperdine University in the interior of the Santa Monica Mountains.  Therefore, the 

proposed project would have no impact (Class IV) on scenic views from these locations.  Examination of 

the photograph taken from Malibu Bluffs Community Park shown in Figure 5.7.1-6A indicates that while 

none of the terrain surfaces at any of the proposed project component locations would be visible, it is 

likely that the sides of the residential structures of the Outer Precinct would become visible and they 

would be bracketed against a visual backdrop of the existing, higher-elevated residential structures of the 

Lovernich Residential Complex.  The tops of the lighting standards that have been proposed for location 

at the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field would also be visible, albeit from a distance of approximately 0.7 

mile (3,700 feet).  As such, the visibility of several of the buildings of the proposed Outer Precinct and 

the tops of light poles proposed as part of the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field would result in a less than 

significant impact (Class III) to scenic views from the park location. 
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Views from Public Hiking and Equestrian Trails 

Ocean views from the Mesa Peak Trail, located inland (north) of the proposed CLP components, would 

not be obstructed by the proposed project.  The Mesa Peak Trail follows the highest mountain ridgelines 

north of the campus at elevations ranging from 460 feet to 1,400 feet higher than those of the various 

components of the project.  A portion of the Mesa Peak Trail route that extends southeasterly of the 

1,800-foot ridge crest at the head of Marie Canyon that follows along the top of the ridgeline, may offer 

southerly views of the proposed CLP component sites.  The closest and highest elevated of the CLP 

components, namely, the School of Law Parking Structure site may be visible in coastal-directed, 

downhill views from 2,000 feet away and from trail locations that would be approximately 460 feet 

higher in elevation.  Neither the School of Law Parking Structure nor any of the other CLP components 

that would be visible from limited portions of the Mesa Peak Trail would interfere with or block views of 

the ocean or shoreline features.  The eastern and western branches of the Coastal Slope Trail that descend 

into the adjacent Puerco Canyon and Malibu Canyon areas from the Mesa Peak Trail would offer no 

views of the CLP components as the routes of the trails dip to lower elevations behind intervening 

ridgelines eliminating potential views of all the CLP components.  Therefore, the proposed project would 

result in a less than significant impact (Class III) on views from designated public hiking or riding trails.   

 

Views of Visual Resources from Malibu Country Estates 

North to northeasterly views of mountain ridge crests that form the scenic backdrop to the Pepperdine 

University campus would not be obscured or significantly interfered with in any view from MCE.  

Further, no existing view of coastal features that is available from anywhere within MCE would be 

obscured or interfered with by the CLP.  The highest elevated of the project components, the School of 

Law Parking Structure, would occupy a site with an elevation of approximately 625 feet.  The elevation 

of the ridge crest at the head of Marie Canyon reaches 1,800 feet and descends southeasterly to a ridge 

crest elevation of approximately 1,100 feet north of the water tank and residential housing that mark the 

northeastern extent of the development on the Pepperdine University campus.  The highest-elevated CLP 

components situated between MCE and the scenic mountain backdrops are the Enhanced Recreation Area 

and the School of Law Parking Structure.  The surface of the Enhanced Recreation Area would be 565 

feet (the approximate height of the existing intramural field) and the surface of the School of Law Student 

Parking Lot where a new parking structure would be located is approximately 625 feet.  The highest roof 

feature of School of Law Parking Structure would reach approximately 658 feet in elevation.  In a straight 

line-of-sight view extending from the northern end of MCE that would pass through the parking structure 

to the mountain skyline backdrop, the viewshed defining ridgeline would be 477 feet higher than the 

tallest structural element at the proposed parking structure.  In a similar straight line-of-sight view 

extending through the Athletics/Events Center location and that of the Enhanced Recreation Area to the 

mountain skyline backdrop, the viewshed defining ridgeline would be 1,110 feet higher than the highest-

elevated structural element of the Athletics/Events Center.  None of the proposed CLP components would 

intrude into the mountain skyline, and no coastal views would be interfered with.  Therefore, impacts on 

views from MCE are considered to be less than significant (Class III). 

 

Visual Character, Quality, and Compatibility Impacts  

This section addresses the project’s compatibility with the visual quality and character of existing 

surrounding development within the University development as well as in relation to the adjacent 

residential development (see Figure 3-11 for representative architecture and building materials). 

 

The residential buildings of the Standard Precinct are dispersed throughout an 8.5-acre development 

envelope wherein pad elevations of the existing residential buildings range from 451 feet at the north end 
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of the envelope to 400 feet at the south end and 391 feet on the southwest side of the envelope.  The 

addition of third stories on buildings with such varied pad elevations, which are largely surrounded by 

mature landscape trees as tall or taller than the existing buildings, are not expected to result in a sense that 

the refurbished residential structures are out of scale with each other or with other nearby residential 

complexes and/or academic buildings on campus.  Similarly, the new proposed residential structures of 

the Outer Precinct would be bracketed between the existing “Greek Row” residence halls and the adjacent 

and higher-elevated Lovernich Residential Complex.  As such the proposed Outer Precinct would not be 

out of character with the existing structures and site uses of the surrounding developed campus. 

 

The largest of the structural components that would be added to the northern interior of the campus is the 

Athletics/Events Center (Component 2).  The Athletics/Events Center and its adjacent parking structure 

would occupy much of the level expanse of the Rho Parking Lot and it would be situated 2,400 feet north 

of PCH.  The visual massing effect of the Athletics/Events Center as experienced along Huntsinger Circle 

would result from the visible elevation of the structure that would be seen from the adjacent street level.  

As seen from Huntsinger Circle, the Athletics/Events Center may reach up to 75 feet above the main 

concourse and street grade level, with rooftop architectural elements reaching up to 15 feet higher. While 

the Athletics/Events Center structure would have a common height above prevailing grade of 75 feet with 

elements of it reaching to 90 feet, visually the structure would be located on a building pad with a main 

concourse elevation of 455 feet, an elevation that is situated 325 feet below buildings of the Drescher 

Graduate Campus that have building pad elevations of 780 feet immediately to the northwest, and 154 

feet below the elevation of the School of Law building site situated immediately to the east.  In its 

proposed location, the Athletics/Events Center would not appear significantly out of character or scale 

with the comparative elevations and visual massing of the nearby existing academic buildings and 

immediately adjacent 3- and 4-story residential complexes of the local campus setting.  The Upgraded 

NCAA Soccer Field (Component 3) would in effect raise the level of the existing track and field surfaces 

approximately 10 feet in elevation and would reconfigure their surface layouts only slightly to 

accommodate 20-foot “run-off” side aprons along the field of play.  The visual compatibility and 

relationship context of the raised track and field facilities with the adjacent residential complexes and the 

Eddie D. Field Baseball Stadium will largely remain the same.  The south side of the field and track 

would be buttressed by a retaining wall that will be visible from residences at the northern end of MCE 

that are located adjacent to John Tyler Drive.  Combinations of earth-toned colored and textured building 

materials and the provision of landscape screening consisting of low trees and shrubs on the adjacent 

slope between the base of the wall and Eddie D. Field Baseball Stadium would aid the screening and 

concealment of the linear wall features from view. 

 

The Seaver Town Square (Component 4) would not be visible from off-site locations.  The component 

would remove a visually unappealing surface parking lot and replace it with a ground surface level 

landscaped courtyard that would significantly improve the visual character of the open space area situated 

between key academic buildings in a heavily used central core area of the campus. 

 

The Enhanced Recreation Area (Component 5), would be bounded on three sides with elevated slopes and 

parking lot areas, rendering the site rather inconspicuous from both on-campus and off-campus locations.  

The open grass surface of the Enhanced Recreation Area would not introduce a visual massing associated 

with typical above ground structures that would be out of character with existing academic buildings and 

residence halls in the immediate surroundings.  This component also involves the construction of 

manufactured fill slopes north of Huntsinger Circle that would buttress the expanded surface area of the 

existing intramural field.  At its highest, the slope north of Huntsinger Circle would rise 50 feet in height 

at a slope gradient that would closely match those of nearby prevailing natural slopes.  In the short run the 
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manufactured slope would appear locally conspicuous because of the creation of lighter surface tones 

until a landscaping vegetation cover is established.  The manufactured slope would not be visible from 

MCR, PCH, or Malibu Bluffs State Park, nor would it be visible from off-site private residences due to 

the presence of elevated intervening terrain, landscaping along John Tyler Drive and the existing 

buildings of the Lovernich Residential Complex, and, upon completion, the proposed Athletics/Events 

Center. 

 

The addition of a Parking Structure (Component 6, consisting of the School of Law Parking Structure) 

would occur on a site occupied by an existing surface parking lot that is located well toward the interior 

of the campus in a location that is not prominently visible from off-campus.  The proposed parking 

structure would not be visible from MCR, PCH, or Malibu Bluffs State Park as existing elevated terrain 

on campus intervenes to block such potential views.  The use of the existing surface lot for a parking 

structure would preserve the land use function of the site and would not introduce visual elements that 

would be significantly out of character with established surrounding uses. 

 

Collectively, the proposed CLP components resemble the form and function of the existing institutional 

structures and outdoor activity areas that characterize normal and expected uses within the developed core 

area of the Pepperdine campus.  As shown in the site plans and architectural elevations (Section 1.0, 

Project Description, Figures 5 through 16) along with the photographs illustrating existing site conditions 

(Figures 5.7.1-10 through 5.7.1-14), the architectural style and sizes of the proposed CLP structural 

components and terrain modifications are in character with the existing on-site university campus 

facilities and manufactured terrain features.  Further, the sizes and heights of the proposed project’s 

structural components are generally compatible with the distribution and scale of existing campus 

facilities.  As such the proposed CLP components would not be out of character with adjacent 

development, and the surrounding campus setting and visual impacts associated with it are considered to 

be less than significant (Class III). 

 

The single-family residential land use that comprises MCE abuts the western side of John Tyler Drive and 

lies adjacent to the developed core of the campus.  The closest of the CLP components to MCE is 

Component 3, the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field.  The existing track and field components of the 

location are situated approximately 230 feet east of the nearest residence within MCE.  The raising of the 

surface of the field approximately 10 feet would scarcely alter potential views of the field, as the angle of 

the views from the northern end of MCE are angled slightly uphill such that the field surface, which is at 

a slightly higher elevation is not visible.  The slope between the track and field location and the adjacent 

baseball field represents the most notable visible expanse in the area and the wall planned to buttress the 

southern side of the field would likely be the most notable visual change introduced by the Upgraded 

NCAA Soccer Field component.  It would, however, not seem out of character with the developed status 

of slopes and building pad areas surrounding the site on campus. 

 

Public views directed toward the campus in which any of the CLP components could be seen from the 

MCE, are limited.  The one CLP component most widely seen is the Standard Precinct.  However, public 

visibility of it from MCE is from distances of not less than 800 feet.  The most notable visible change to 

the Standard Precinct would be the addition of a third story (13 ft. 2 in.) to the residence halls.  All of the 

other CLP components are located northeasterly of the MCE in topographical situations that are typically 

blocked from public view by intervening terrain and the view-blocking effects of roadside multi-story 

residential structures and mature private and public streetscape landscaping within the residential 

development.  Due to the project’s  limited changes to the overall physical terrain conditions of the 

developed campus, along with the limited visibility of the proposed project  components from MCE, the 
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proposed project is considered to have a less than significant impact (Class III) related to visual 

compatibility with the adjacent development and architectural styles of existing structures as seen from 

MCE. 

 

Impacts on Views of Natural Terrain  

Implementation of the project components would not require alteration of existing areas of natural terrain 

and therefore would result in a less than significant impact (Class III) upon views of existing natural 

terrain.   

 

5.7.1.3 Cumulative Impacts 

Related projects located in the CLP’s vicinity (as listed in Table 4-1) were evaluated to assess potential 

cumulative visual impacts.  Of the 75 related projects, numerous of them (Nos. 1-38) generally represent 

residential projects or improvements to existing residences that are located along Malibu Road and 

Malibu Colony Drive, which are shoreline-fronting residential streets that lie at the base of coastal 

palisade bluffs and that extend east toward Malibu Lagoon.  These residential projects are all located 

south of PCH and are not seen within viewsheds from local scenic routes that are oriented toward the 

CLP.  A number of the projects (Nos. 45-51) consist of the rebuilding of and of repairs made to structures 

located east of Malibu Canyon Road (MCR) that were damaged or destroyed by a relatively recent 

wildfire.  These fire damaged properties lie within Malibu Canyon, which is separated by prominent 

viewshed defining ridgelines from the core areas of the Pepperdine University campus where the CLP 

would be located.  Almost all of the remaining numbered projects are located within the Malibu Civic 

Center lowlands and/or to the east along PCH and, as such, they also do not fall into viewsheds seen from 

PCH or MCR in which any components of the CLP could also be seen.  A residential subdivision (related 

project 66, consisting of five residential properties) would be located south of PCH and immediately east 

of Malibu Bluffs Stat Park.  The CLP and the residential project could not be seen within the same 

viewshed in scenic views from PCH, MCR, or vicinity parks and beaches.  Related project 65, is a 

proposed visitor-serving commercial development (Rancho Malibu Hotel) that would be situated at the 

northeast corner of the intersection of PCH and MCR.  While the proposed hotel project could be seen in 

southerly and easterly scenic views from MCR, such views would be directed away from the Pepperdine 

campus and in no case would any component of the CLP also be visible from anywhere along MCR. Due 

to the presence of on-campus view blocking terrain, CLP is also not visible from anywhere along PCH in 

proximity to the proposed hotel project.  Only three related projects, that are located on the Pepperdine 

campus, have the potential to be seen within the same public viewsheds as the CLP.  The three projects 

(73, 74, and 75) are located within the interior of the developed campus, and are as equally concealed 

from view from PCH and MCR as the CLP. 

 

Project 73 would consist of the expansion and conversion of Firestone Fieldhouse into a student health 

and recreation center.  The Firestone Fieldhouse is not visible in any scenic views from PCH and MCR.  

It would be only partially visible from selected locations within Malibu Bluffs State Park (as illustrated in 

Figure 5.7.1-6).  In public views from the Park, visibility of the CLP is limited, as is the view of the 

Firestone Fieldhouse, and as such, the cumulative visual impact would not be significant. 

 

Project 74 consists of a permitted four-level academic classroom and office structure (LRDP facility # 

256) that would be situated near the northeast corner of the intersection of Seaver Drive and Presidents 

Drive.  The location is not visible from MCR, PCH, or from Malibu Bluffs State Park.  The related 

project would not contribute to a significant cumulative visual impact. 
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Project 75 consists of two permitted facilities (LRDP facility #s 254 & 265) that would be situated on a 

lowest-elevated and, as yet, undeveloped pad of the Graduate Campus.  The facilities would be restricted 

to two levels in height and would contain a campus learning center and church school facilities.  The 

building pad location is not visible from MCR or PCH, but it would be visible from Malibu Bluffs State 

Park, albeit at a lower elevation than the existing residential housing areas and the higher-elevated 

academic buildings of the Drescher Graduate Campus.  As views of the CLP would be limited the 

cumulative visual impact is not considered significant. 

 

5.7.1.4 Mitigation Measures   

Views of Visual Resources/Scenic Views  

The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on identified visual resources or scenic views 

and therefore mitigation measures are not required. 
 

Visual Character, Quality, and Compatibility  

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant impacts related to visual character, quality, or 

compatibility.  However, the following measures are recommended to further reduce impacts.   

 

MM5.7.1-1 Building materials that are compatible in color tone and/or texture with the surrounding 

natural terrain are to be employed on fences, retaining walls, and parking structures at 

each of the CLP component sites and where prominent above ground portions of 

structures are to be built or refurbished the tones and textures of their building exteriors 

will be painted and/or textured to match and/or resemble those of existing campus 

development.  

 

MM5.7.1-2 Walls higher than six feet shall be in tones compatible with surrounding terrain and 

similar to existing campus buildings and facilities and/or covered in stone accent 

materials as appropriate.  Their surfaces must be prepared with appropriate construction 

methods and/or covered with building materials designed to create a textured effect. 

 

MM5.7.1-3 Architecturally compatible screening to conceal rooftop mechanical equipment such as 

air conditioning units from view will be emplaced on the tops of all the proposed new and 

refurbished residential structures and the Athletics/Events Center.  Equivalent 

architecturally compatible screening, alone or in combination with landscaping, will also 

be installed near parking garage structure openings and/or along their ingress and egress 

drives to contain vehicle lights to the maximum extent feasible.   

 

MM5.7.1-4 The applicant shall prepare a detailed landscape plan that is designed to provide 

aesthetically compatible accenting to and/or visual screening of hardscape features and 

walls for each component of the Campus Life Project.  The landscaping shall be 

consistent with the existing campus landscaping and be subject to the review and 

approval by the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning and Fire 

Department, as appropriate, and shall address the following:  

 

• Landscaping shall be provided on all the unpaved surfaces internal to, and along 

the perimeters, of each of the CLP components.  The landscaping shall include 

ground covers, tree clusters, and shrub clusters, in a manner consistent with fire 
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safety needs, to help conceal visible linear elements and hard edge surface effects 

resulting from site grading, the use of retaining walls and the construction of new 

buildings and exposed walls of parking garages, including along the southerly 

side of the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field in Component 3 and visible sides of 

the School of Law Parking Structure (Component 6). 

• Street trees and parking lot median trees, compatible with adjacent and campus 

development, shall be planted along Huntsinger Circle, John Tyler Drive, and 

Seaver Drive and in their adjacent surface parking areas to minimize views of 

paved surfaces and to create vegetative color patterns and textures of visual 

interest internal to the project (specifically for Components 1 [Outer Precinct], 2, 

3, 4, and 5) that are sufficiently located away from the natural wildland/project 

landscaped-edge interface. 

• Appropriate landscaping, including trees and vegetated walls, shall be planted to 

minimize views of retaining walls, including the tiered retaining potentially 

visible from John Tyler Drive that will buttress the southern side of the Upgraded 

NCAA Soccer Field (Component 3). 

• Graded slopes at the Enhanced Recreation Area (Component 5) shall be 

landscaped to provide suitable ground cover and create vegetative color patterns 

and textures of visual interest.  Planting palette shall include species selected for 

both short-term (first five years) and long-term aesthetic characteristics.  

• Project landscaping shall consist of native fire retardant species included on the 

Los Angeles County Fire Department Fuel Modification Plan and/or as specified 

in the Draft Pepperdine University Wildland Fire and Landscape Management 

Plant to partially screen views of the project from surrounding uses.  

Landscaping shall be compatible with the character of the surroundings and 

architectural style of the structures. 

 

MM5.7.1-5 To reduce the contrast and presence of the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area and of 

the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field light poles, the applicant should utilize a flat earth-

tone finish on the metal surfaces.   

  

5.7.1.5 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The proposed project would result in less than significant impacts on visual resources, scenic views, 

visual character/quality/compatibility, and terrain modification (Class III). The proposed project would 

not result in any significant unavoidable adverse impacts. 
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5.7.2 LIGHT AND GLARE 

Introduction 

This section describes existing light and glare conditions on the Pepperdine University campus and its 

surroundings and evaluates the changes resulting from implementation of the CLP.  The following section 

is based on lighting studies prepared by Francis Krahe & Associates, Inc., Architectural Lighting Design 

(included as Appendix G).
1
 

 

For purposes of this analysis, “light pollution” is a phrase that encompasses the potential negative aspects 

of artificial lighting.  As discussed in detail in the technical reports provided in Appendix G, there are 

several forms of light pollution.  The International Dark-Sky Association (IDA) defines light pollution as 

“Any adverse effect of artificial light including sky glow, glare, light trespass, light clutter, decreased 

visibility at night, and energy waste.”   

 

This section analyzes whether the proposed CLP components will result in negative light pollution 

impacts and, in particular, potential glare or light trespass impacts, based on illumination industry 

standards and in conjunction with established California Environmental Quality Act guidelines.  “Glare” 

is defined as visual discomfort resulting from high contrast in brightness levels that may occur in either 

day or nighttime views.  Levels of glare are expressed by a contrast ratio, or “luminance ratio”.  The ratio 

describes the range of difference between a bright foreground object and a darker background.  “Light 

trespass” is a perceived nuisance condition where excessive artificial lighting falls outside the property 

line of a proposed project.  Light trespass is one of the most common forms of light pollution, and is of 

particular concern where it may impact neighboring residential properties.  As discussed in detail in 

Sections 5.7.2.2 and 5.7.2.3 below, the potential for significant lighting impacts was evaluated based on 

four criteria:  contrast, illuminance, coverage and context.
2
 These factors were analyzed to determine the 

potential for new lighting to result in significant impacts in areas beyond the campus’ property line, as 

well as on native and non-native vegetated located within the campus boundaries. 

 

5.7.2.1 Existing Conditions 

General Campus Area and Surrounding Land Uses 

The existing night lighting environment of the Pepperdine University campus and the adjacent areas of 

the City of Malibu may be generally characterized as being representative of an urban/suburban fringe 

area that generally transitions inland (northerly) into progressively darker mountainous landscapes.  

Existing artificial lighting that exists near the transition edges of such locations may appear to stand out in 

greater contrast from a darkened interior background, making it appear more noticeable and prominent 

when viewed in relative isolation than when the same quality and quantity of lighting is seen within the 

context of more abundant surrounding lighting.   

 

Existing night lighting is generated by a variety of institutional light sources within the developed campus 

and adjacent residences of Malibu Country Estates (MCE).  The residential lots along the eastern edge of 

MCE that abut the University have building pad elevations that range approximately 10 to 45 feet higher 

than the roadway of John Tyler Drive and the western sides of the adjacent athletic facilities.   

                                                
1
 Environmental Impact Lighting Analysis, Pepperdine University Campus Life Project, (August 3, 2010).  

2
 For further definition of the lighting terminology and methodology utilized in this section, see Section 3 – Glossary of Lighting 

Terminology, and Section 3, Glossary of Lighting Terminology in Environmental Impact Lighting Analysis, Pepperdine 

University Campus Life Project, (August 3, 2010). 
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Daytime glare from the existing campus is not considered to be a substantial concern.  Existing potential 

sources of daytime glare include windows of campus structures, windows of adjacent residential land uses 

and automobile windshields on local public and private roads.  Light colored reflective buildings on- and 

off-campus also represent sources of potential daytime glare, although these sources are not considered 

prominent due to distance, the intervening presence of mature landscaping, and topography.   

 
CLP Component Sites 

As described below, existing night lighting sources at the CLP component sites include pedestrian 

walkway lighting, overhead un-shielded pole lights, windows and exterior lighting at the Seaver 

Residence Halls, vehicles using the School of Law, Student, Upsilon, Rho, Page Terrace, and Seaver 

Main Parking lots, and athletic field/facility light standards at the Stotsenberg Track, Tari Frahm Rokus 

Field, and the recreation area north of Huntsinger Circle.  The CLP component sites are located within the 

core area of the developed campus, such that the lighting introduced by the CLP would generally blend 

within the context of surrounding existing development.  As generally concluded in Section 5.7 Visual 

Resources and Aesthetic Qualities, public views of the interior of the developed campus are highly 

constrained.   

 
Component 1 - Student Housing Rehabilitation  

Standard Precinct 

The incidental window lighting associated with the sixteen existing two-story residential structures of the 

Standard Precinct and that emanating from exterior security, walkway and parking stall lighting is largely 

confined to the interior of the Precinct by mature landscaping and the arrangement of the structures within 

its site plan.  In terms of context, the Standard Precinct is fronted in the night landscape by existing 

lighting at the various athletic facility venues at both equivalent and at lower elevations.  The Precinct 

occupies lower- to middle-elevated ranges of building pad heights in the center of the campus that are 

framed on the uphill and downhill sides with night lighting of existing campus development and by 

illuminated streets such as Seaver Drive and John Tyler Drive.  Successively higher-elevated pads that 

serve as a visual backdrop to the Standard Precinct contain the Rockwell Towers Residence Hall, the 

School of Law, the Seaver Academic Center, various campus support buildings, and the residential areas 

located along Presidents Drive and Baxter Drive.  The residential areas located along Baxter Drive reach 

elevations of 875 feet, approximately 410 feet higher than the highest elevated residence hall pad in the 

Standard Precinct.  The Standard Precinct is not visible from PCH or MCR, nor is it visible from the 

developed, active use areas of Malibu Bluffs State Park.  Three overnight camping areas have been 

proposed for the natural areas of the Park where only hiking trails currently exist.  The trails are not open 

to public use at night.  The central of the proposed camping areas, which is situated near Receptor Point 

T, has visibility of several of the highest elevated student residence hall pads at the northern end of the 

Standard Precinct, at distances of over 3,300 feet (0.63 mile). 

 

Outer Precinct 

Lighting associated with the existing two-story residential buildings of the Outer Precinct is confined to 

the interior of the campus.  The night lighting that emanates from the interior tier of two-story residential 

buildings within the Outer Precinct is largely contained internally within the precinct by the southern tier 

of buildings and much of the lighting from the southern tier is in turn filtered by mature tree landscaping.  

In the context of its night lighting setting, the Outer Precinct sits immediately in front of the higher-

elevated Lovernich Residential Complex.  The Precinct is also bracketed by the unshielded globe lighting 

that illuminates the paved expanses of the adjacent Rho and Upsilon Parking Lots.  Higher-elevated night 

lighting conditions occur to the northwest in the Drescher Graduate Campus and to the northwest by the 
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northeast by the Rockwell Towers Residential Complex and the School of Law and successively higher 

elevations.  The Outer Precinct is situated 0.51 mile (2,700 feet) north of PCH and 0.59 mile (3,150 feet) 

northwest of MCR and the site is not visible from either route. 

 

Component 2 – Athletics/Events Center 

The Rho Parking Lot, where the Athletics/Events Center would be located, is situated in a visually remote 

location near the northernmost, interior margin of the developed core of the campus.  The lot is situated 

approximately 0.59 mile (3,150 feet) from both PCH and MCR is not visible from either route.  The 

existing night light conditions of the parking lot consists of unshielded overhead pole-mounted globe 

lights that are distributed throughout the lot and along its perimeter, as well as from vehicle lights that are 

not effectively screened or filtered at the lot’s perimeter either by berms, low walls, or landscaped buffer 

strips.  The existing unshielded globe lights cast light in all directions, contributing to local, on-campus 

glare effects and elevated local ambient night lighting levels.  Much of the existing lighting in the parking 

lot, however, is obscured and shielded from view from residences at the northern end of MCE by the 

presence of the structures and mature tree landscaping contained in the Lovernich Residential Complex 

and Outer Precinct areas that are situated in between the respective locations. 

 

In terms of context, the Rho Parking Lot is fronted along its southern edge by existing night lighting 

emanating from the Lovernich Residential Complex, the existing Seaver Residence Halls (in the Outer 

Precinct), and the to the east by the Rockwell Towers Residence Halls.  The elevation at the northern end 

of the Rockwell Towers Residence Halls (located 100 feet east of the Rho Parking Lot) is approximately 

25 feet higher than the existing surface of the Rho Parking Lot.  The School of Law is situated east of the 

Rho Parking Lot and northeast of the Rockwell Towers Residence Hall at an elevation of 609 feet, 

approximately 160 feet higher than the surface of the Rho Parking Lot.  Buildings of the Drescher 

Graduate Campus are situated at elevations between 765 and 780 feet (315 feet to 330 feet higher than the 

Rho Parking Lot).  Night lighting from existing structures and street lighting along existing roads that 

surround the Athletics/Events Center location occur at equivalent and higher elevations that bracket the 

proposed component.  As described in Section 5.7, the Athletics/Events Center site would not be seen 

from MCR or PCH.   

 

Component 3 – Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field 

The proposed site of Component 3, the existing Tari Frahm Rokus Field and Stotsenberg Track, has 

limited lighting.  Approximately eight track perimeter light poles supporting hooded and directed lighting 

fixtures allow the nighttime recreation use of the existing Stotsenberg Track.  Because the hooded lighting 

is primarily focused upon the track surface, which is red colored and not highly reflective, the Tari Frahm 

Rokus Field is too dark under the existing conditions to allow for organized evening sporting activity.  As 

described in Section 5.7, public views of the track and field area are not available from MCR, PCH, and 

Malibu Bluffs State Park and consequently do not result in significant impacts to views from those 

locations.  Visible contrast of light sources and ambient light conditions are restricted to on-campus 

viewing locations and selected locations near the northern end of Malibu Country Drive in MCE.   

 

Component 4 – Town Square  

The Seaver Main Parking Lot area is completely surrounded by existing campus buildings, landscaping, 

and raised landforms so that the area is not visible from off-campus locations.  The existing parking lot is 

asphalt-paved and is illuminated at night by unshielded pole-mounted globe light fixtures that cast light in 

all directions in the interior of the campus.   
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Component 5 – Enhanced Recreation Area 

Portions of the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area are currently illuminated at night.  The intramural 

field is equipped with tall light standards that are equipped with fixtures capable of lighting the existing 

recreation field area and trespass into adjacent vegetated areas because the fixtures are inefficient and too 

short to direct lighting downward.  The open surface levels of the Page Terrace Parking Lot immediately 

east of the recreation field are also illuminated at night by hooded, pole-mounted light fixtures.  The 

parking lot steps up in elevation in four successive tiers from 541 feet to 601 feet.  The area is flanked to 

the northwest and northeast by steep naturally vegetated slopes of Marie Canyon, while the ridge to the 

west of the site supports buildings of the Dresher Graduate Campus and elevated terrain to the east 

contains the Page Residential complex.  Because of the tight confines formed by the slopes of Marie 

Canyon to the east, north and west and the presence of elevated ridge spurs topped with developed 

structures and landscaping to the south, the existing night lighting at the existing recreation field and in 

the immediate vicinity of the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area is not visible from MCR, PCH, Malibu 

Bluffs Community Park, nor from the public streets in MCE.  

 

Component 6 – School of Law Parking Structure 

The existing lot, the site of the proposed School of Law Parking Structure, is situated toward the interior 

of the campus in a location that is generally not visible from off-campus.  The proposed Parking Structure 

site is not visible from MCR, PCH, or the existing developed areas of Malibu Bluffs State Park.  The site 

would be visible from the proposed tent-camping area at the far western end of the Park from a distance 

of over 3,900 feet. The existing lighting employed in the School of Law Student Parking Lot consists of 

pole-mounted unshielded globe lights that cast light in all directions, contributing to local, on-campus 

glare effects and elevated local ambient night lighting levels.  The southern and southwesterly sides of the 

parking lot overlook areas of the lower core campus (to the south) along Seaver Drive and lower-elevated 

campus development to the southwest that is situated east of John Tyler Drive.  The southwesterly-facing 

edge of the parking lot location can also be seen at distances of over 2,200 feet from MCE and John Tyler 

Drive.   

 

Analysis of Existing Conditions, Observations From Receptor Sites 

Receptor Site Locations 

To evaluate the existing lighting conditions from the viewpoint of the surrounding area, Francis Krahe & 

Associates Inc. conducted a series of lighting surveys at Receptor Site locations surrounding the CLP 

component sites.  Receptor Sites include locations that have general visibility or a substantial view of the 

component sites, areas with the greatest potential for impact from the components, and sites that represent 

typical conditions at University property boundaries.  As shown in Figure 5.7.2-1, the lighting impact 

study identified a total of 15 potentially sensitive Receptor Sites located at intervals along the margins of 

the developed campus in proximity to MCE, vegetated areas to the north and west of the campus, on 

PCH, and in the Malibu Bluffs Park.  Two additional receptor sites (K and L) were evaluated in 

connection with potential cumulative project impacts.  

 

In addition to the Receptor Sites shown in Figure 5.7.2-1, numerous other potential sites were considered 

and analyzed to determine whether they would have visibility of any of the CLP component sites.  

Potential receptor site locations were considered at intervals over the entire lengths of each of the campus’ 

scenic-designated roadway frontages along PCH and Malibu Canyon Road (MCR).  As the CLP 

component sites were not visible from any of these potential receptor site locations, they were eliminated  
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from further study with the exception of one location along PCH, which was selected for analysis because 

it had some visibility of the CLP component sites.  

 

Receptor Sites were sited along John Tyler Drive to assess potential light and glare impacts to MCE.  

These include Receptor Sites A, B, C, J, K and L.  Of these, Site A is situated the closest to the CLP and 

represents potentially the worst-case location where significant adverse lighting impacts could occur, 

primarily because of the potential impacts associated with the introduction of athletic field lighting at 

Component 3 (NCAA Upgraded Soccer Field).   

 

Receptor Sites D, E, F, G, P, R, and S were located in vegetated areas around Component 5 (Enhanced 

Recreation Area) to specifically measure and evaluate existing night lighting conditions and to predict 

potential impacts of replacement recreational field lighting that would be introduced at that location.  Of 

these, Receptor Site F is situated on a slope in relative close proximity, immediately west of the existing 

recreation field (and the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area), and any potential lighting impacts that 

would be introduced by new athletic field lighting at Component 5, would likely be found at Site F. 

 

Receptor Sites M, and N were located to the west of Component 3 (Upgraded Soccer Field) to predict  

potential impacts of the athletic field lighting to the vegetated area located there.  Site N is located closest 

to Component 3 upslope from the proposed lighting. 

 

Receptor Site H is an off-campus public Receptor Site located on PCH with a view of the introduced 

athletic field lighting at Component 3.  Receptor Site H represents the closest, and most likely the worst-

case location that could experience adverse light and glare impacts along PCH.   

 

Receptor Site T is located on a trail that crosses a level terrace surface in a natural area of Malibu Bluffs 

State Park approximately 500 feet south of PCH and 450 feet westerly of the centrally located picnic area 

in the developed area of the Park.  Receptor Site T, which has views of Component Site 3, represents the 

worst-case location that could potentially experience adverse light and glare impacts within the Malibu 

Bluffs State Park.  It is located approximately 3,200 feet (0.6 mile) from the athletic field lighting 

proposed at Component 3 (Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field).  The site is located near the center of one of 

several proposed overnight camping locations in the park. 

 

Analysis of Existing Conditions 

Francis Krahe & Associates, Inc., collected and analyzed existing condition data relevant to contrast and 

illuminance
3
 conditions present at the CLP Component Sites from the above-listed Receptor Sites and 

also made additional qualitative observations about the coverage and context of the CLP’s visible 

components within their immediate environmental setting and within their normal width-of-field vicinity 

viewsheds from the same locations.  The observations made at each receptor site are presented in Table 

5.7.2-1 and summarized below. 

 

Contrast 

High contrast situations (maximum to average ratios of 30:1 or higher) were measured at all receptor site 

locations, with the exception of Receptor Site T (within Malibu Bluffs Park) that had a contrast ratio of 

                                                
3 The human visual system perceives the luminance of an object, or the amount of light emitted or reflected off of a surface, measured in 

footLamberts (fL).  Luminance is the luminous flux per unit of projected area (A!) per unit solid angle (d") leaving a given point in a given 

direction. 

The more common measurement of lighting is illuminance, which is the measure of light energy (luminous flux) incident at a specific point on 

a surface over a standard area (footcandles (fc), or lumens per square foot. This term describes light intensity on a surface.  
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26.2:1, in a middle contrast range.  The high contrast scenarios were primarily the result of existing 

unshielded nighttime light sources used throughout the campus, which increase the average luminance of 

the areas where they are found.  Measurements taken at the Receptor Sites also indicate that reflected 

light from illuminated building surfaces do not constitute glare.  Illuminated surfaces as measured at the 

Receptor Sites all had contrast ratios of less than 10:1. 

 

Illuminance  

Illuminance levels measured at the Receptor Sites were generally found to be very low (as reported in 

Table 5.7.2-1).  The highest existing horizontal illuminance level was recorded at Receptor Site F (a 

hillside trail location west of the existing Recreation Area and proposed Component 5), with 0.100 foot-

candles, while the lowest was recorded at Receptor Site T (location in Malibu Bluffs State Park) with 

0.003 foot-candles.  The results for vertical illuminance are similar, with the highest value recorded at 

Receptor Site F (trail location west of Component 5) with 0.887 foot-candles, and the lowest vertical 

illuminance recorded at Receptor Site T (south of PCH in Malibu Bluffs State Park) with 0.006 foot-

candles.  Values recorded at each of the other receptor sites ranged between these values. 

 

 

Table 5.7.2-1 

Summary of Existing Night Lighting Measurements and Observation Conditions 

Contrast* Coverage Context Illuminance 

Receptor Site Ratio of Source to 

Background 

(point/surface) 

Percentage of 

field-of-view 

Covered 

Percentage of 

Site Visible 

Horizontal 

Value in 

footcandles 

Vertical Value 

in footcandles 

A HIGH/LOW 20% 80-90% 0.042 0.087 

B HIGH/LOW 5-10% 20-30% 0.041 0.072 

C HIGH/LOW 5% 5% 0.034 0.076 

D HIGH/LOW 20% 90% 0.015 0.141 

E HIGH/LOW 5% 20% 0.017 0.167 

F HIGH/LOW 25% 50% 0.100 0.887 

G HIGH/LOW 15% 30% 0.013 0.185 

H HIGH/LOW 0% 0% 0.005 0.014 

J HIGH/LOW 15% 50% 0.006 0.071 

M HIGH/LOW 20% 90% 0.004 0.062 

N HIGH/LOW 20% 50% .009 .126 

P HIGH/LOW 10% 20% .014 .266 

R HIGH/LOW 20% 95% .018 .162 

S HIGH/LOW 15% 100% .050 .322 

T MID/LOW 0% 0% .003 .006 

* 

 

 

Low = 1:3-1:10   Low = < 1.0 

  Medium = 1:10-1:30   Medium = 1.0 - 2.0 

 High = >1:30   High = > 2.0 
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Coverage 

As shown in Table 5.7.2-1 the extent of coverage of the CLP, as seen from the Receptor Sites, varies 

substantially.  Of the entire CLP, Component Sites 1, 2 and 3 are generally visible from Receptor Sites A, 

B, C and J; Component Sites 5 and 6 are generally visible from Receptor Sites D, F and G; and 

Component Site 6 is visible from Receptor Site E.  Component Site 4 (Town Square) is not visible from 

any of the Receptor Sites because it is completely bounded by existing prominent campus buildings on 

three sides and elevated terrain on the fourth side.  Receptor Site H (location on south side of PCH east of 

Crest Tennis Park) does not have views of the surface topography of any of the Component Sites.  An 

exception for potential visibility future visibility could include visibility of the tops of light poles located 

at Component 3.  In terms of coverage, views to the CLP from Receptor Site F (a hillside trail location 

west of the existing Recreation Area and proposed Component 5), for example, occupy 25% of the view, 

whereas the CLP occupies only about 5% of the view at Receptor Site E (elevated point in natural terrain 

northeast of the Page Terrace Parking Lot and east of the existing Recreation Field). 

 

Context 

Percentage values shown in Table 5.7.2-1 indicate the extent of the CLP that is visible from each 

Receptor Site and the value expressed is a good indicator of prominence within its local viewshed 

panorama.  Context varies widely among the Receptor Sites.  While several Receptor Sites have views 

that include the entirety of one or more of the CLP Component Sites, other Receptor Sites do not have 

views of the same or, in some cases, of any of the CLP Component Sites.  For example, 80-90% of 

Component Sites 1, 2 and 3 are visible from Receptor Site A, but only 5% of those same Component Sites 

are visible from Receptor Site C, which is located on the Pepperdine campus-facing side of a vacant 

parcel on Vantage Point Terrace in MCE approximately 1,250 feet further southeast.  Under existing 

conditions, Receptor Sites H and T have no visibility (0%) of the terrain surfaces of any of the CLP 

component locations. 

 

5.7.2.2 Thresholds of Significance 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) defines how environmental impacts of proposed 

projects are evaluated.  The “2009 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Statute and Guidelines” 

provide sample questions for use in an initial study to determine a project’s potential for environmental 

impacts.  According to the sample question
4
 included in Appendix G of the Environmental Checklist 

Form under Section I, Aesthetics, and the County of Los Angles Initial Study checklist, a project would 

have a potentially significant impact if it would: 

 

• Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 

nighttime views in the area and/or create substantial shadows that would be cast off site that 

could impact sensitive nearby land uses. 

 

                                                
4
 The remaining Appendix G Aesthetics sample questions include the following: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 

state scenic highway. 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.  

As they pertain to aesthetics and views, these questions are addressed as part of the thresholds of significance stated in Section 

5.7.1, Aesthetics and Views.  
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Criteria for Significance of Impacts 

Based on the CEQA thresholds stated above, it is necessary to establish quantitative and qualitative 

factors to determine whether the light and glare impacts of the CLP components are considered to be 

substantial thereby exceeding significance levels.  The analysis of light and glare impacts in this section 

thus focuses on the following factors: 

 

Contrast 

This criterion evaluates the potential for the proposed CLP components to create high brightness 

conditions that would result in high contrast or glare impacts at the Receptor Sites.  The terms High, 

Medium and Low Contrast describe how bright a visible object appears to other surrounding objects.  The 

term Luminance Value describes the brightness of visible light sources and surrounding illuminated 

surfaces as seen from Receptor Sites.  The contrast of the CLP was calculated based on the measurement 

of High, Medium and Low contrast levels of visible light sources or reflective surfaces found within the 

CLP components.  The amount of contrast is determined by reference to the ratio of one surface’s 

luminance to another, or to that of the general prevailing field-of-view.  Contrast ratios exceeding 30 to 1 

are usually deemed uncomfortable; 10 to 1 clearly visible; and those less than 3 to 1 appear to be of equal 

value. 

 

A CLP component will create a significant impact if it creates high brightness surfaces resulting in glare 

conditions that are directly visible from outside the component sites.  For the purposes of this analysis, 

glare is defined as a luminance (brightness) contrast ratio exceeding 30:1. 

 

Illuminance  

This criterion evaluates the potential for the CLP components to create glare and light trespass impacts. 

Illuminance evaluates the density or amount of luminous flux
5
 coming from a light source that falls on a 

given area.   

 

A CLP component will create a significant impact if it creates a substantial change in light levels, i.e., 

light trespass, outside the property line.  For the purposes of this analysis, light contribution of 0.5 

footcandles or more, beyond the property line, is the threshold of significance.   

 

A CLP component will also create a significant impact if it creates light trespass into natural vegetated 

and/or habitat areas surrounding the component site.  In such areas, a threshold of 0.1 footcandles is used 

to determine significance.  This threshold is consistent with the IESNA guidelines.
6
  Receptor Sites 

surrounding Component Site 5 were evaluated using this criterion, as well as sites in Malibu Bluffs Park 

and other vegetated areas in and around the campus. 

 

Importantly, there are no standard numeric thresholds regulating light trespass that have been uniformly 

applied in areas surrounding Pepperdine University.  Although this jurisdiction does not have a numeric 

threshold of significance, the lighting studies conducted by Francis Krahe & Associates identify and refer 

to a number of non-binding standards that support the 0.5 and 0.1 threshold levels applied in this section.  

The Illuminating Society of North America (IESNA), for example, has developed an approach designed 

to address a broad range of settings and scenarios, with recommended thresholds based on existing 

ambient conditions.  Based on the IESNA approach, the 0.5 standard is appropriate for the off-site areas, 

                                                
5
 A measure of the power of light as perceived by the human eye 

6
 For more detail, see Environmental Impact Lighting Analysis, Pepperdine University Campus Life Project, (February 22, 

2010) and Environmental Impact Lighting Analysis, Pepperdine University Campus Life Project, Addendum, (March 2, 2010). 
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which most closely fall within the characterization of low-to-medium levels of ambient brightness, and 

the 0.1 standard, as the most conservative standard that exists, is appropriate for the natural areas (see 

Table 5.7.2-2). 

 

The City of Los Angeles Municipal Code states that a lighting installation may not cause more than 2.0 

footcandles of illuminance impact on nearby residential properties.  However, this standard is 

representative of the largely urban conditions in the City of Los Angeles, and is not an appropriate metric 

for use in assessing impacts on the areas surrounding the CLP components.  The County of Los Angeles 

has also established “Community Standards Districts” wherein certain light trespass limits have been 

applied.  A recent amendment to the Leona Valley Community Standards District proposes that light 

trespass from proposed projects at residential property boundaries be limited to 0.5 footcandles.  The 0.5 

footcandle limit is particularly applicable to the CLP analysis given the Leona Valley’s transitional rural 

location within Los Angeles County and environmental conditions that are similar to those surrounding 

Pepperdine University.  By comparison, the IESNA recommended threshold of significance for areas of 

medium brightness, urban residential areas (Zone E-3) is 0.8 fc.  This document will utilize the more 

conservative 0.5 fc threshold. 

 

 
Table 5.7.2-2 

IESNA Recommended Thresholds of Significance for  

Pre-Curfew Light Trespass (RP-33-99) 

Zone Description 
Recommended 

Light Levels 

Zone E-1 Intrinsically dark, such as a National Park. 1 lux (0.1fc) 

Zone E-2 Low ambient brightness, outer urban or rural residential areas. 3 lux (0.3fc) 

Zone E-3 Areas of medium ambient brightness, urban residential areas. 8 lux (0.8fc) 

Zone E-4 Areas of high ambient brightness, urban areas with residential 

and commercial uses. 

15 lux (1.5fc) 

 

 
Coverage 

This criterion is a qualitative measure that relates to the prominence of the CLP’s visible components.  

Coverage describes the portion of a normal field-of-view that the CLP component occupies, as seen from 

each Receptor Site, and is expressed as a percentage of the view occupied by the CLP.   

 

The significance of coverage impacts is analyzed on a site-by-site basis and is evaluated in relation to 

existing conditions at each Receptor Site. 

 

Context 

This criterion is a qualitative evaluation of the view of the CLP components as seen from the Receptor 

Sites.  Context examines the component site in terms of its position within a normal width of field-of-

view panorama, including adjacent existing buildings, topography, and landscaping.  Context may also be 

expressed as a percentage of coverage of a defined/photographed panoramic view. 

 

The significance of context impacts is analyzed on a site-by-site basis and is evaluated in relation to 

existing conditions at each Receptor Site. 
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In summary, the Contrast, Illuminance, Coverage, and Context criteria described above and thresholds 

suggested for each that have been applied to the analysis of potential CLP lighting impacts are 

summarized below in Table 5.7.2-3.   

 

 

Table 5.7.2-3 

Thresholds of Significance for Lighting Criteria Measured and Described at Each Receptor Site 

Criteria Threshold 

Contrast Calculated ratio of maximum: average luminance measurements exceeding 

existing conditions and 30:1. 

Illuminance Illuminance measured and documented (in foot-candles) exceeding 0.5 

footcandles at off-site locations and 0.1 footcandles in natural areas. 

Coverage Evaluated as a percentage of the view that the CLP components occupy in relation 

to existing conditions at each Receptor Site. 

Context Analyzed as a percentage of the CLP components that are visible from each 

Receptor Site based on view angle, visual obstructions, and topography, in 

relation to existing conditions. 

 

 
5.7.2.3 Project Impacts 

Methodology 

As described above, Francis Krahe & Associates, Inc. collected and analyzed data showing the existing 

contrast and illuminance conditions of the CLP component sites from selected locations (i.e., Receptor 

Sites), and made qualitative observations about the coverage and context of the components within their 

immediate environmental setting and within normal width-of-field vicinity viewsheds from the same 

locations.  These measurements were intended to establish reliable and accurate baseline conditions 

against which the potential impacts of the proposed CLP components could be compared.   

 

Future conditions were assessed through the use of a computer model that predicted the amount and 

direction of light that would result from the CLP components.  New lighting sources were identified by 

reference to the CLP Lighting Plans.
7
  Future light conditions were analyzed relative to the lighting 

impact categories and thresholds described in this section.  Project light elements included in the 

computer model for the CLP Components are shown in Table 5.7.2-4. 

 

 

                                                
7
 For more detail, see Environmental Impact Lighting Analysis, Pepperdine University Campus Life Project, (August 3, 2010). 
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Table 5.7.2-4 

Component Lighting Features Modeled 

Component Lighting Features 

1 Building exterior balcony lighting and exterior egress lighting.  All exterior and site 

lighting will be full cutoff in order to prevent sky glow impacts.   

2 Building exterior façade lighting and exterior egress lighting.  All exterior and site 

lighting will be full cutoff in order to prevent sky glow impacts.   

3 Lighting equipment to meet NCAA requirements for national television broadcasting at 

the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field site.  NCAA regulations require a minimum of 100 

vertical footcandles and 100 horizontal footcandles on the field of play, with 

maximum:minimum illuminance ratios of no more than 1.7:1. Lighting elements would 

be distributed across eight poles.  A total of 192 fixtures, 2000 watts each, are used in the 

model to achieve the necessary light levels.  Fixtures are mounted at a maximum of 110 

feet above the surface of the field, with the height being specifically selected in order to 

achieve optimal downward aiming angles that provide the opportunity for view shielding 

needed to assure both sufficient illumination on the field while simultaneously protecting 

views from residential properties.  Shielding and aiming will also prevent up-lighting 

from the athletic lighting fixtures.   

4 This component of the CLP is not included in the computer model because the lighting 

improvements would be surrounded by existing buildings, and would therefore not be 

visible from the established Receptor Sites, and would not have lighting impacts beyond 

the immediate area of the Component Site.   

5 Lighting equipment to meet IESNA recommendations for recreational use.  The IESNA 

recommends an average illuminance of 20 footcandles, with maximum:minimum ratios 

of no more than 4:1, for recreational soccer use.  A total of 24 fixtures, 1500 watts each, 

distributed over six (6) poles are used in the model to achieve the necessary light levels.  

Shielding and aiming will prevent up-lighting from the athletic lighting fixtures. 

6 Building interior and exterior egress lighting.   

 

 

Project Impacts  

Data from the computer simulation model was analyzed in relation to the threshold criteria established for 

contrast, illuminance, coverage and context.   

 

Contrast 

This criterion evaluates the potential for the components to create high brightness conditions that would 

create high contrast or glare at the established Receptor Sites.  As stated above, brightness contrasts in 

excess of 30:1 constitute high contrast or glare that would result in a potentially significant impact. 

 

The CLP components result in decreased contrast, and glare when compared to existing conditions at all 

but one of the studied Receptor Sites (see Table 5.7.2-5).  Of the fifteen Receptor Sites, only two showed 

contrasts in excess of 30:1, despite the fact that each represents a relative improvement over existing 

conditions.  Receptor Site B received a calculated contrast ratio of 41.8:1 and Receptor Site M received a 

calculated contrast ratio of 32.6:1, both above the threshold of 30:1.  The future contrast ratio at Receptor 

Site B represents an improvement from the existing measured contrast ratio of 90.9:1.  At Receptor Site 

M, the existing condition calculated contrast level of 36.9:1, such that the calculated future ratio of 32.6:1 

would represent a relative decrease.   
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The high contrast ratios at Sites B and M result from elevated luminance levels predicted to occur at 

Component Site 3.  The lighting for Component 3 is being proposed in connection with the requirements 

of the NCAA, which provides standards for nationally broadcast sporting events.  More specifically, the 

NCAA requires certain minimum lighting requirements for nationally broadcast sporting events as 

follows: 

 

 Horizontal Illuminance: 100 footcandles (fc) 

 Horizontal Uniformity: 1.7:1 

 Vertical Illuminance: 100 fc at main camera and 60 fc at end camera 

 Vertical Uniformity: 1.7:1 

 

The NCAA also allows a light level of 50 footcandles for intercollegiate soccer play.  As part of the CLP, 

the NCAA-required levels of lighting proposed for Component Site 3 (upon which the future conditions 

lighting analysis was conducted) would only be employed when sports games played at the component 

site would be broadcast on national or regional television.  The existing soccer program hosts 

approximately 10 games per year.  Considering the infrequency that collegiate soccer games are televised, 

it would be a rare occurrence for the site to require the full luminance power (100 footcandles) of the 

athletic field lighting.  During the majority of the time, when the field is devoted to ordinary 

intercollegiate play and practices, the site would not require the full luminance power of the athletic field 

lighting and light impacts would be below the threshold of significance for Receptor Sites B and M.  

During these times of normal operations, the contrast ratio for Receptor Site B falls below the threshold 

level (of 30:1) to a level of 28.1:1 and the ratio at Receptor Site M is 26.1:1, below the threshold of 30:1.  

Thus, the reduced light level of 50 fc is proposed for the athletic field at Component Site 3 at all times 

when televised broadcast light levels are not required.   

 

Mitigation measures will require certain directional lighting methods at Component 3, such as shielding 

and cut-off type light fixtures to minimize glare and incidental upward directed lighting effects that will 

substantially reduce the potential for lighting impacts. 

 

Finally, the calculated contrast levels at Sites B and M represent conservative values because the 

computer model does not account for environmental sources of light such as street lighting outside of the 

CLP and moonlight.  As the model does not account for atmospheric diffusion of light, the illuminated 

areas appear more concentrated and thus of higher contrast in the model.  Atmospheric haze and mist 

conditions are not uncommon along the coastline.  The contrast levels reported in the lighting studies and 

used in the model resulted from observations made during field surveys on relatively clear nights.  These 

conditions resulted in the calculation of relatively higher prevailing contrast levels.   

 

The proposed CLP would result in reduced contrast ratios at nearly all Receptor Sites; however, at 

Receptor Sites B and M, contrast ratios would still exceed the threshold of 30:1 when powered to a 

lighting level of 100 fc.  As indicated above, this level is only required for games that are to be nationally 

or regionally broadcast.  Because this is likely to be an infrequent occurrence (likely less than 10 nights, 

the great majority of the time the lights are in use they will be operating at the lower 50 fc level.  Because 

the contrast ratios at these locations are below existing conditions, impacts are considered to be less than 

significant (Class III); however, because they would exceed a 30:1 contrast ratio, mitigation is provided.  

Implementation of mitigation measures will reduce contrast at Receptor Sites B and M to below the 

established threshold.   
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Table 5.7.2-5 

Summary Comparison of Measured and Calculated Luminance Measurements 

Receptor Site 
FootLamberts 

Measurement Category 

Existing 

Condition 

(FootLamberts) 

CLP 

(FootLamberts) 

Mitigated CLP 

(FootLamberts) 

Average 8.085 0.230 0.154 

Maximum 368.300 3.970 2.930 

Minimum 0.011 0.000 0.000 Site A 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 45.5:1 17.3:1 19.0:1 

Average 4.593 0.272 0.202 

Maximum 417.400 11.370 5.540 

Minimum 0.004 0.000 0.000 Site B 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average  90.9:1 41.8:1 27.4:1 

Average 0.684 0.075 0.058 

Maximum 24.920 1.370 1.370 

Minimum 0.004 0.000 0.000 Site C 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 36.4:1 18.2:1 23.5:1 

Average 9.131 1.158 1.158 

Maximum 791.000 26.690 26.690 

Minimum 0.001 0.000 0.000 Site D 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 86.6:1 23.1:1 23.1 

Average 3.340 0.034 0.034 

Maximum 123.600 0.480 0.480 

Minimum 0.001 0.000 0.000 Site E 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 37.0:1 14.2:1 14.2:1 

Average 89.952 2.447 2.447 

Maximum 4136.000 19.770 19.770 

Minimum 0.002 0.000 0.000 Site F 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 46.0:1 8.1:1 8.1:1 

Average 11.739 1.752 1.752 

Maximum 1035.000 29.020 29.020 

Minimum 0.000 0.000 0.000 Site G 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 88.2:1 16.6:1 16.6:1 

Average 1.0443375 0.000 0.000 

Maximum 72.78 0.000 0.000 

Minimum 0 0.000 0.000 Site H 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 69.7:1 N/A* N/A* 



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.7  Visual Resources and Aesthetic Qualities  

 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

Page 5.7-51 

Receptor Site 
FootLamberts 

Measurement Category 

Existing 

Condition 

(FootLamberts) 

CLP 

(FootLamberts) 

Mitigated CLP 

(FootLamberts) 

Average 7.173 0.139 0.112 

Maximum 325.100 2.670 2.670 

Minimum 0.001 0.000 0.000 Site J 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 45.3:1 19.2:1 23.9:1 

Average 3.877 2.722 1.513 

Maximum 142.9 88.86 39.52 

Minimum 0.001 0.00 0.00 Site M 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 36.9:1 32.6:1 26.1:1 

Average 8.268 8.518 4.423 

Maximum 324.3 96.08 43.62 

Minimum 0.002 0.00 0.00 Site N 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 39.2:1 11.3:1 9.9:1 

Average 25.110 1.656 1.660 

Maximum 2444 20.13 20.13 

Minimum 0.001 0.00 0.00 Site P 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 97:3:1 12.2:1 12.1:1 

Average 23.762 1.691 1.691 

Maximum 1175 22.71 22.71 

Minimum 0.000 0.00 0.00 Site R 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 49.4:1 13.4:1 13.4:1 

Average 38.621 1.354 1.354 

Maximum 2137 20.13 20.13 

Minimum 0.001 0.00 0.00 Site S 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 55.3:1 14.9:1 14.9:1 

Average 0.127 0.211 0.131 

Maximum 3.324 6.15 3.74 

Minimum 0.000 0.00 0.00 Site T 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 26.2:1 29.1:1 28.6:1 

* Each receptor site within the computer model contains 150 luminance sensors, offset a 5° horizontal and vertical 

intervals.  Each luminance sensor measures the brightness of surfaces with which it aligns.  The combination of the 

5° angular offset between luminance sensors and the small scale of luminous surfaces at the CLP component sites 

(when viewed from Receptor Site H) resulted in no alignment between luminance sensors and luminous surfaces.  

Because of this the computer model recorded no measurement of luminance at Receptor Site H.    
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Illuminance 

This criterion evaluates the potential for the components to create light trespass, or excess light levels 

beyond the property boundaries.  As stated above, illuminance levels in excess of 0.5 footcandles would 

be considered a significant impact for the Receptor Sites along John Tyler Drive and PCH.  At Receptor 

Sites A, B, C, H, & J, located on John Tyler Drive and PCH (see Table 5.7.2-6), the calculated 

contribution of illumination from all CLP components results in a contribution that ranges from 0.003 to 

0.116 footcandles.  Impacts are therefore considered to be less than significant (Class III). 

 

At the Receptor Sites studied to measure potential impacts to habitat and vegetated natural areas, any 

illuminance contribution greater than 0.1 footcandles would constitute a significant impact.  As shown in 

Table 5.7.2-7, the calculated contribution of illuminance at all Receptor Sites located in vegetated natural 

areas is less than the threshold of 0.1 fc.  Impacts are therefore considered to be less than significant 

(Class III). 

 

 

Table 5.7.2-6 

Summary Comparison of Existing and Future CLP Contribution at Receptor Sites  

Located Adjacent to John Tyler Drive and PCH 

Receptor Site 

Existing 

Illumination 

Average 

CLP Future 

Illumination 

Contribution 

Impact 

A 0.042 0.116 below threshold 

B 0.041 0.030 below threshold 

C 0.034 0.012 below threshold 

H 0.005 0.003 below threshold 

J 0.006 0.079 below threshold 

 

 

Table 5.7.2-7   

Summary Comparison of Existing and Calculated Future Illumination Conditions Located in 

Native/Non-Native Vegetation Areas 

Receptor Site 

Existing 

Illumination 

Average 

CLP Future 

Illumination 

Contribution 

Impact 

D 0.015 0.004 below threshold 

E 0.017 0.007 below threshold 

F 0.100 0.064 below threshold 

G 0.013 0.003 below threshold 

M 0.004 0.008 below threshold 

N 0.009 0.044 below threshold 

P 0.014 0.003 below threshold 

R 0.018 0.002 below threshold 

S 0.050 0.007 below threshold 

T 0.003 0.001 below threshold 
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Coverage 

This criterion is a qualitative measure that relates to the visual prominence of the proposed CLP 

components by describing the portion of the view that each component occupies at each Receptor Site.  

As stated above, coverage is expressed as a percentage of the view occupied by the CLP components.  

Potential coverage impacts were assessed on a case-by-case basis, and in each case the change in 

coverage impacts was determined to be less than significant.  Although the numerical value for coverage 

will increase in some cases, the potential lighting impacts related to those increases in coverage were 

either consistent with existing conditions, or resulted in reduced lighting impact due to CLP design 

features such as shielding and limited aiming.  For example, the height of pole lighting at Component 3 

and 5 will increase, which could result in higher amounts of coverage as seen from selected Receptor 

Sites.  The increased heights may also present the possibility of high brightness lamp source visibility.  

However, the view angle studies show that the proposed sports lighting at these components can be 

carefully aimed and shielded to substantially limit glare conditions.  Proposed architectural elements 

(consisting primarily of wall surfaces) of the CLP will also increase the coverage of some components as 

seen from the Receptor Sites.  As the potential lighting impacts related to increases in coverage are either 

consistent with existing conditions, or result in reduced lighting impact due to CLP design features such 

as shielding and limited aiming, none of the improvements will result in significant visual impacts (Class 

III). 

 

Context 

This criterion is a qualitative evaluation of the view of the CLP components from the various Receptor 

Sites.  The proposed CLP components result in slightly increased or unchanged coverage impacts at all 

Receptor Sites.  In most cases, visual obstructions and topographical conditions are unchanged, such that 

the component sites that are currently partially obscured from view will remain obscured from view in the 

future condition.  As described above (under Coverage), the increased height of the lighting poles 

proposed at Components 3 & 5 is likely to increase the amounts of the light features that are visible from 

selected Receptor Sites.  The four taller lighting poles along the northern side of the field at Component 3 

will appear to coalesce with the level of the roofline of the proposed Athletics/Events Center (Component 

Site 2), and they would, in the case of several poles along the south side of the field, intrude into the 

skyline above mountain ridgelines to the north when viewed primarily from Receptor Sites A & B along 

John Tyler Drive.  The four poles arrayed along the southern side of the field may appear taller as they 

would be closer to the Receptor Sites.  However, the potential lighting impacts related to increases in 

context are either consistent with existing conditions, or result in reduced lighting impacts due to CLP 

design features such as shielding and limited aiming.  As such, impacts are less than significant (Class 

III). 

 

Cumulative Light and Glare Impacts 

A cumulative light and glare impact would occur if any related projects identified in Section 4.0, 

Environmental Setting and located within the proposed CLP’s visual setting would contribute to a 

cumulative increase in light levels or glare generation within the area.  As shown in Figure 4-1, the 

majority of related projects are outside the proposed CLP’s visual setting.  Four related projects have been 

proposed within relative close proximity to the CLP.  Two of these can be seen from Sensitive Receptor 

locations along the eastern side of MCE and from John Tyler Drive.  The four projects are located within 

the interior of the developed campus, and are as equally concealed from view from PCH and MCR as the 

CLP. 
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The four on-campus related projects consist of the following:  1) the expansion and conversion of 

Firestone Fieldhouse into a student health and recreation center, including the replacement of existing 

unshielded globe fixtures with fully shielded, full cutoff fixtures in the vicinity of FFH; 2) construction of 

a four-level academic classroom and office structure at the northern intersection of Seaver Drive and 

Presidents Drive; 3) two-level campus learning center and church school facility to be located on the 

lowest elevated undeveloped pad of the Graduate Campus; and 4) installation of lighting at the Eddy D. 

Field Baseball Stadium.  Of these four, the Firestone Fieldhouse expansion and Eddy D. Field Baseball 

Stadium lighting have the potential to substantially contribute to off-site light and glare impacts due to 

proximity to MCE.  The other two related projects do not have the potential to create light and glare 

impacts due to both the distance to off-site residences and the intervening terrain that serves to limit direct 

views.  To evaluate the potential cumulative impacts, two additional Receptor Site locations were 

established west of John Tyler Drive across from the Firestone Fieldhouse (Receptor Sites K and L).   

 

Contrast 

As shown below in Tables 5.7.2-8 and 5.7.2-9, the CLP and related projects’ proposed lighting 

improvements result in reduced contrast ratios when compared to existing conditions at all Receptor Sites. 

Of the seventeen Receptor Sites, three showed contrasts in excess of 30:1, despite the fact that each 

represents a relative improvement over existing conditions.  Receptor Site A received a calculated 

contrast ratio of 44.5:1, Receptor Site J received a calculated contrast ratio of 38.6:1, and Receptor Site M 

received a calculated contrast ratio of 32.6:1, all above the threshold of 30:1.  The future contrast ratio at 

Receptor Site A represents an improvement from the existing measured contrast ratio of 90.9:1.  At 

Receptor Site J, the existing condition calculated contrast level is 45.3.  At Receptor Site M, the existing 

condition calculated contrast level of 36.9:1, such that the calculated future ratio of 32.6:1 would 

represent a relative decrease.  In the case of Receptor Site L, the existing contrast ratio, which exceeded 

the threshold ratio of 30:1, is reduced to a level below the threshold.   

 

The high contrast ratios at Sites A, J and M result from elevated luminance levels (measured in 

FootLamberts) predicted to occur at the Baseball Field when the lighting is operated 100 fc (infield) and 

75 fc (outfield).  This level of lighting is only required for games that are to be nationally or regionally 

broadcast.  Because this is likely to be an infrequent occurrence, likely less than 10 nights per year, the 

majority of the time the lights are in use they will be operating at the lower 75 fc in the infield and 50 fc 

in the outfield.  Further, a curfew would be employed on the use of the lighting that would require that 

scheduled events would end no later than 10PM.  Line-of-sight terrain analysis conducted for Receptor 

Points A & J to the surface of the baseball field indicate that there are on-campus locations east of John 

Tyler Drive, between the baseball field and the Receptor Points, where view blocking landscaping and/or 

other screening devices may be employed that would block up to 90% (or greater) of the field’s visibility.  

Such view screening could be accomplished without interfering with existing views of the rest of the 

campus and with distant views of the Santa Monica Mountains.  Because the contrast ratios at these 

locations are below existing conditions, impacts are considered to be less than significant (Class III); 

however, because they would exceed a 30:1 contrast ratio, mitigation is provided.  Implementation of 

mitigation measures will reduce contrast at Receptor Sites A, J, and M to below the established threshold.   
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Table 5.7.2-8 

Summary Comparison of Measured and Calculated Luminance Measurements CLP + Related 

Project Baseball Field Lighting  

Receptor Site 

FootLamberts 

Measurement 

Category 

Existing 

Condition 

(FootLamberts) 

CLP + Related 

Project 

(FootLamberts)* 

Mitigated CLP + 

Mitigated Related 

Project 

(FootLamberts)** 

Average 8.085 1.017 0.326 

Maximum 368.300 45.260 6.708 

Minimum 0.011 0.000 0.000 Site A 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 45.5:1 44.5:1 20.6:1 

Average 4.593 3.251 0.615 

Maximum 417.400 72.180 11.370 

Minimum 0.004 0.000 0.000 Site B 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average  90.9:1 22.2:1 18.5:1 

Average 0.684 0.075 0.058 

Maximum 24.920 1.370 1.370 

Minimum 0.004 0.000 0.000 Site C 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 36.4:1 18.2:1 23.5:1 

Average 9.131 1.158 1.157 

Maximum 791.000 26.690 26.690 

Minimum 0.001 0.000 0.000 Site D 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 86.6:1 23.1:1 23.1:1 

Average 3.340 0.034 0.034 

Maximum 123.600 0.480 0.480 

Minimum 0.001 0.000 0.000 Site E 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 37.0:1 14.2:1 14.2:1 

Average 89.952 2.447 2.447 

Maximum 4136.000 19.770 19.770 

Minimum 0.002 0.000 0.000 Site F 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 46.0:1 8.1:1 8.1:1 

Average 11.739 1.752 1.752 

Maximum 1035.000 29.020 29.020 

Minimum 0.000 0.000 0.000 Site G 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 88.2:1 16.6:1 16.6:1 

Average 1.0443375 0.001 0.000 

Maximum 72.78 0.020 0.010 

Site H 

Minimum 0 0.000 0.000 
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Receptor Site 

FootLamberts 

Measurement 

Category 

Existing 

Condition 

(FootLamberts) 

CLP + Related 

Project 

(FootLamberts)* 

Mitigated CLP + 

Mitigated Related 

Project 

(FootLamberts)** 

 Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 69.7:1 18.7:1 N/A* 

Average 7.173 2.072 0.340 

Maximum 325.100 80.070 7.206 

Minimum 0.001 0.000 0.000 Site J 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 45.3:1 38.6:1 21.2:1 

Average 3.877 2.722 1.512 

Maximum 142.9 88.86 39.520 

Minimum 0.001 0.00 0.00 Site M 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 36.9:1 32.6:1 26.1:1 

Average 8.268 8.518 4.432 

Maximum 324.3 96.080 43.620 

Minimum 0.002 0.00 0.00 Site N 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 39.2:1 11.3:1 9.8:1 

Average 25.110 1.660 1.656 

Maximum 2444 20.130 20.130 

Minimum 0.001 0.00 0.00 Site P 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 97:3:1 12.1:1 12.2:1 

Average 23.762 1.691 1.691 

Maximum 1175 22.710 22.71 

Minimum 0.000 0.00 0.00 Site R 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 49.4:1 13.4:1 13.4:1 

Average 38.621 1.354 1.354 

Maximum 2137 20.130 20.130 

Minimum 0.001 0.00 0.00 Site S 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 55.3:1 14.9:1 14.9:1 

Average 0.127 0.211 0.131 

Maximum 3.324 6.150 3.740 

Minimum 0.000 0.00 0.00 Site T 

Calculated Contrast 

Ratio-Max:Average 26.2:1 29.1:1 28.6:1 

* CLP + Related Projects summarizes the calculated luminance levels and contrast ratios for not-mitigated CLP 

Component Sites and not-mitigated Related Baseball Lighting Project. 

**Mitigated CLP + Related Projects summarizes the calculated luminance levels and contrast ratios for mitigated 

CLP Component Sites and mitigated Related Baseball Lighting Project.  
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Table 5.7.2-9  

Summary of Luminance Results and Contrast Ratios for CLP + Related Projects  

(Receptor Sites K and L) 

 Existing Condition 

(foot lamberts) 

CLP + Related Projects  

(foot lamberts)* 

Impact 

Receptor Site K    

Average 18.088 0.019  

Maximum 387.6 0.400  

Max:Avg 21.4:1 18.4:1 Below threshold 

Receptor Site L    

Average 6.033 0.019  

Maximum 216.100 0.400  

Contrast Ratio 35.8:1 21.0:1 Below threshold 

* CLP + Related Projects summarizes the calculated luminance levels and contrast ratios for not-mitigated CLP 

Component Sites, not-mitigated Related Baseball Project, and not-mitigated Related Firestone Fieldhouse Project.  

Note, that because Luminance is a measure of visible brightness, Receptor Sites K and L do not have visibility of 

CLP Component Sites or Related Baseball Project.  As a result, Receptor Sites K and L primarily measure the 

Related Firestone Fieldhouse Project improvements.  

 

 

Illuminance 

This criterion evaluates the potential for the CLP and related projects to create light trespass, or excess 

light levels beyond the property boundaries.  As stated above, illuminance levels in excess of 0.5 

footcandles would be considered a significant impact for the Receptor Sites along John Tyler Drive and 

PCH.  At Receptor Sites A, B, C, H, J, K and L located on John Tyler Drive and PCH (see Table 5.7.2-

10), the calculated contribution of illumination from all the proposed CLP and related projects results in a 

contribution that ranges from 0.003 to 0.116 footcandles.  Impacts are therefore considered to be less than 

significant (Class III). 

 

At the Receptor Sites studied to measure potential impacts to habitat and vegetated natural areas, any 

illuminance contribution greater than 0.1 footcandles would constitute a significant impact.  As shown in 

Table 5.7.2-11, the calculated contribution of illuminance at all Receptor Sites located in vegetated 

natural areas is less than the threshold of 0.1 fc.  Impacts are therefore considered to be less than 

significant (Class III). 
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Table 5.7.2-10 

Summary Comparison of Existing and Future CLP + Related Project Future Illumination 

Contribution at Receptor Sites Located Adjacent to John Tyler Drive and PCH 

Receptor Site 

Existing 

Illumination 

Average 

CLP + Related 

Projects Future 

Illumination 

Contribution 

Mitigated 

CLP + 

Related 

Projects 

Future 

Illumination 

Contribution 

Impact 

A 0.042 0.157 0.065 below threshold 

B 0.041 0.091 0.044 below threshold 

C 0.034 0.027 0.012 below threshold 

H 0.005 0.006 0.003 below threshold 

J 0.006 0.127 0.054 below threshold 

K 0.095 0.046 0.006 below threshold 

L 0.054 0.035 0.004 below threshold 

 

 

Table 5.7.2-11   

Summary Comparison of Existing and and Future CLP + Related Project Future Illumination 

Conditions Located in Native/Non-Native Vegetation Areas 

Receptor Site 

Existing 

Illumination 

Average 

CLP + Related 

Projects Future 

Illumination 

Contribution 

Mitigated 

CLP + 

Related 

Projects 

Future 

Illumination 

Contribution 

Impact 

D 0.015 0.004 0.004 below threshold 

E 0.017 0.007 0.007 below threshold 

F 0.100 0.064 0.064 below threshold 

G 0.013 0.003 0.003 below threshold 

M 0.004 0.008 0.004 below threshold 

N 0.009 0.044 0.025 below threshold 

P 0.014 0.003 0.003 below threshold 

R 0.018 0.002 0.002 below threshold 

S 0.050 0.007 0.007 below threshold 

T 0.003 0.003 0.002 below threshold 

 

 

Coverage 

The increased height of the related project and CLP sports lighting could increase the amount of coverage 

from each receptor site.  This height increases the possibility of views to high brightness lamp sources.  

However, view angle studies have shown that the proposed sports lighting can be shielded to limit glare 

conditions.  Proposed architectural elements (consisting primarily of wall surfaces) of the CLP and related 
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projects will also increase the coverage of some components as seen from the Receptor Sites.  As the 

potential lighting impacts related to increases in coverage are either consistent with existing conditions, or 

result in reduced lighting impact due to design features such as shielding and limited aiming, none of the 

improvements will result in significant visual impacts (Class III). 

 

Context 

As described above (under Coverage), the increased height of the sports lighting poles proposed by the 

CLP and related projects is likely to increase the amounts of the light features that are visible from 

selected Receptor Sites.  New taller lighting infrastructure will fall near the raised roofline of the 

proposed Athletics/Events Center (Component Site 2), and they would, in the case of several poles along 

the south side of the field, intrude into the skyline above mountain ridgelines to the north when viewed 

primarily from Receptor Sites along John Tyler Drive.  The poles arrayed along the southern side of the 

soccer field may appear taller as they would be closer to the Receptor Sites.  However, the potential 

lighting impacts related to increases in context are either consistent with existing conditions, or result in 

reduced lighting impacts due to design features such as shielding and limited aiming.  As such, impacts 

are less than significant (Class III). 

 

Mitigation Measures   

The following mitigation measures would address potential light and glare impacts associated with the 

proposed CLP and insure that impacts would remain at less than significant levels. 

 
MM5.7.2-1 The applicant shall prepare lighting plans for submission and prior approval by the 

County of Los Angeles, that identify the type, layout, and luminaire wattage of all 

exterior fixtures to be employed at each of the CLP component sites. The plans shall 

include any and all lighting standards proposed for the nighttime illumination of playing 

fields at the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field and the Enhanced Recreation Area, and for a 

related project, the proposed lighting improvements at the Eddie D. Field Baseball 

Stadium.  At a minimum the plan shall address and conform to the requirements defined 

below, and the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning must approve 

all aspects of the final submitted lighting plans. 

 

Nuisance Prevention:  All outdoor lighting shall be designed, located, installed, hooded 

and aimed downward or in project-interior directions toward structures.  No lights shall 

be directed toward nearby residences or open space. 

 

Lighting Levels:  Outdoor lighting installations shall be designed to avoid harsh contrasts 

in lighting levels between the project site and adjacent properties.  Lighting trespass 

levels as measured at nearby residential land use boundaries shall be limited to 0.5 

footcandles. 

 

MM5.7.2-2 Ordinary athletic field lighting levels employed at Component 3 (Upgraded NCAA 

Soccer Field) during non-televised intercollegiate games and during student recreation 

use shall not exceed a Horizontal Illuminance at field level of 50 footcandles (fc).  

Lighting employed at the Eddie D. Field Baseball Stadium during non-televised 

intercollegiate games shall be restricted to the minimum levels specified by the NCAA 

(75 fc in the infield and 50 fc in the outfield).  Use of athletic field lighting shall employ a 

curfew and be used for events scheduled to end no later than 10pm.  Athletic field 
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lighting levels of 100 footcandles (fc) may be used only on nights in which a game will 

be nationally or regionally broadcast, up to 10 events per year. 

 

MM5.7.2-3 In the event that athletic field lighting standards are installed in the future at the Eddie D. 

Field Baseball Stadium (considered a Related Project, but not a part of the CLP) tree and 

shrub landscaping or other baseball field visibility screening devices shall be installed 

and maintained east of John Tyler Drive to block direct line-of-sight visibility of the 

baseball field surfaces to the maximum extent feasible.  The visibility screening device 

shall block more than 80% of luminance in a uniform distribution prior to the installation 

of the Baseball Field lighting.  This can be achieved through a combination of 

landscaping and artificial screening devices.  The landscaping shall be maintained so as 

not to block distant visibility of the Santa Monica Mountains.  

 

MM5.7.2-4 The CLP Components shall employ Lighting Guidelines adopted from design principles 

and recommendations provided by the IESNA and the IDA to minimize all forms of light 

pollution, including glare, and light trespass.  At a minimum the project lighting design 

shall incorporate the following:  

 

Exterior Lighting 

Pole- and post-mounted lighting within the direct view of any residential property shall 

be located and/or shielded so that the light source is not directly visible, and the view of 

the fixture lens and reflector is minimized. 

 

Sports lighting fixtures shall be aimed at an angle of 62° or less, normal to the horizon. 

 

Bollard luminaires shall be specified to prevent direct view of the light source.  Where 

louvered bollards are specified, they shall utilize coated lamps. 

 

All up lighting fixtures shall be aimed and/or shielded to constrain the light to the object 

being illuminated and minimize the amount of illumination escaping into the night sky; 

and they shall be focused and confined to highlighting or emphasizing architectural 

features and significant landscaping elements without resulting in significant lighting 

impacts. 

 

Site Lighting 

All pole and post mounted luminaires over fifteen (15) feet in height shall meet all 

IESNA requirements for “full-cutoff”, and shall be aimed downward.  

 

All pole- and post-mount luminaires less than fifteen (15) and greater than six (6) feet in 

height shall meet all IESNA requirements for “full-cutoff”. 

 

All luminaires of less than six (6) feet in height, such as bollards, shall meet all IESNA 

requirements for “semi-cutoff”. 

 

For pedestrian walkways and plazas, all lighting configurations shall comply with IESNA 

RP-33-99 14.0 Walkway and Bikeway Lighting, in accordance with best practice 

recommendations.   
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Parking Lot and Parking Structure Lighting 

All interior lighting for parking structures that is visible from areas exterior of the parking 

structure shall utilize shielding that blocks direct view of the light source and minimize 

the view of reflector or diffuser.   

 

For open-air and roof-top parking facilities, all lighting configurations shall comply with 

IESNA RP-20-98, 4.0 Illuminance Recommendations – Parking Lots, best practice 

recommendations for typical conditions.   

 

Landscape screens, hedge walls, or other recommended shielding screens/opaque walls 

should be installed along the open sides of the parking structures along Huntsinger Circle 

and Seaver Drive to contain, to the extent feasible, the glare of headlights and tail lights 

of vehicles utilizing the structure.  

 

Landscape screens, berms, and/or hedges should be placed near driveway entries to 

parking structures and around surface parking areas near the Athletics/Events Center and 

the western end of the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field to contain, to the extent feasible, 

the glare of headlights and tail lights of vehicles visiting the campus facilities. 

 

Building Mounted Lighting 

Building mounted fixtures shall be shielded so that the light sources (lamps) are not 

directly visible from potentially sensitive receptor locations and the view of the fixture 

lens and reflector is minimized.  

 

Building mounted fixtures that are not full-cut-off shall be primarily for architectural 

accent purposes and be decorative in nature.  The predominance of illumination for such 

areas where accent lighting and decorative fixtures are used shall be provided by other 

luminaires. 

 

Security Lighting: All areas deemed as security risks, shall comply with horizontal and 

vertical illuminance recommendations, as provided by the IESNA for Security Lighting 

per site area. 

 

Lamp Types:  All exterior lighting shall use High Efficiency light sources, as defined by 

California Energy Code, Title 24 and Los Angeles County Code (Section 22.52.2130).   

 

Fixture Types:  All outdoor lighting shall use cut-off luminaries from which light shall be 

downcast and fully shielded with no light emitted above the horizontal plane so that light 

sources in the fixtures are not visible to the surroundings. 

 

Accent Lighting:  Architectural features may be illuminated by uplighting provided that 

the light is effectively contained by the structures, the lamps are low intensity and are 

used only to provide subtle lighting effects and that no significant glare or light trespass 

is produced. 

 

MM5.7.2-5 Project structures shall utilize non-reflective materials to avoid glare intruding onto 

adjacent residential properties. 
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MM5.7.2-6 All exterior texture and color coatings of athletic poles and lighting fixtures visible to the 

general public should be selected to blend with the prevailing background colors and 

textures to minimize their visual intrusiveness and/or prominence. 

 

MM5.7.2-7 All lighting fixtures visible to the general public should be consistent with the overall 

architectural style of the project with respect to design, materials, and color. 

 

MM5.7.2-8 All outdoor lighting utilized in the Enhanced Recreation Area and the Upgraded NCAA 

Soccer Field components shall utilize directional lighting methods with shielding and cut-

off type light fixtures to minimize glare and incidental upward directed lighting effects 

and that will prevent significant light trespass into dark naturally vegetated areas. 

 

5.7.6 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

All impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no unavoidable significant impacts related to light 

and glare would result from implementation of the CLP. 
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5.8 TRAFFIC AND ACCESS 

This section provides information regarding existing and future traffic conditions within the project study 

area and is based on the traffic study and addendum for Phases I and II of the proposed project.  The 

traffic study prepared by Associated Transportation Engineers is included as Appendix H. 
 

5.8.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Environmental Setting 

The Campus Life Project (CLP) is proposed on Pepperdine University's Malibu Campus, located at 24255 

Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) within the unincorporated area of Los Angeles County adjacent to the City of 

Malibu.  The campus is located north of PCH, west of Malibu Canyon Road, east of Malibu Country Drive 
and the Malibu Country Estates subdivision, and south of the Santa Monica Mountains.  The Pepperdine 

University campus encompasses approximately 830 acres, with development concentrated in the southern 

portion of the property near PCH.  The CLP includes upgrades and new facilities that would be constructed 

within the already developed core of the campus. 
 

Buildout of the CLP would likely be completed over a twelve-year time span and would unfold in two 

consecutive phases of approximately six years each.  While subject to change, the scheduling of CLP 
components and their approximate construction durations are illustrated in Figure 3-11.  During Phase I 

the School of Law (SOL) Parking Structure and the Outer Precinct portion of the Student Housing 

Rehabilitation would be constructed first.  As indicated above specific component phasing is contingent 

upon fundraising, future University needs and subject to change.  In the event that the SOL parking is not 
constructed first, the University will maximize use of other available campus parking facilities during 

construction.  This may include for example use of special parking permits and shuttling, as necessary, in 

order to utilize excess parking at Drescher Campus and other on-campus parking locations.  In 
coordination with these construction steps, site preparations would also be begun at the Enhanced 

Recreation Area to prepare the site to receive fill material excavated from other component sites in a 

timely manner.  The Athletics/Events Center with its associated parking facilities would be completed 
toward the end of Phase I.  It should be noted that the student quad portion of the Outer Precinct, which 

when completed would result in the removal of three of the existing aged residential buildings of the 

Outer Precinct, would be delayed until Phase II.  The delay in demolition of the three residential buildings 

would serve to further augment the total number of beds available on campus, and would be relied upon 
to provide student housing to offset the temporary loss of beds that would occur during the phased 

rehabilitation sequence of improvements in the Standard Precinct during Phase II.  The Upgraded Soccer 

Field, the Standard Precinct Rehabilitation, the Town Square and the completion of the Enhanced 
Recreation Area would be undertaken during Phase II.  As the completion of the CLP will occur in phases, 

the traffic analysis undertaken for the project will consider and evaluate existing traffic conditions, and will 

assess the potential interim impacts to traffic conditions upon completion of Phase I and upon final buildout 

of the CLP. 
 

The goal of the CLP is to enhance the quality of campus life by providing additional student housing and 

amenities that would improve the quality of the campus’ environment without increasing student enrollment.  
One of the primary results of the CLP lies in the fact that an increase in housing on campus without an 

increase in enrollment would result in a beneficial effect upon traffic conditions.  Since no increase in student 

enrollment is proposed as part of the CLP, the 468 new student beds that would be added by the CLP and that 
would increase the number of students residing on campus, would thereby result in a corresponding decrease 

in students commuting to the University.   
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Upon completion of the CLP there would be an anticipated increase of 64 faculty and staff.  A new 5,000-seat 

Athletic/Event Center is also proposed, which would accommodate 1,896 more seats than the existing 
Firestone Fieldhouse event facility.  The CLP would also provide 796 additional parking spaces by 

constructing new parking garages and expanding surface lots. 

 

Vehicular access to the campus would not change as a result of the proposed CLP.  Access is currently 
provided via the signalized intersections at John Tyler Drive and PCH on the western side of the campus and 

at Seaver Drive and Malibu Canyon Road (MCR) on the eastern side of the campus.  John Tyler Drive 

extends north from PCH into the campus, comprising the western portion of the loop road system that 
extends along the perimeter of the core campus area.  Seaver Drive extends northwest from MCR into the 

campus, comprising the eastern portion of the interior on-campus road system. 

 

Project Study Area 

Through consultation with the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, it was determined that 

an evaluation of potential traffic impacts was necessary at the following ten intersections, that are located 

within the vicinity of the University: 
 

1) PCH/Corral Canyon Road; 

2) PCH/John Tyler Drive; 

3) MCR/Seaver Drive  -- Civic Center Way; 

4) PCH/MCR; 

5) Las Virgenes Road/Mulholland Highway; 

6) Stuart Ranch Road – Webb Way/Civic Center Way; 

7) PCH/Webb Way; 

8) PCH/Cross Creek Road; 

9) PCH/Rambio Pacifico; and 

10) PCH/Las Flores Canyon Road. 

 

Figure 5.8-1 depicts the locations of the study-area intersections, the existing traffic controls, and the 
intersection lane configurations (geometries).  Nine of the study area intersections are signalized, while 

one intersection (Stuart Ranch Road – Webb Way/Civic Center Way) is controlled by stop signs.  

Existing and future traffic conditions have been analyzed at these intersection locations to identify any 

potential traffic impacts created by the proposed CLP based on evaluation procedures that are consistent 
with the Los Angeles County Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines.  The following text provides a 

brief description of the major components of the study-area network. 

 

Off-Campus Roadways 

Pacific Coast Highway (PCH), located south of the project site, is a north/south State Highway (SR 1) that 

extends along the California coast.  Within the Malibu area, PCH is a four-lane highway that traverses in an 

east/west direction. PCH provides regional access between the Pepperdine campus and Ventura County to the 
northwest and the Los Angeles area to the southeast. 

 

Malibu Canyon Road-Las Virgenes Road, located east of the campus, is a two- to four-lane arterial that 

extends between PCH to the south and U.S. Highway 101 in the City of Calabasas to the north.  Malibu 
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Canyon Road extends north from PCH into the Malibu Creek State Park where it becomes Las Virgenes 

Road north of Piuma Road.  Malibu Canyon Road is signalized at the Seaver Drive-Civic Center Way and 
PCH intersections. 

 

Mulholland Highway, located north of the campus, is an east/west route that extends through Los 

Angeles County and Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area.  Mulholland Highway begins at 
PCH west of Malibu and extends easterly through the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area.  

The Las Virgenes Road/Mulholland Highway intersection is signalized. 

 
Corral Canyon Road, located southwest of the campus, is a two-lane roadway that extends north from PCH 

into the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area and the Malibu Hills residential community.  The 

PCH/Corral Canyon Road intersection is signalized. 
 

Civic Center Way, located east of the campus, is a two-lane roadway that extends east from the signalized 

Malibu Canyon Road/Seaver Drive-Civic Center Way intersection to Cross Creek Road.  The Stuart Ranch 

Road-Webb Way/Civic Center Way intersection is a four-way, stop-sign controlled intersection. 
 

Stuart Ranch Road, located east of the campus, is a two-lane roadway that extends north from the Stuart 

Ranch Road-Webb Way/Civic Center Way intersection.  Stuart Ranch Road provides access to commercial 
uses. 

 

Webb Way, located southeast of the campus, is a two-lane roadway that extends south from the Stuart Ranch 
Road-Webb Way/Civic Center Way intersection to PCH.  The PCH/Webb Way intersection is signalized. 

 

Cross Creek Road, located southeast of the campus, is a two-lane roadway that extends north from PCH to 

Palm Canyon Lane. The PCH/Cross Creek Road intersection is signalized. 
 

Rambla Pacifico, located east of the campus, is a two-lane roadway that extends north from PCH to the 

Piuma Road-Rambla Pacifico/Schueren Road intersection.  The PCH/Rambla Pacifico intersection is 
signalized. 

 

Las Flores Canyon Road, also located east of the campus, is a two-lane roadway that extends north from 

PCH to Rambla Pacifico.  The PCH/Las Flores Canyon Road intersection is signalized. 
 

Malibu Country Drive, located southwest of the campus, is a two-lane roadway that extends north from 

John Tyler Drive into the Malibu Country Estates residential subdivision. 
 

On-Campus Roadways 

John Tyler Drive is a two-lane roadway that extends north from PCH and provides access to the Pepperdine 

campus. The PCH/John Tyler Drive intersection is signalized. John Tyler Drive comprises the western 

portion of the loop road that extends along the perimeter of the core area of the campus.  The roadway also 

connects with Malibu Country Drive, which provides access to the adjacent Malibu Country Estates (MCE) 
residential subdivision located west of the campus. A manned kiosk/traffic control gate is located at the John 

Tyler Drive entrance to the campus.  While not intended as a permanent condition, the University and the 

MCE Homeowners Association agreed to restrict use of the John Tyler Drive gate based on an MOU 
developed in May of 1999.  Pursuant to the MOU, the University agreed to close the entrance gate at John 

Tyler Drive on a temporary basis between the hours of 10:30 P.M. and 6:30 A.M. on a day-to-day basis, 

except for when special events are held on the campus that end after 10:30 P.M.   
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Seaver Drive is a two-lane roadway that extends north from Malibu Canyon Road and provides direct access 

to the Pepperdine campus.  The Malibu Canyon Road/Seaver Drive-Civic Center Way intersection is 
signalized. Seaver Drive makes up the eastern portion of the loop road that extends along the perimeter of the 

campus.  A manned kiosk is located at the Seaver Drive entrance to the campus. 

 

Huntsinger Circle is a two-lane roadway that makes up the northern portion of the loop road system that 
extends along the perimeter of the campus. 

 

Banowsky Boulevard is a two-lane roadway that makes up the southern portion of the loop road system that 
extends along the perimeter of the campus.  The intersection of Banowsky Boulevard at Seaver Drive is 

controlled by all way stop signs. The intersection at John Tyler Drive is controlled by a stop sign on the 

Banowsky Boulevard approach. 
 

Hours of Analysis 

The following peak hours were selected for analysis: 

 
• Weekday AM (peak hour between 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM), and 

• Weekday PM (peak hour between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM). 

 

Traffic Count Data 

Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE) conducted traffic counts at the study-area intersections in 
March 2008 during times when the local schools were in session.  

 

Analysis Methodology 

The trip generation, trip distribution, level of service methodologies, study-area intersections, growth factors, 

etc., used in this study were developed through consultation with Los Angeles County Department of Public 

Works.  A signed copy of the scope of work Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that was approved by 

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works is included in Appendix H.  Pursuant to Los Angeles 
County Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines1, the following traffic scenarios are analyzed: 

 

• Existing Conditions (Year 2008); 

• Existing + Ambient Growth to Year 2020 (without project); 

• Existing + Ambient Growth + Project; 

• Existing + Ambient Growth + Cumulative Projects (without project); and 

• Existing + Ambient Growth + Cumulative + Project. 

 
In addition to items identified for analysis by Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, the Traffic 

Study includes a parking analysis as well as an analysis of peak traffic and parking conditions associated with 

University events and as separately associated with CLP development at the ends of Phase I and Phase II. 
 

Street system operating conditions are typically described in terms of Level of Service (“LOS”).  LOS is a 

letter-graded (A through F) report-card scale used to indicate the quality of traffic flow on roadway 

segments and at intersections.  The concept and definitions were established by the Transportation 

                                                
1 Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, January 1997. 
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Research Board of the National Research Council and are contained in the reference document, Highway 

Capacity Manual (HCM).2  LOS can range from Level A (free flow, little congestion) to Level F (forced 
flow, extreme congestion).  Signalized intersections are analyzed based on the Intersection Capacity 

Utilization (ICU) Method, a local adaptation of the HCM method of analysis that is typically used for 

signalized intersections in Southern California.  LOS for intersections is based on volume-to-capacity 

(V/C) ratios as shown in Table 5.8-1. 
 

The HCM uses “control delay” to determine the LOS at un-signalized intersections.  “Control delay” is 
the difference between the travel time actually experienced at the control device and the travel time that 

would occur in the absence of the traffic control device (Table 5.8-2).  “Control delay” includes the steps 

of deceleration from free flow speed, queue move-up time, stopped delay and acceleration back to free 
flow speed that are commonly experienced at intersections. 

 

Existing Traffic Conditions 

Associated Transportation Engineers obtained traffic counts at the studied ten intersections to evaluate the 
existing level of traffic activity.  Figure 5.8-2 and Figure 5.8-3 show existing traffic volumes for the 

study-area intersections during both the A.M. and P.M. peak hour traffic periods.  Table 5.8-3 lists the 

existing LOS for the study-area intersections (calculation worksheets are contained in Appendix H).  As 
presented in the Table 5.8-3, the majority of the study-area intersections operate at LOS D or better, 

indicating relatively good operation.  The Las Virgenes Road/Mulholland Highway intersection operates 

in the LOS E or LOS F range during A.M. and/or P.M. peak commute periods, which indicates the 
presence of some congestion at this intersection during the peak periods. 

 

Existing Parking Supply and Demands 

Existing Supply 

Parking at Pepperdine University is provided in surface parking lots located throughout the campus, parallel 
parking spaces located along the internal campus roadways, and by a parking structure located at the 

Drescher Graduate Campus.  Parking is free to resident and commuter students, faculty, staff, and visitors, 

with the allocation of parking by location being controlled with various parking permit types that allow 
parking in various designated lots and in designated on-street areas. 

 

An inventory of the existing parking facilities located throughout the campus was completed in August 2008.  

The parking inventory included the off-street and on-street parking spaces located in the main campus core 
area as well as in the graduate campus area and in the surrounding residential areas on Baxter Drive, 

President's Drive, and Via Pacifica.  The above parking inventory found 1,087 on-street parking spaces and 

3,497 off-street parking spaces provided throughout the campus, for a total of available 4,584 spaces. 
 

Table 5.8-4 summarizes the existing parking supply. Figures illustrating the location of the parking facilities 

are contained in Appendix H for reference. 
 

                                                
2 Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, Highway Research Board Special Report 209, 2000. 
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Table 5.8-1 

Levels of Service for Signalized Intersections 

Level of 

Service 
Description of Operating Conditions Delay

1
 

Capacity 

Utilization 

(ICU) Method  

(V/C Ratio) 

A 
Progression is extremely favorable.  Most vehicles arrive 

during the green phase.  Many vehicles do not stop at all. 
< 10.0 0.00 –0.60 

B 
Good progression, short cycle lengths, or both.  More vehicles 
stop than with LOS A, causing higher levels of delay. 

10.1 – 20.0 0.61 – 0.70 

C 

Only fair progression, longer cycle lengths, or both, result in 

higher cycle lengths.  Cycle lengths may fail to serve queued 

vehicles, and overflow occurs.  Number of vehicles stopped is 
significant, though many still pass through intersection without 

stopping. 

20.1 - 35.0 0.71 – 0.80 

D 

Congestion becomes more noticeable.  Unfavorable 

progression, long cycle lengths and high v/c ratios result in 
longer delays.  Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of 

vehicles not stopping declines.  Individual cycle failures are 

noticeable. 

35.1 – 55.0 0.81 – 0.90 

E 
High delay values indicate poor progression, long cycle lengths 

and high v/c ratios.  Individual cycle failures are frequent. 
55.1 - 80.0 0.91 – 1.00 

F 

Considered unacceptable for most drivers, this level occurs 

when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of lane groups, 
resulting in many individual cycle failures.  Poor progression 

and long cycle lengths may also contribute to high delay levels. 

>80 Above 1.00 

1 Average control delay per vehicle in seconds. 

 

 

Table 5.8-2 

Levels of Service for Unsignalized Intersections 

Level of Service Control Delay (seconds per vehicle) 

A <10.0 

B 10.1 – 15.0 

C 15.1 – 25.0 

D 25.1 – 35.0 

E 35.1 – 50.0 

F > 50.0 
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Table 5.8-3 

 Existing Intersection Levels of Service 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Intersection Control 

V/C or Delay LOS 

PCH/Corral Canyon Road Signal 0.500 A 0.603 B 

PCH/John Tyler Drive Signal 0.457 A 0.599 A 

Malibu Canyon Road/Seaver Drive-Civic 

Center Way (a) 

Signal 0.706 C 0.692 B 

PCH/Malibu Canyon Road Signal 0.722 C 0.699 B 

Las Virgenes Road/Mulholland Highway Signal 1.039 F 0.971 E 

Stuart Ranch Road-Webb Way/Civic Center 

Way 

All-Way Stop 17.2 C 14.8 Sec. B 

PCH/Webb Way Signal 0.629 B 0.776 C 

PCH/Cross Creek Road Signal 0.642 B 0.838 D 

PCH/Rambia Pacifico Signal 0.707 C 0.759 C 

PCH/Las Flores Canyon Road Signal 0.720 A 0.795 C 

LOS = Level of Service 

V/C = Volume to Capacity Ratio 

(a) LOS assumes recently completed improvements 

 

 
 

Table 5.8-4 

 Pepperdine University - Existing Parking Supply 

Parking Area Spaces 

On-Street Parking 

Main Campus 

Graduate Campus 
Graduate Campus - Residential Area 

Sub-Total 

 

805 Spaces 

245 Spaces 
37 spaces 

1,087 Spaces 

Off-Street Parking 

Main Campus 
Main Campus - Residential Area 

Graduate Campus  

Graduate Campus - Residential Area 

Sub-Total 

 

2,440 Spaces 
142 Spaces 

755 Spaces 

160 Spaces 

3,497 Spaces 

Campus Total 4,584 Spaces 
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Existing Demands 

Parking occupancy surveys were completed at the campus on Wednesday, April 9, 2008; Thursday, April 10, 

2008; Wednesday, September 17, 2008; and Thursday, October 23, 2008 (survey data is contained in 

Appendix H for reference).  At the time of the parking occupancy surveys the University was in session and 
campus activity was considered to be normal with no special events being held during the survey periods. 

Table 5.8-5 summarizes the peak parking demands observed during the parking survey periods. 

 

 

Table 5.8-5 

 Pepperdine University - Existing Peak Parking Demands 

 

Date 

Peak Time 

Period 

On-Street 

Vehicles 

Off-Street 

Vehicles 

Total 

Vehicles 

Percent 

Occupied 

4/9/2008 1:00 P.M. 751 2,272 3,023 66% 

4/10/2008 1:00 P.M. 719 2,409 3,128 68% 

9/17/2008 11:00 A.M. 720 2,567 3,287 72% 

10/23/2008 1:00 P.M. 691 2,652 3,343 73% 

 
 

As shown in Table 5.8-5, the campus parking demands generally peak between 11:00 A.M. and 1:00 P.M.  

The highest parking demand observed during the four survey days occurred on October 23, 2008 at 1:00 P.M. 
when a total of 3,343 vehicles were parked on campus.  The parking occupancy was 73% during this period, 

which indicates that parking is generally available on the campus. 

 
Existing Event Traffic and Parking Conditions 

Athletic games and other indoor University events are currently held at the Firestone Fieldhouse, which is 

located on the southern portion of John Tyler Drive. Firestone Fieldhouse has a capacity of 3,104 seats plus 

470 folding chairs, for a maximum event capacity of 3,574 seats. Parking for Firestone Fieldhouse is 
accommodated in an adjacent parking lot (Lot P), as well as on street along John Tyler Drive and Banowsky 

Boulevard. Thus, event traffic and parking is now concentrated in the southeast portion of the campus 

adjacent to the Firestone Fieldhouse facility.  
 

5.8.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning Initial Study prepared for the CLP, as well 

as the Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines prepared by the LADPW were consulted to compile 

thresholds of significance for traffic/access impacts.  It was determined that the proposed project may 

result in significant impacts related to traffic/access if: 
 

• It would increase the volume to capacity ratio enough to equal or exceed the thresholds outlined 

in the Los Angeles County Traffic Report Guidelines, as presented in Table 5.8-6; 

• It would result in any hazardous traffic conditions; 

• It would result in parking problems with a subsequent impact on traffic conditions; 

• Inadequate access during an emergency (other than fire hazards) would result in problems for 

emergency vehicles or residents/employees in the area; 
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• It would conflict with adopted policies, plans, or program supporting alternative transportation 

(e.g. bus, turnouts, bicycle racks); 

• The Congestion Management Program (CMP) Transportation Impact Analysis thresholds of 50 

peak hour vehicles added by project traffic to a CMP highway system intersection or 150 peak 
hour trips added by project traffic to a mainline freeway link would be exceeded; and/or 

• It results in an increase traffic demand on a CMP facility by 2 percent of capacity (V/C greater 
than or equal to 0.02), causing LOS F (V/C greater than 1.00). If a facility is already at LOS F, a 

significant impact occurs when the proposed project increases traffic demand by 2 percent of 

capacity (V/C is greater than or equal to 0.02). 
 

 

Table 5.8-6 

Los Angeles County Impact Thresholds 

Intersections 

Pre-Project 

LOS V/C 
Project V/C Increase 

C 0.71 to 0.80 0.04 or more 

D 0.81 to 0.90 0.02 or more 

E/F 0.91 or more 0.01 or more 

 
 

The project’s policy consistency for applicable plans, including transportation, is addressed in Section 

5.11 (Land Use). 

 

5.8.3 PROJECT IMPACTS 

Trip Generation and Distribution 

Trip generation estimates for the CLP were developed based on trip generation studies conducted at the 
Pepperdine University campus.  Although Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation report3 

provides rates for colleges and universities, their application would not accurately represent the traffic that 

would be generated by the CLP.  The ITE rates are based on studies of average colleges and universities 
across the nation.  Pepperdine University exhibits several characteristics (private university, semi-remote 

location, significant number of on-site faculty/staff housing) that are significantly different than the 

college/university studies contained in the ITE trip generation manual. 

 
More importantly, the CLP includes 468 new student beds and no increase in student enrollment.  This would 

result in an increase in the number of students living on-campus and a corresponding decrease in the number 

of students living off campus, thus reducing student commute trips.  The CLP intends to fulfill the 
University's strategic student housing plan that aims to provide housing for 75% of the Seaver College 

student body and create a housing model that will encourage non-freshman students to reside on campus.  

The CLP also intends to enhance the campus life experience of its students and community by providing new 

and upgraded athletic, recreation, wellness, support programs, etc., which will reduce the need for students 
and staff to travel off campus to meet such needs and interests.  With these CLP objectives and proposed 

                                                
3 Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 8th Edition, 2003. 
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improvements in mind, upon full buildout the CLP is expected to reduce traffic in the area surrounding 

the University, except for certain Athletics/Events Center events as shown in Tables 5.8-15 and 5.8-16. 
 

Trip generation studies were completed at Pepperdine University to develop rates that are applicable to each 

campus user group.  The campus user groups include:  resident students, commuter students, faculty/staff, 

and visitors/service vehicles.  Data collected in a previous study conducted by Crain & Associates in 1995 
was supplemented with an updated study conducted by ATE in 2008.  Traffic counts were collected at the 

campus access points during the 2008-2009 academic year to develop rates specific to the above-identified 

campus user groups.   
 

The rates developed from the Pepperdine University studies are shown in Table 5.8-7.  The table also 

displays the trip generation calculations for the CLP using the rates developed from the trip generation 
studies.  Los Angeles County staff reviewed the trip generation modeling methodology and concurred that it 

accurately reflects the traffic change that would result from the CLP. 

 

 
Table 5.8-7 

 Pepperdine University CLP Trip Generation   

 
 

 

As shown by in Table 5.8-7, Phase I of the CLP would result in a decrease in both daily and peak hour traffic 
generated at the campus, which would result in traffic reductions on the surrounding roadway network.  

Additionally, the project at the conclusion of Phase II would result in a decrease in both daily and peak hour 

traffic.  Therefore the project would result in a beneficial impact to the intersections in the study area. The 
reduction in daily and peak hour traffic is predicated on the assumption that the proposed construction 

schedule presented in Section 3.0 would be followed thereby constructing new student housing prior to the 

occupancy of the Athletics/Events Center.  Based upon the rates identified above, the University would need 
to provide a minimum of 100 net new beds in order to maintain the conclusion of a reduction in daily and 

peak hour traffic. 

 

The conversion of commuter students to resident students through the housing program would reduce student 
commute trips made to and from the campus.  This occurs as a portion of the students living on-campus do 
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not own cars, and those resident students that do own cars do not use them every day.  In comparison, the 

commute students who live off-campus drive to and from the campus at least once a day.  The reduction in 
traffic generated by the shift in commute to resident students would more that offset the traffic increases 

generated by the new faculty, staff and visitors.  This reduction in traffic would occur during both peak and 

off-peak travel periods.  In addition, with the added services and amenities included in the CLP, there would 

be fewer reasons for resident students, faculty and staff to travel off campus. 
 

Alternative Transportation Programs 

Pepperdine University has implemented several programs to promote the use of alternative modes of 

transportation and reduce traffic and parking demands generated by students, faculty, and staff.  The 

University has indicated that it is committed to these alternative transportation programs and will continue 
to offer incentives to use alternative modes of transportation.  The University provides the following 

alternative transportation services.  

 

Financial Incentives.  These incentives include monthly drawings for cash prizes, gift cards, movie tickets, 
etc. In order to be eligible to receive incentives, faculty and staff must use an alternate commute mode at least 

10 times each month. The University also offers a $25 monthly subsidy for bus commuters and an automatic 

$20 award for trying out the program for three months.  
 

Vanpool Program.  The University provides a vanpool program that consists of a 12-vehicle fleet which 

transports commuting staff/faculty to various areas throughout Los Angeles County.  The vanpool program is 
subsidized through the University's Human Resources Department and incentives are offered for faculty/staff 

to participate in the program. 

 

Carpool Program.  The University offers carpool parking passes to vehicles carrying two or more people. 
The passes allow for parking in spaces that are conveniently located adjacent to University buildings. The 

carpool parking passes are obtained at the entry kiosks on John Tyler Drive and Seaver Drive. 

 
Off-Campus Shuttle Service.  The University operates a free shuttle service that transports students, staff, 

and faculty to/from local Malibu area shopping centers.  The shuttle service runs four times a day, Monday 

through Friday. 
 

On-Campus Shuttle Service.  The University also operates a free on-campus shuttle service that transports 

students, staff, and faculty throughout the campus on a regular schedule throughout the day. 

 
Hertz Carshare Program. The University offers a Hertz Carshare program that allows students, faculty, and 

staff to rent one of four cars on an hourly, daily, or weekly time basis.  The program serves as a disincentive 

for students to own a vehicle.  It also allows faculty and staff who take the bus, carpool, vanpool, bike, or 
walk, to use a automobile for running errands, making appointments, going off campus for lunch, etc.  

 

Implementation of the alternative transportation programs, combined with the expansion of the on-campus 

housing and commensurate decrease in commuter students, has reduced potential traffic generation at the 
Pepperdine campus.  Comparison of historical traffic data collected at the campus in the mid 1990's with 

current traffic counts show that traffic levels at the University have remained relatively constant (no growth) 

even though the campus has added facilities, students and staff.  The traffic study prepared for the University 
in 1998 predicted increases in traffic for the "Upper Campus Development" project.4  That project included 

                                                
4 Traffic Analysis for the Proposed Pepperdine University Upper Campus Development, Crain & Associates, June 1998. 



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.8  Traffic and Access  

 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 5.8 - 15 

about 150,500 square feet of academic/support buildings, as well as 720 additional students and 106 

faculty/staff. The traffic study predicted a net increase of 1,788 daily trips, 176 A.M. peak hour trips, and 181 
P.M. peak hour trips. The recent counts collected at the campus show that campus generated traffic levels 

have not changed measurably since the 1998 study was completed. 

 

Trip Distribution and Assignment 

Trip distribution percentages were developed for assigning the CLP traffic based on review of the existing 

traffic flows at the campus access gates. The analysis found that approximately 30% of campus traffic uses 
the John Tyler Drive access and 70% uses the Seaver Drive access. Distribution of project traffic to the 

surrounding roadway system was based on the traffic patterns observed at the PCH/John Tyler Drive and 

Malibu Canyon Road/Seaver Drive-Civic Center Way intersections, the intersections that connect to the 
campus access gates. Table 5.8-8 summarizes the traffic distribution pattern developed for the CLP, which is 

also illustrated in Figure 6. The assignment of CLP trips for the A.M. and P.M. peak hours are shown in 

Figures 5.8-4 and 4.8-5.  

 
 

Table 5.8-8 

University CLP Trip Distribution 

Route Direction Distribution % 

Malibu Canyon Road - Las Virgenes Road North 30% 

PCH East 55% 

PCH West 15% 

Total  100% 

 

 

Traffic Congestion 

Figures 5.8-6 and 5.8-7 show the Existing + Ambient Growth (without project) scenario traffic volumes 

for the AM and PM peak hours. Year 2020 traffic volumes were forecast assuming a 2.0% per year 

ambient growth rate.  The ambient growth factor, which was developed based on historical growth, was 
reviewed and approved by Los Angeles County staff.  LOS during the AM and PM peak hour periods for 

existing plus ambient growth scenario are compared to existing plus ambient growth plus project LOS in 

Tables 5.8-9 and 5.8-10.  Figures 5.8-8 and 5.8-9 show the Existing + Ambient Growth + Project forecasts 
for the A.M. and P.M. peak hour periods.  As shown in Tables 5.8-9 and 5.8-10, traffic demands (V/C) for 

the Existing + Ambient Growth + Project levels of service are equal to or better than the Existing + Ambient 

Growth scenario (without project).  As proposed, the CLP at the conclusion of Phases I and II would reduce 

traffic entering/leaving the campus and therefore generate a beneficial impact to the surrounding intersections 
identified for analysis (Class IV).  However, the reduction in daily and peak hour traffic in Phase I is 

predicated on the assumption that the proposed construction schedule presented in Section 3.0 would be 

followed thereby constructing new student housing prior to the occupancy of the Athletics/Events Center.  As 
shown above, in order to maintain the conclusion of a reduction in daily and peak hour traffic, the project 

must maintain a minimum of 100 net new beds.  This condition shall be required mitigation for Phase I.  
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Table 5.8-9 

 Existing + Ambient Growth + Project Levels of Service - A.M. Peak Hour 

Existing + Ambient 

Growth (without project) 

Existing + Ambient 

Growth + Project Intersection 

V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay LOS 

Change 

in V/C or 

Delay 

PCH/Corral Canyon Rd 0.607 B 0.604 B -0.003 

PCH/John Tyler Dr 0.557 A 0.557 A 0.000 

Malibu Canyon Rd/Seaver Dr-Civic 

Center Wy 

0.843 D 0.828 D -0.015 

PCH/Malibu Canyon Rd 0.889 D 0.886 D -0.003 

Las Virgenes Rd/Mulholland Hwy 1.291 F 1.280 F -0.012 

Stuart Ranch Rd-Webb Wy/Civic 

Center Wy 

38.2 Sec. D 36.1 Sec. D -2.1 Sec. 

PCH/Webb Wy 0.770 C 0.770 C 0.000 

PCH/Cross Creek Rd 0.787 C 0.787 C 0.000 

PCH/Rambla Pacifico 0.870 D 0.870 D 0.000 

PCH/Las Flores Canyon Rd 0.886 D 0.886 D 0.000 

 

 
Table 5.8-10 

 Existing + Ambient Growth + Project Levels of Service - P.M. Peak Hour 

Existing + 

Ambient Growth 

(without project) 

Existing + Ambient 

Growth + Project 
Intersection 

V/C or 

Delay 
LOS 

V/C or 

Delay 
LOS 

Impact 

PCH/Corral Canyon Rd 0.738 C 0.736 C -0.002 

PCH/John Tyler Dr 0.733 C 0.729 C -0.004 

Malibu Canyon Rd/Seaver Dr-Civic Center Wy 0.643 B 0.634 B -0.009 

PCH/Malibu Canyon Rd 0.860 D 0.859 D -0.001 

Las Virgenes Rd/Mulholland Hwy 1.204 F 1.197 F -0.007 

Stuart Ranch Rd-Webb Wy/Civic Center Wy 22.6 Sec. C 22.2 Sec. C -0.4 Sec. 

PCH/Webb Wy 0.957 E 0.955 E -0.002 

PCH/Cross Creek Rd 1.047 F 1.044 F -0.003 

PCH/Rambla Pacifico 0.937 E 0.934 E -0.003 

 

 
Los Angeles County CMP Analysis 

The CLP would decrease traffic on the surrounding roadway network following completion of both Phase I 
and II (see Table 5.8-7).  The conversion of commuter students to resident students facilitated by the housing 

program plus the enhanced campus life experience provided by upgraded athletic, recreation, wellness, 

support programs, etc., would reduce the number of trips to and from the campus.  Thus, the CLP would 

generate beneficial impacts to the CMP facilities in the area (Class IV). 
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Site Access and Circulation 

As described above, the proposed project would not alter currently existing vehicular access and/or on-
campus circulation roads, none of which are known to have hazardous conditions. Furthermore, existing, 

site access via either John Tyler Drive/ PCH or Malibu Canyon Road/ Seaver Drive–Civic Center Way 

intersections would operate under an improved V/C ratio under the proposed CLP when compared with 

the Existing + Ambient Growth (without project) scenario.  As such, the proposed project’s potential 
impacts to hazardous road conditions from site access and circulation are considered less than significant 

(Class III).  See Section 5.9-1 (Fire Protection) for a discussion on the project’s impacts on emergency 

access. 
 

Parking Analysis 

Future Supply 

The CLP proposes to modify several of the existing parking areas throughout the campus, including lots at 

the Athletics/Events Center, Upgraded Soccer Field, School of Law, Town Square, and adjacent to student 

housing. Overall the CLP would provide 796 additional parking spaces by constructing parking garages and 
expanding the number of surface spaces.  Of these, 573 spaces would be added during Phase I, and 223 

spaces would be added during Phase II.  New parking structures are planned at the Athletics/Events Center 

and at the School of Law Student Lot.  The 796 new spaces would increase the total campus supply to 5,380 
spaces.  

 

Future Demands 

Existing + CLP parking demands were forecast based on operational data provided by the University.  The 

operational data show that the CLP would result in the addition of 55 new full time employees (FTE), 15 new 

contract employees and 20 new visitors per day.  No change to student enrollment is proposed under the CLP. 
The shift from 468 commute students to 468 residential students is anticipated to decrease student-parking 

demands that occur during the peak mid-day periods.  However, the analysis assumes no change in parking 

related to this change.  Table 5.8-11 presents the peak parking demands forecasts for the CLP. 
  

As shown in Table 5.8-11, the future parking supply would accommodate the future parking demands as they 

emerge during both Phase I and Phase II of the CLP implementation schedule.  The peak parking demand is 
forecast at 3,397 spaces, at the end of Phase I, which equates to 66% occupancy, leaving an excess of 1,760 

open parking spaces. The peak parking demand is forecast at the end of Phase II would be 3,416 spaces, 

which would equate to 63% occupancy, leaving an excess of 1,964 open parking spaces upon completion of 

the CLP. As compared to the existing peak parking demands (up to 73%), the parking expansion proposed 
under the CLP is intended to better accommodate the day-to-day demands as well as accommodate demands 

generated by events (as discussed below) during both Phases I and II.  As such, the proposed project’s impact 

related to on-site parking is considered to be beneficial (Class IV).  
 

As discussed previously, the specific component phasing of the CLP is contingent upon fundraising, 

future University needs and may be subject to change.  In the event that the SOL parking structure is not 
constructed first, the University will maximize use of other available campus parking facilities. This may 

include, for example, use of special parking permits and shuttling, as necessary, in order to utilize excess 

parking at the Drescher Campus and other more remote on-campus parking locations that are currently 

underutilized. 
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Table 5.8-11 

CLP Parking Demand Forecasts 

Pepperdine University - CLP Parking Demand Forecasts 

 DEMANDS 

 Existing Future 
(1)

 Total 
SUPPLY

(2)
 

% 

OCCUPIED 

OPEN 

SPACES 

Phase I 3,343 54 3,397 5,157 66% 1,760 

Phase I & II 3,343 73 3,416 5,380 63% 1,964 

Phase I w/o School 
of Law Structure 

3,343 54 3,397 4,724 71% 1,327 

(1) Assumes 1 space per employee and 50% of visitors on-sute.  Assumes 49 additional employees and 10 

additional visitors during Phase I.  Assumes 63 additional employees and 20 additional visitors during 
Phases I+II. 
(2) Assumes 4,584 existing parking supply plus 573 for 5,157 parking stalls during Phase I. and 484 existing 
parking plus 796 for 5,380 parking stalls during Phases I+II.  

 

 

Event Traffic and Parking 

The CLP is proposing to construct a new multi-purpose Athletics/Events Center to satisfy the need for a 

NCAA regulation volleyball and basketball competition venue.  When the Athletics/Events Center is 
completed, the Firestone Fieldhouse, where the majority of these events are currently held, would be 

converted to a student recreational facility as approved in a previous CUP.  The Firestone Fieldhouse would, 

therefore, no longer host events.  As a result, event traffic and parking activities would be shifted from the 

Firestone Fieldhouse to the new AEC location.   
 

The Athletics/Events Center would have 5,000 permanent seats and could temporarily accommodate up to 

470 additional folding chairs on the event floor, for maximum event seating capacity of 5,470.  At this 
capacity the Athletics/Events Center could accommodate a net increase of 1,896 event attendees over the 

number that could be accommodated at the existing Firestone Fieldhouse facility.  New parking facilities are 

also proposed adjacent to the Athletics/Events Center, namely, in the form of a 831-space parking structure 
situated on the north side of the Athletics/Events Center.  A new parking structure at the School of Law 

(SOL) Lot would provide 724 spaces.  On-street parking would also be available on Huntsinger Circle and 

Via Pacifica in relatively close proximity to the Athletics/Events Center.  

 
The Athletics/Events Center relocates the event facility to an interior campus location farther away from the 

Malibu Country Estates neighborhood.  In addition, parking facilities are planned for the Athletics/Events 

Center in the northern core area of the campus, which would reduce event parking on John Tyler Drive 
adjacent to the Malibu Country Estate residences.   

 

Athletics/Events Center Parking 

The parking demand analysis completed for the Athletics/Events Center was based on three levels of 

attendance, namely for events attended by 4,000, 4,500, and 5,470 persons.  The analysis assumes that 60% 

of the spectators would travel to the event from off-campus and 40% of the spectators would be Pepperdine 
students, faculty and staff that live on campus. This ratio was developed based on ticket data collected at 

basketball games held at the Firestone Fieldhouse. The parking demand analysis assumes an average vehicle 

occupancy of 2.5 persons per vehicle. Based on these statistics, a 4,000-attendee event would generate a 
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parking demand of 960 vehicles (4,000 spectators x 0.60 / 2.5 = 960 vehicles).  A 4,500-attendee event would 

generate a parking demand of 1,080 vehicles (4,500 spectators x 0.60 / 2.5 = 1,080 vehicles).  A maximum 
size event of 5,470 attendees would generate a parking demand of 1,313 vehicles (5,470 spectators x 0.60 / 

2.5 = 1,313 vehicles).  

 

Students, faculty, and staff who live on campus would walk to the Athletics/Events Center or use the shuttle 
bus system that is in place.  Should resident students or staff choose to drive to games, their parking demands 

would be re-assigned from the parking lots that serve the housing units to the parking facilities adjacent to the 

AEC. 
 

As presented in the analysis, the CLP would provide 573 additional parking spaces at the completion of 

Phase I and 796 additional parking spaces at the conclusion of Phase II.  This increases the campus parking 
supply to 5,157 and 5,380 spaces at the conclusion of Phases I and II respectively.  The parking demand 

analysis completed for the Athletics/Events Center assumes that the medium or maximum sized events would 

be held during the early afternoon period when parking demand is typically the highest on the campus.   

 
As discussed previously, the specific component phasing of the CLP is contingent upon fundraising, 

future University needs and may be subject to change.  In the event that the SOL parking structure is not 

constructed first, the University will maximize use of other available campus parking facilities during 
event periods.  This may include for example use of special parking permits and shuttling, as necessary, in 

order to utilize excess parking at the Drescher Campus and other more remote on-campus parking 

locations that are currently underutilized. 
 

Parking supply and demand data presented for the various attendance level scenarios are presented in Table 

5.8-12.  As shown in the table, the parking demand forecast for events attended by 4,000, 4,500, and 5,470 

persons at the Athletic/Events Center, at the end of Phases I and II would be met by the available parking 
supply.  With a maximum attendee event at the Athletics/Events Center during Phase I the parking supply of 

5,157 spaces would be 91% occupied, leaving 447 spaces open during peak parking demand.  During a 

maximum attendee event at the Athletics/Events Center during Phase II, the parking supply of 5,380 spaces 
would be 88% occupied, leaving 651 spaces open during peak parking demand.  

 

 

Table 5.8-12 

CLP Parking Demand Forecasts When the Athletics/Events Center is in Use 
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The parking demands generated by events held at the Athletics/Events Center were added to normal 

afternoon peak parking demand data, which results in a conservative analysis.  Realistically, the majority of 
the larger events that would occur in the AEC, such as men's NCAA basketball and volleyball games, would 

be held during evenings or on weekends when the campus parking demands are lower.  During these evening 

and weekend periods, event parking would be even more easily accommodated on campus.  As such, the 

proposed project’s impact related to event parking is considered to be less than significant (Class III). 
 

As discussed previously, the specific component phasing of the CLP is contingent upon fundraising, 

future University needs and may be subject to change.  In the event that the SOL parking structure is not 
constructed prior to the completion of the AEC, the University will maximize use of other available 

campus parking facilities. This may include, for example, use of special parking permits and shuttling, as 

necessary, in order to utilize excess parking at the Drescher Campus and other more remote on-campus 
parking locations that are currently underutilized.   

 

In order to determine if adequate parking would be provided in Phase I without the SOL structure, an 

additional parking demand analysis was completed assuming the various AEC event scenarios.  This 
analysis assumes that the maximum size event for this scenario would be limited to the 5,000 seats in the 

AEC and that no events would be allowed with the additional 470 seats on the court. The results are 

summarized below in Table 5.8-13. 
 

 

Table 5.8-13 

CLP Parking Demand Forecasts When the Athletics/Events Center is in Use – No SOL Parking 

Demands 
Scenario 

Future Event Total 
Supply % Occupied Open Spaces 

Phase I CLP + 4,000 attendee event 3,397 960 4,357 4,724 92% 367 

Phase I CLP + 4,500 attendee event 3,397 1,080 4,477 4,724 95% 247 

Phase I CLP + 5,000 attendee event 3,397 1,200 4,597 4,724 97% 127 

  

 
As shown in Table 5.8-13, the Phase I parking supply would accommodate the future parking demands 

without the SOL parking structure. With a maximum size event of 5,000 guests held at the AEC, the peak 

parking demand is forecast at 4,597 spaces, which equates to 97% occupancy with 127 excess spaces.  As 

such, the proposed project’s impact related to event parking is considered to be less than significant (Class 

III), however mitigation is included to limit the maximum size event to 5,000 during the peak demand period 

until a supply of 4,880 parking spaces is achieved. 

 
Athletics/Events Center Traffic 

The CLP does not propose to substantially change the number and frequency of events held at the campus.  
The new Athletics/Events Center would, however, increase the capacity for large events by 1,896 seats when 

compared to the Firestone Fieldhouse.  Data provided by the University show that most of the campus events 

are attended by less than 3,000 persons.  In fact, more than 90% of the campus events experience attendance 

levels with less than 1,000 persons.  Six events with more than 3,000 persons were held in 2007 (not 
including graduation ceremonies).  The largest of the sporting events are the men's NCAA basketball and 

volleyball games, where up to 3,100 persons are in attendance.  The largest outdoor event held at Alumni 

Park is the Seaver College graduation, which has historically been attended by 8,000 to 10,000 persons. 
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Events held at the new Athletics/Events Center would generate peak traffic flows inbound to the campus 

during a one- to two-hour period prior to the event and outbound flows from the campus after the event.  A 
maximum attendance event  (5,470 attendees) would generate 1,313 vehicle trips to the campus.  A smaller 

event with 3,500 attendees, which is roughly equivalent to the maximum number of attendees at the Firestone 

Fieldhouse, would generate 840 vehicle trips to the campus.  The majority of such campus events would be 

held during the evenings and on weekends when campus traffic impacts and parking demands are lighter and 
traffic in the surrounding area is lower than during peak commuting hours.  The majority of events are during 

the academic year and not during periods with summer beach traffic.   

  
The traffic generated by the increased seating capacity and use of the AEC was calculated for the Phase I and 

Phases I & II scenarios.  It is noted that the trip generation calculations assume the trip reduction credits for 

the student housing that would be built in each phase.  A summary of the trip generation estimates developed 
for Phase I and Phases I & II of the CLP with the AEC events is provided in Table 5.8-14. 

 

 

Table 5.8-14 

Pepperdine University CLP Trip Generation With AEC Events 

Scenario ADT A.M. Peak Hour Trips P.M. Peak Hour Trips 

Phase I    

Phase I CLP (no event) -477 -44 -32 

Phase I CLP + 4,000 attendee event -273 38 50 

Phase I CLP + 4,500 attendee event -33 134 146 

Phase I CLP + 5,470 attendee event 433 320 332 

Phases I&II    

Phases I& II CLP (no event) -744 -67 -52 

Phases I&II CLP + 4,000 attendee event -540 15 30 

Phases I&II CLP + 4,500 attendee event -300 111 126 

Phases I&II CLP + 5,470 attendee event 166 297 312 

 
 

Levels of service were calculated for the study-area intersections assuming the different size events and 

potential impacts were identified based on the Los Angeles County Traffic Impact Thresholds.   The analysis 

was completed for both Phase I and Phases I & II CLP scenarios. 
 

As shown in Tables 5.8-15 and 5.8-16, some large events held at the new AEC could generate significant 

impacts at several of the study-area intersections if they were scheduled to start during the peak hour periods.   
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 Table 5.8-15 

Existing + Ambience + Project (Phase I) + Event 

Significant Impacts 

Existing + Ambient Growth+ Project (Phase I) + 

4,000 Attendee 

Event 

4,500 Attendee 

Event 

5,470 Attendee 

Event 

Intersection A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. 

PCH/Corral Canyon Rd N N N N N N 

PCH/John Tyler Dr N N N N N N 

Malibu Canyon Rd/Seaver Dr-Civic 

Center Wy 

N N Y N Y N 

PCH/Malibu Canyon Rd N N N N Y N 

Las Virgenes Rd/Mulholland Hwy N N Y N Y N 

Stuart Ranch Rd-Webb Wy/Civic 

Center Wy 

N N N N Y N 

PCH/Webb Wy N N N Y N Y 

PCH/Cross Creek Rd N Y N Y Y Y 

PCH/Rambla Pacifico N Y N Y N Y 

PCH/Las Flores Canyon Rd N Y N Y N Y 

Bolded values indicate significant project impact.  

 

Table 5.8-16 

Existing + Ambience + Project (Phases I & II) + Event 

Significant Impacts 

Existing + Ambient Growth+ Project (Phases I&II) + 

4,000 Attendee 

Event 

4,500 Attendee 

Event 

5,470 Attendee 

Event 

Intersection A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. 

PCH/Corral Canyon Rd N N N N N N 

PCH/John Tyler Dr N N N N N N 

Malibu Canyon Rd/Seaver Dr-Civic 

Center Wy 

N N Y N Y N 

PCH/Malibu Canyon Rd N N N N Y N 

Las Virgenes Rd/Mulholland Hwy N N Y N Y N 

Stuart Ranch Rd-Webb Wy/Civic 

Center Wy 

N N N N Y N 

PCH/Webb Wy N N N Y N Y 

PCH/Cross Creek Rd N Y N Y Y Y 

PCH/Rambla Pacifico N Y N Y N Y 

PCH/Las Flores Canyon Rd N Y N Y N Y 

Bolded values indicate significant project impact.  
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Both the John Tyler Drive and Seaver Drive campus access points would continue to be used when events are 

held at the Athletics/Events Center.  The John Tyler Drive gate would continue to remain open after 10:30 
P.M. on evenings for events scheduled to end after 10:30 P.M. (see Appendix H for a discussion of 

alternative event access strategies that were considered by Associated Transportation Engineers but not 

recommended for implementation).  Traffic generated by large and medium size events that start and end 

outside of the peak hour periods would generally be accommodated by the existing roadway system that 
serves the campus.  However, traffic generated by large and medium size events that start or end during the 

peak hour periods would result in significant impacts at the following intersections: 

 
• Malibu Canyon Rd/Seaver Dr-Civic Center W - A.M. Peak Hour; 

• PCH/Malibu Canyon Road - A.M. Peak Hour; 

• Las Virgenes Road/Mulholland Highway - A.M. Peak Hour; 

• Stuart Ranch Road-Webb Way/Civic Center Way - A.M. Peak Hour; 

• PCH/Webb Way - P.M. Peak Hour; 

• PCH/Cross Creek Road - A.M. & P.M. Peak Hours; 

• PCH/Rambla Pacifico - P.M. Peak Hour; and 

• PCH/Las Flores Canyon Road - P.M. Peak Hour 

 

Since the number of large events held at the AEC would be infrequent in nature, and since the majority of 
these events would not start or end during the peak hour periods, the mitigation developed for the AEC 

focuses on the management of event traffic and parking demands and development of a Transportation 

Demand Management Program (TDM) rather than the construction of physical capacity improvements. 
Generally, a TDM Program identifies opportunities to reduce parking demand and vehicle dependency, as 

well as promote alternative travel modes.  A preliminary TDM Program for the proposed project is included 

in the Traffic Impact Study in Appendix H of this document.  While a trip reduction resulting from these 

TDM measures is expected to reduce the forecast significant impacts, in order to provide a conservative 
analysis, it has been assumed that the required level of trip reduction will not be attained and that significant 

and unavoidable traffic impacts may occur.  As discussed above, these significant impacts would only occur 

during large-scale events attended by over 3,750 persons that start or end during the A.M. or P.M. peak 
periods.  Impacts are considered to be significant after implementation of the proposed mitigation measures 

(Class I). 

 

5.8.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  

Traffic Forecasts (Without Project) 

Future development in the area, as well as general growth, has the potential to generate new traffic at the 
study-area intersections.  Traffic volumes were developed for this scenario assuming the Existing + Ambient 

Growth forecasts + the additional traffic that would be generated by cumulative projects (approved and 

pending developments) in the surrounding area.  The projects that were identified for cumulative impact 
evaluation are listed in Section 4.5, Related Projects. Trip generation estimates were calculated for the 

cumulative projects using the rates published in the ITE Trip Generation report.  A copy of the cumulative 

trip generation worksheet is contained in Appendix H.  

 
The trips generated by the cumulative projects were distributed and assigned to the study-area street network 

based on patterns developed for other projects in the area as well as the existing traffic patterns observed in 

the area.  Figures 5.8-10 and 5.8-11 show the Existing + Ambient Growth + Cumulative traffic volumes 
(without project) for the A.M. and P.M. peak periods.  As mentioned previously, the LOS calculations  
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Source: Associated Transportation Engineers, August 13, 2009.

FIG
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E5.8-10Existing + Ambient Growth + Cumulative A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes Not to Scale
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E5.8-11Existing + Ambient Growth + Cumulative P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes Not to Scale
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completed assume the planned improvements to the Malibu Canyon Road/Seaver Drive-Civic Center Way 

intersection (see “Roadway Network Improvements” section.  Tables 5.8-17 and 5.8-18 compare the A.M. 
and P.M. level of service forecasts for the Existing + Ambient Growth and Existing + Ambient Growth + 

Cumulative scenarios. Based on Los Angeles County impact criteria, the cumulative projects (without the 

CLP) would impact the following intersections. 

 
• PCH/Corral Canyon Road - P.M. Peak Hours; 

• PCH/John Tyler Drive - P.M. Peak Hour; 

• PCH/Malibu Canyon Road - A.M. & P.M. Peak Hours; 

• Las Virgenes Road/Mulholland Highway - P.M. Peak Hour; 

• Stuart Ranch Road-Webb Way/Civic Center Way - A.M. & P.M. Peak Hours; 

• PCH/Webb Way - P.M. Peak Hour; 

• PCH/Cross Creek Road - A.M. & P.M. Peak Hours; 

• PCH/Rambla Pacifico - A.M. & P.M. Peak Hours; and 

• PCH/Las Flores Canyon Road - A.M. & P.M. Peak Hours 

 
Traffic Forecasts (With Project) 

The traffic reductions generated by the CLP were added to the Existing + Ambient Growth + Cumulative 

forecasts for analyses of CLP impacts on the surrounding roadway network.  Figures 5.8-12 and 5.8-13 show 

the Existing + Ambient Growth + Cumulative + Project forecasts for the A.M. and P.M. peak periods.  As 

shown in Tables 5.8-19 and 5.8-20, traffic demands (V/C) for the Existing + Ambient Growth + Cumulative 
+ Project scenario are equal to or better than the Existing + Ambient Growth (without project) scenario.  The 

CLP would reduce average daily and peak hour traffic entering/leaving the campus and therefore generate a 

beneficial impact to the intersections under the cumulative scenario (Class IV). 
 

 

Table 5.8-17 

Existing + Ambient Growth + Cumulative Levels of Service (without project) - A.M. Peak Hour 

Existing + Ambient 

Growth 

Existing + Ambient 

Growth + 

Cumulative Intersection 

V/C or Delay LOS V/C or 

Delay 

LOS 

Change in 

V/C or 

Delay 

PCH/Corral Canyon Rd 0.607 B 0.651 B +0.044 

PCH/John Tyler Dr 0.552 A 0.607 B +0.055 

Malibu Canyon Rd/Seaver Dr-Civic Center Wy 0.843 D 0.847 D +0.004 

PCH/Malibu Canyon Rd 0.889 D 0.918 E +0.029 

Las Virgenes Rd/Mulholland Hwy 1.292 F 1.299 F +0.007 

Stuart Ranch Rd-Webb Wy/Civic Center Wy 38.2 Sec. E 40.1 Sec. E +1.9 Sec 

PCH/Webb Wy 0.770 C 0.795 C +0.025 

PCH/Cross Creek Rd 0.787 C 0.847 D +0.060 

PCH/Rambla Pacifico 0.870 D 0.898 D +0.028 

PCH/Las Flores Canyon Rd 0.886 D 0.914 E +0.028 
 

 



ENVICOM
CORPORATIONPEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY CAMPUS LIFE PROJECT – DRAFT EIR

Source: Associated Transportation Engineers, August 13, 2009.

FIG
UR

E5.8-12Existing + Ambient Growth + Cumulative + Project A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes Not to Scale
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E5.8-13Existing + Ambient Growth + Cumulative + Project P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes Not to Scale
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Table 5.8-18 

 Existing + Ambient Growth + Cumulative Levels of Service (without project) - P.M. Peak Hour 

Existing + Ambient 

Growth 

Existing + Ambient 

Growth + 

Cumulative 
Intersection 

V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay LOS 

Change in 

V/C or 

Delay 

PCH/Corral Canyon Rd 0.738 C 0.823 D +0.085 

PCH/John Tyler Dr 0.733 C 0.829 D +0.096 

Malibu Canyon Rd/Seaver Dr-Civic Center Wy 0.643 B 0.650 B +0.007 

PCH/Malibu Canyon Rd 0.860 D 0.959 E +0.099 

Las Virgenes Rd/Mulholland Hwy 1.204 F 1.216 F +0.012 

Stuart Ranch Rd-Webb Wy/Civic Center Wy 22.6 Sec. C 43.5 Sec. E +20.9 Sec. 

PCH/Webb Wy 0.967 E 1.199 F +0.232 

PCH/Cross Creek Rd 1.047 F 1.206 F +0.159 

PCH/Rambla Pacifico 0.937 E 1.045 F +0.108 

PCH/Las Flores Canyon Rd 0.981 E 1.089 F +0.108 

 

 

 

Table 5.8-19 

 Existing + Ambience + Cumulative + Project Levels of Service - A.M. Peak Hour 

Existing + Ambience 

+ Cumulative 

Existing + Ambience 

+ Cumulative + 

Project Intersection 

V/C or 

Delay 
LOS 

V/C or 

Delay 
LOS 

Change in 

V/C or 

Delay 

PCH/Corral Canyon Rd 0.651 B 0.648 B -0.003 

PCH/John Tyler Dr 0.607 B 0.607 B 0.000 

Malibu Canyon Rd/Seaver Dr-Civic Center Wy 0.847 D 0.831 B -0.016 

PCH/Malibu Canyon Rd 0.918 E 0.915 E -0.003 

Las Virgenes Rd/Mulholland Hwy 1.299 F 1.288 F -0.011 

Stuart Ranch Rd-Webb Wy/Civic Center Wy 40.1 Sec. E 37.9 Sec. E -2.2 Sec. 

PCH/Webb Wy 0.795 D 0.790 D 0.005 

PCH/Cross Creek Rd 0.847 D 0.836 D -0.011 

PCH/Rambla Pacifico 0.898 D 0.898 D 0.000 

PCH/Las Flores Canyon Rd 0.914 E 0.914 E 0.000 
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 Table 5.8-20 

 Existing + Ambience + Cumulative + Project Levels of Service - P.M. Peak Hour 

Existing + Ambience 

+ Cumulative 

Existing + Ambience 

+ Cumulative + 

Project Intersection 

V/C or 

Delay 

LOS V/C or 

Delay 

LOS 

Change 

in V/C or 

Delay 

PCH/Corral Canyon Rd 0.823 D 0.822 D -0.001 

PCH/John Tyler Dr 0.829 D 0.825 D -0.004 

Malibu Canyon Rd/Seaver Dr-Civic Center Wy 0.650 B 0.641 B -0.009 

PCH/Malibu Canyon Rd 0.959 E 0.957 E -0.002 

Las Virgenes Rd/Mulholland Hwy 1.216 F 1.209 F -0.007 

Stuart Ranch Rd-Webb Wy/ 
Civic Center Wy 

43.5 Sec. E 43.0 Sec. E 0.5 Sec. 

PCH/Webb Wy 1.199 F 1.196 F -0.003 

PCH/Cross Creek Rd 1.206 F 1.202 F -0.004 

PCH/Rambla Pacifico 1.045 F 1.042 F -0.003 

PCH/Las Flores Canyon Rd 1.089 F 1.087 F -0.002 

 

 

5.8.5 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The proposed CLP at the conclusion of both Phases I and II would decrease average daily and peak hour 

traffic traffic and generate beneficial impacts on the area roadway network under both project-specific and 

cumulative conditions.  As such, no mitigation is required for the average CLP impact to local roadways.  
However, since this conclusion is predicated on the assumption that the project construction schedule 

presented by the University would be followed thereby constructing new student housing prior to the 

occupancy of the Athletics/Events Center. As shown above, in order to maintain the conclusion of a reduction 
in daily and peak hour traffic, the project must maintain a minimum of 100 net new beds.  This condition 

shall be required mitigation for Phase I.  As discussed previously, the specific component phasing of the 

CLP is contingent upon fundraising, future University needs and may be subject to change.  In the event 

that the SOL parking structure is not constructed prior to the completion of the AEC, the University will 
limit the size of events that occur during the peak hour parking period to 5,000 attendees.  This condition 

shall be required mitigation. 

 
Traffic generated by large and medium size events that start and end outside of the peak hour periods would 

generally be accommodated by the existing roadway system that serves the campus.  However, traffic 

generated by large and medium size events that start or end during the peak hour periods would result in 
significant impacts at eight of the study-area intersections.  Of these significant impacts occur at five 

intersections during the A.M. peak hour and four intersections during the P.M. peak hour.   

 

The following mitigation measures (MM5.8-2 and 5.8-3) were developed to address the traffic impacts 
associated with large events held at the AEC.  Large events that could generate significant impacts are 

defined as events with over 3,750 attendees that draw a significant number of attendees from off campus 

(60% or greater) and are scheduled to start or end during the A.M. (7:00 - 9:00 A.M.) or P.M. (4:00 - 6:00 
P.M.) peak periods. 

 



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.8  Traffic and Access  

 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 5.8 - 37 

MM 5.8-1 Prior to occupancy of the new AEC, the University shall provide and maintain a minimum 

of 100 net new beds over existing conditions.  
 

MM 5.8-2 Prior to any events at the new AEC, the University shall develop a traffic and parking 

management plan for events with greater than 3,500 attendees for review and approval by 

the County of Los Angeles.  At a minimum the plan shall include the following elements:  
 

• Route inbound and outbound traffic through both of the University gates at Seaver 

Drive and John Tyler Drive in order to minimize the level and duration of 
congestion at the beginning and end of events.  Use of both gates is required to 

accommodate peak inbound and outbound traffic flows and avoid significant 

congestion at the campus access intersections. 

• Develop an event information and advertising plan that provides information to 

attendees regarding the access and parking system planned for the event. The plan 
would include posting information on the University's web site, providing access 

and parking information with event invitations or tickets that are mailed, providing 

event parking and access information at the on-campus ticket sales offices, etc. 

• Post "No Event Parking" signs at the entrance to the Malibu Country Estates 

subdivision to prohibit parking in the neighborhood during events.   

• Implement signing at the two campus access kiosks to route inbound event traffic 

through without having to stop for a parking pass.  This would minimize driver 
confusion and vehicles stopping at the entry gates, which can create congestion. 

• Implement temporary signage at the Seaver Drive/Banowsky Boulevard and John 

Tyler Drive/Banowsky Boulevard intersections to efficiently direct attendees to the 

event parking areas in the northern portion of the campus.  

• Given the proximity of the new AEC to the intersection of Huntsinger Circle and 

Via Pacifica, traffic control shall be required at this intersection to direct vehicles 

and pedestrians at the start and end of events. 

• Use signage and/or traffic control officers at the on-campus parking structures and 
lots. The plan should place officers/signage such that the new parking structures 

planned adjacent at the Athletics/Events Center, the School of Law Student Lot and 

at the Terrace Lot as well as the surface parking areas located in the campus interior 

are used to the greatest extent feasible. 

• Employ the campus shuttle system to transport attendees to/from parking facilities 
used for events.  Increase the number of shuttles as needed based on event size. 

• Include event monitoring that reviews the adequacy of the traffic and parking 
management plan after the events are held and allows for adjustments to the In 

general, the plan elements would be fine-tuned and adjusted based on the results of 

the monitoring efforts. 

 

MM 5.8-3 A comprehensive Transportation Demand Management Program (TDM) shall be developed 

and implemented for large-scale events attended by over 3,750 persons that start or end 

during the A.M. or P.M. peak periods and draw the majority of attendees from off-campus 
sources.  The TDM Program shall include measures, such as those listed in the Traffic 

Impact Study (Appendix H of this Draft EIR), to decrease the number of vehicular trips 

generated by people traveling to the Athletics/Events Center during these times by offering 
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specific facilities, services, and actions designed to reduce automobile dependency, as well 

as to promote alternative travel modes (e.g., carpool, regional shuttle systems, come early 
and stay late initiatives, etc.).  The TDM Program shall be developed in conjunction with the 

County of Los Angeles and subject to their final approval.  A Preliminary TDM Plan shall 

be developed in conjunction with the County of Los Angeles prior to issuance of a building 

permit for the AEC.  The Final TDM Plan shall be approved prior to issuance of any 
Certificate of Occupancy for the AEC.   

 

MM 5.8-4 The maximum size event during the peak parking period shall be limited to 5,000 attendees 
until a parking supply of 4,880 parking spaces is provided.  

 

5.8.6 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

The proposed project would result in a decrease of average daily traffic volumes at the study area 

intersections during the A.M. and P.M. peak hour periods.  In addition, the proposed project would result 

in an increase in parking spaces that would reduce the occupancy rate of the existing peak parking 

demand.  Such impacts are considered beneficial (Class IV).  The proposed project is expected to have a 
less than significant impacts on site access and circulation, as well as, parking demands for the 

Athletics/Events Center (Class III).  Traffic generated by large and medium size events (attended by 

more than 3,750 people) that start or end during the peak hour periods would result in significant impacts 
at eight study-area intersections.  While this is expected to be an occasional occurrence (e.g., excluding 

graduation, six events with more than 3,000 persons were held in 2007) impacts are considered to be 

significant after implementation of the proposed mitigation measures (Class I). 
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5.9 PUBLIC SERVICES 

5.9.1 FIRE PROTECTION  

Existing Conditions  

This section describes existing wildfire hazards and fire protection/emergency services in the CLP area. 

 

Wildfire Hazard 

Pepperdine University’s location in the Santa Monica Mountains presents it with fire safety and 

emergency management issues that are common to development located along a wildland urban interface.  

Fires are a recurrent phenomenon and have burned approximately 70,000 acres in the Santa Monica 

Mountains since 1990.  The Santa Monica Mountains, and particularly the central portion of the range in 

which Pepperdine University is located, are subject to a significant wildfire hazard as evidenced by the 

frequency and extent of wildfires recorded on maps from data collected by the Los Angeles and Ventura 

County Fire Departments since 1925.  Figure 5.9.1-1 illustrates that the University is located in a region 

of the Santa Monica Mountains that historically is subject to a high frequency of wildfire events.  

Between 1925 and 2007, portions of Pepperdine University and surrounding mountainous terrain have 

burned up to six or more times.  Figures 5.9.1-2 and 5.9.1-3 depict in greater detail individually named 

wildfire events that burned portions of the campus.  

 

Recent wildfire events that have encroached upon the perimeter of Pepperdine University property 

occurred in 1993, 1996, and 2007.  Additional fires that have threatened the greater Malibu vicinity of 

Pepperdine University include a 2,200-acre fire in Trancas Canyon in January 2003, a smaller fire in 

January 2007 that started along PCH immediately south of the University’s Campus and burned across 

the brush covered slopes of Malibu Bluffs State Park to the beach, destroying a number of single-family 

residences along Malibu Road, and the 4,900-acre Corral Canyon fire in November 2007 that destroyed 

53 homes.  On October 21, 2007, a number of spot fires were ignited in naturally vegetated areas fringing 

the eastern side of the developed campus adjacent to the slopes of Winter Canyon.  The fires were started 

when strong Santa Ana winds fanned the western flank of the “Canyon Fire” toward the campus from the 

wildland fire that originated in Malibu Canyon during the early morning hours.  

 

Wildfire Hazard Classifications 

The Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) ranks the Pepperdine University and Malibu areas of 

the Santa Monica Mountains as Fire Zone 4, the highest fire hazard category in Los Angeles County 

(Malibu LCP, Los Angeles County General Plan, 1982).  Public Resources Code 4201-4204 directs the 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) to map fire hazard within State 

Responsibility Areas (SRA), based on relevant factors such as fuel, terrain, and weather.  The zones are 

referred to as Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ), and provide the basis for application of various 

mitigation strategies to reduce risks to buildings associated with wildland fires, and relate to requirements 

for building codes designed to reduce the ignition potential to buildings in the wildland-urban interface 

zones.  The Pepperdine University campus and surrounding area is within a Very High Fire Hazard 

Severity Zone (VHFHSZ), the zone of highest severity (CAL FIRE Fire Resources and Assessment 

Program, Los Angeles County Fire Hazard Severity Zones in SRA [map], November 6, 2007).  

 

The Santa Monica Mountains area, including the interior portions of Pepperdine University’s property 

(inland of the developed areas of the campus), is susceptible to wildfires because of the presence of 

prevailing hazardous environmental conditions.  The conditions include: 1) the characteristic 

Mediterranean climate pattern, punctuated at various times of year by hot windy weather conditions; 
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2) the fire adaptations of prevailing vegetation; 3) the overall steepness of slopes in the Santa Monica 

Mountains; and 4) the frequency of fires cased by human activity. 

 

Climate 

The climate of southern California is classified as a Mediterranean type in which hot summer droughts are 

followed by winter seasonal rainfall.  Considerable plant growth occurs during the spring and early 

summer following the rainy season.  The long hot, dry summers subject vegetation to prolonged periods 

of moisture stress at times when wildfire is most likely. 

 

Local diurnal surface air flows are commonly suppressed during early summer seasons by descending dry 

air within generally prevailing subtropical high-pressure cells.  With the onset of fall, middle-latitude air 

circulation patterns gain prominence as surface winds influenced by cyclonic systems of alternating high 

and low pressure cells move southerly and gain sway over California.  From late September into 

December, and occasionally extending into January and February, strong winds, locally known as the 

Santa Ana winds, emerge when high pressure systems develop over interior deserts and the Great Basin.  

Clockwise circulation from these systems causes wind to descend to lower coastal elevations generally in 

offshore directions.  As winds descend in elevation toward the coasts they become hotter and 

correspondingly, the relative humidity levels also fall.  As winds pass over the coastal mountains and 

funnel through mountain passes they become gusty and may create strong erratic patterns. 

 

The climate patterns that govern the day-to-day weather conditions for the Santa Monica Mountains vary 

between inland locations and the coastal-facing foothills.  Daily temperature extremes that are 

experienced towards the interior of the Santa Monica Mountain crests (on the San Fernando Valley side 

of the mountains, for example) are ameliorated by the presence of cool ocean waters of the California 

Pacific current along the coast.  Relatively higher humidity levels, as well as coastal fogs and mist, which 

are products of the cooler ocean waters, also act to lessen typical early dry season vegetation moisture 

stress conditions at lower elevations nearer the coast.  The emergence of windy weather would raise and 

exacerbate fire hazard levels in the project vicinity and throughout the mountains at any time of year.  

During times of off-shore Santa Ana winds, any apparent localized less-severe fire hazard conditions near 

the coast can be eliminated by persistent dry hot winds in a matter of days. 

 

Weather Conditions 

The range in elevation of terrain, steepness of slopes, prolonged summer droughts, and fire-adapted 

vegetation of the Santa Monica Mountains each contribute to the high level of fire hazards and difficulties 

faced by fire-fighters when dealing with wildfires.  Wildfires that flare up at any time of year can pose a 

hazard to property and prove difficult to contain, but especially so if they occur on days when winds are 

gusting.   

 

The most critical “fire weather” occurs when high atmospheric pressure cells form over interior, upland 

desert regions of California and the Great Basin and countervailing low-pressure cells form offshore, 

usually at the end of summer.  At such times, Santa Ana winds flow downhill at increasing speed and 

continually gain in temperature through air compression as the surface wind approaches sea level.  As air 

flows from the north and northeast in off-shore directions, its relative humidity also drops, sometimes to 

single digit relative humidity readings, causing live-fuel moisture contents of chaparral and coastal sage 

vegetation, as well as of exotic landscape species to fall to critically low levels. 
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The combination of these extreme fire weather factors accounts for the fact that most large fires occur 

during periods of strong Santa Ana winds and that most of acreage burned in the Santa Monica Mountains 

happens in months when Santa Ana winds occur.  Half of the acreage burned in the Santa Monica 

Mountains since 1925 has burned during the month of October and 90% of the acreage burned has burned 

during the months of September through December (2005. NPS, Final Environmental Impact Statement 

for Fire Management Plan, for the SMMNRA).   

 

Vegetation/Fuel Biomass 

The natural vegetation associations in areas with Mediterranean climate throughout the world share some 

significant traits in that they inevitably contain assemblages of plants that have a propensity to burn on an 

intermittent basis and that recurrent fire has developed into an ecological factor indispensable to survival 

of the vegetation.  The coastal sage scrub, grassland, riparian woodland, and preponderant chaparral 

communities of the Santa Monica Mountains that characterize the natural vegetation on Pepperdine 

University’s undeveloped property have also become adapted to recurrent wildfires.   

 

The wildland interface hillside edges of the developed portions of the campus are covered with native 

vegetation, i.e., mixtures of coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and chaparral.  Coastal sage and chaparral 

vegetation communities in the Pepperdine University and Malibu areas are classified by the LACFD as 

highly combustible. 

 

Native chaparral, scrub, and herbaceous vegetation growth is relatively robust and most rapid in the 

spring at times that coincide with, and follow, the times of year with occurrences of precipitation and 

cooler temperatures when moisture efficiency is also at its highest.  The spring growing season is abruptly 

followed by dry hot summers with sub-tropical desert-like weather conditions that usher in a period of 

prolonged drought-induced dormancy and deciduous responses.  While the coloration of prevailing 

natural evergreen vegetation may appear to resemble more luxuriant plants of more humid realms, with 

the onset of summer conditions it exhibits xerophytic responses typical of desert flora.  Intense summer 

droughts cause plants to accumulate dead plant material annually during their dormant stages.  A 

succession of dormant seasons results in fuel-loading through an incremental accumulation of volatile 

plant material.  This vegetative response to summer drought produces conditions that will increase the 

intensity of potential fires, and thereby increase the susceptibility of fire hazard between fire events.   

 

Wildfire has become a major factor in the ecology of Santa Monica Mountain vegetation communities.  

Many species in chaparral communities invite fire through the production of plant materials with large 

surface-to-volume ratios, production of volatile oils, and through periodic die-back of vegetation (1995, 

Ainsworth and Doss, Natural History of Fire and Flood Cycles, California Coastal Commission).  

Chaparral and coastal sage community plants survive periodic fires by sprouting and germination of seeds 

stimulated by fire.  Soon after fires, sprouting occurs from roots, dormant bulbs, and root crowns of many 

plants.  Seeds of woody plants germinate prolifically following fire.  Herbaceous plants (grasses and 

flowering annuals and perennials) typically increase in relative abundance when brush and woody plants 

are reduced by fire.  Herbaceous plants create flashy fuels that may heighten the possibility of a rapid 

spread of lower intensity fires in subsequent years.  Fire frequency tends to be highest within areas 

covered by coastal sage communities, as they tend to accumulate more herbaceous plants annually than 

do areas containing woody chaparral shrubs (LACFD, 1993).   

 



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.9  Public Services 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 Page 5.9-7 

Slope and Topography 

Topography influences wildfire to such an extent that slope conditions often become the critical fire 

factor in landscapes.  Conditions such as the length of slopes, slope steepness, and directional exposure 

(slope aspect), and/or the overall ruggedness of terrain each influence the potential intensity of and/or 

rates at which wildfire may spread.  Terrain surface configuration also affects wind speed and direction.  

Most importantly, slope steepness influences the speed of fire spread.  Up-slope fires move significantly 

faster than down-slope fires because of an up-slope “wind effect” which accelerates the spread of fire. 

 

The approximately 830-acre Pepperdine University campus extends inland approximately 2.3 miles from 

its frontage along PCH.  The overall extent of the campus property encompasses a considerable range of 

relief (approximately 1,638 feet of elevation) and includes diverse ridge and valley landforms.  The 

lowest campus elevations are found along the PCH frontage and they range from between 162.5 feet at 

John Tyler Drive and 201 feet at Malibu Canyon Road.  Elevations on campus climb considerably from 

PCH, reaching a height of 1,800 feet at the crest of a ridgeline that marks the head of Marie Canyon and 

coincides with the highest point along the Malibu Creek drainage divide.  

 

Slope steepness and the ruggedness of terrain also affect fire-fighting accessibility and response times.  

As slope gradients increase, the ability to utilize fire trucks and bulldozers to directly attack fires 

decreases.  Hand crews are likewise less likely to establish fire- containment lines in areas of excessively 

steep slopes due to lack of easy accessibility and safety concerns.  Development of spot fires ahead of 

fire-lines and the hazards of rolling and blowing firebrands become progressively more serious as slope 

increases.  Slopes over 40 percent may contribute significantly to the fire hazard when they impede the 

ability of the responding fire-fighting agencies to effectively contain fires on them.  

 

As outlined in Table 5.9-1, the potential for fire fighting success and the tactics employed may be 

dependent in large measure upon the range of slope gradients encountered.  Slope conditions throughout 

the Santa Monica Mountains commonly create difficulties of access to fire fighters and limit the range of 

fire fighting tactics that may be employed.  Almost half of the 240,000 acres that make up the Santa 

Monica Mountain range are comprised of slopes with gradients in excess of 35 percent (USDI, 1980). 

 

Table 5.9-1 

Potential for Fire Fighting Success and Tactics 

Slope Class Potential for Fire Fighting Success and Tactics 

Less than 20% 
Optimal chances for success of combating fires utilizing direct attack methods with all-wheel drive 

fire trucks, bulldozers, hand crews, and aerial resources, including fixed-wing tankers. 

21 - 40% 
Moderate feasibility for controlling fires by direct attack with all-wheel drive fire trucks, bulldozers, 

hand crews, helicopters.  Use of fixed-wing aerial tankers limited by ruggedness of terrain. 

41 - 60% 

Limited feasibility for controlling fires as slopes are typically beyond operating capability of all-

wheel drive fire trucks.  Direct fire-fighting tactics utilizing bulldozers and hand crews are possible, 

but become increasingly difficult of hand crews and helicopters.  Use of fixed-wing aerial tankers 

becomes highly restricted. 

Greater than 

60% 

Low feasibility for controlling fires.  Slope gradients largely beyond operating capability of 

bulldozers.  Attack methods become more indirect.  Hand crews and helicopters become primary 

tools. 

Sources:  Malibu/SMMNRA Plan EIR, Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, 1981.  NPS, Final Environmental 

Impact Statement for Fire Management Plan, for the SMMNRA, 2005.  Envicom Corporation, 2008. 
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The slopes of the non-core interior portions of the campus property are quite steep overall, and they are 

also remote of access such that wildfires occurring in the interior-most portions of the property would 

prove difficult to combat and contain at any time of year, but especially so during periods of high winds.  

The generalized slope map contained in Figure 5.9.1-4, depicts percentage of slope-range categories for 

portions of Pepperdine University’s property that extend inland of the developed core areas of the 

campus.  A GIS computerized calculation made from the map indicates that approximately 75 percent of 

undeveloped interior terrain of the campus has slope gradients in excess of 40 percent.  The map also 

effectively illustrates the overall steepness of the inland mountainous terrain lying to the north and 

northeast of the developed core area of the campus that would be traversed by typical Santa Ana winds on 

their way to the developed portions of the campus.  In the latter inland areas slope gradients in excess of 

60 percent comprise over 40 percent of the mountainous terrain. 

 

In the event of “fire-storms” occurring during extreme fire-weather conditions, wildfires driven into the 

interior non-core portions of University property by strong offshore Santa Ana winds would likely be 

difficult to control or stop.  Firestorms that gain a foothold in the steep naturally vegetated terrain 

northerly of the developed campus where they would be most difficult to combat, pose the greatest 

wildfire risk to the campus.  During large firestorms driven by Santa Ana winds, the spread of fire is not 

controlled by the presence of younger vegetation classes, as all age classes of vegetation tend to burn.  

The spread of such large fires typically stop when there is a notable change in the weather combined with 

changes in fuel type, or the fires effectively burn out.  The CLP component sites are all situated in areas 

of the campus that have been graded, leveled, and filled in the past to accommodate the existing 

development of the core area of the campus.  Consequently, none of the CLP component sites would pose 

difficulties of access by firefighting crews and equipment as a result of their prevailing slope conditions.  

Further, all the CLP sites are accessible from several directions from the campus’ primary internal paved 

road network. 

 

Under the Fire Management Plan adopted by the National Park Service (NPS) for the Santa Monica 

Mountains National Recreation Area (SMMNRA) the best defense of the developed areas in the 

mountains generally and for the protection of all structures along the urban/wildland interface is the 

presence of a defensible space in the form of a cleared fuel break and/or mandated fire clearance area.  

Effective fuel breaks serve a dual purpose in that they protect urban interface areas from wildland fires 

and they protect wildlands from fire starts on the urban side of the interface.  According to the Fire 

Management Plan adopted by the NPS for the SMMNRA, the most suitable option/measure that can be 

undertaken to protect structures against wildfire lie in the establishment and maintenance of well-

designed fuel breaks/fire clearance areas around the perimeter of developed areas such as the Pepperdine 

University campus.  

 

For fire-safety purposes Pepperdine University has engaged in the management of fuel modification areas 

along the perimeter edges of the developed campus and of the isolated brush covered natural and 

manufactured slopes that remain throughout the interior of the developed campus.  To this end, the 

University complies with the LACFD and implements recommended actions upon the conclusion of their 

annual fuel modification area inspections.  Fuel modification and landscape maintenance activities are 

conducted annually by University staff and by seasonal workers.  In view of the recurrence of large 

wildfires that have encroached upon the campus the University implements fuel modification activities, 

including selective clearing and thinning of vegetation, that focus upon both the perimeter wildland 

interface of the campus and interior vegetated slopes that could be subject to ignition by spot fires when 

major fire storms threaten the campus.  For purposes of fuel modification, the University divides the 

campus into four Wildland Fire Protection Areas, as shown in Figure 5.9.1-5.  The CLP components, 

except for a portion of Component 5 (Enhanced Recreation Area), lie in Wildland Fire Protection Area 3, 
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the most developed of the areas on campus.  Area 3 is generally bounded by John Tyler Drive and 

Huntsinger Circle to the west and north and includes parking lots, student housing, and campus facilities 

along both sides of Huntsinger Circle and Seaver Drive.  Buildings and paved hardscape and irrigated 

ornamental landscape areas combine to cover approximately 87 percent of Area 3, while dispersed 

interior slopes potentially susceptible to spot fires cover approximately 13 percent of the Area.   

 

Most of the Enhanced Recreation Area (Component 5) is situated within Wildland Fire Protection Area 4.  

In this Area, the University currently maintains brush-cleared buffers between the Page Terrace Parking 

Lot, the existing stockpile, the intramural field and the adjacent naturally vegetated slopes that typically 

measure to 150 feet in width and extend up to 200 feet in places.  The latter fuel modification buffers 

provide the defensible space along the northern wildland edge of the developed campus that lie directly in 

the typical path of Santa Ana winds that sweep south to southwesterly across the central part of the Santa 

Monica Mountain range during times of extreme fire weather hazard.   

 

Slope Aspect 

Slope aspect refers to the directional orientation of landform surfaces that play an important role in 

determining the extent, size, and density of biomass buildup on slopes.  The orientation of landform 

surfaces controls the amount of sunlight (solar energy) that a terrain surface will receive during the 

daylight in any season of the year.  At the latitude of the Santa Monica Mountains, the sun always 

“delivers” solar energy from the southern skies (albeit at differing angles) such that the northern sides of 

landforms typically are shaded for a longer period of the day and receive less solar energy compared to 

more exposed south-facing slopes.  In the hot summer Mediterranean climate of the Santa Monica 

Mountains, the vegetative response to this is manifested by the growth of more luxuriant stands of 

vegetation on the northerly sides of hills and mountains.  This is largely so because the shaded sides are 

sheltered from the drying effects of the sun, and therefore soil moisture on northerly slope aspects is 

retained longer and overall evapo-transpiration rates are lower.  Plant species composition varies by slope 

aspect, a result in part of species adaptations to environmental conditions such as soil moisture and 

surface temperature.    

 

As solar energy heats ground surfaces it “builds” or “accumulates” throughout the course of the day so 

that energy build-up peaks during the afternoons rather than at noon when the sun is at its zenith in the 

mid-day sky.  One consequence of this process is that easterly-facing slope aspects that are struck by the 

morning sun will be warmed from their cooler nighttime surface conditions during the morning hours.  

Westerly-facing slopes, on the other hand, are warmed throughout the morning hours indirectly and are 

typically “warmed up” when the incoming angles of sunlight shift to hit them directly throughout the 

afternoon hours when daily temperatures reach their peak.  Correspondingly, there is likely also to be an 

observable difference in vegetation species composition and stature on slopes with easterly and westerly 

aspects, as well as between northerly and southerly aspects. Slope aspect, therefore, may influence both 

the accumulation of biomass, and levels of moisture stress exhibited by vegetation during periods with 

critical “fire weather” conditions.   

 

Wildfire Origins 

Virtually all of the fires reported in the Santa Monica Mountains are the result of human activities.  

Relatively few fire occurrences in the Santa Monica Mountains are attributable to natural causes.  

 

However, in some instances the appearance of Santa Ana winds have been known to contribute to the 

start of wildfires by downing power lines in areas of combustible vegetation.  Fires in the local mountains 

have expanded apace with property development and the use of the major canyons through the mountains 
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as travel corridors such as Malibu and Topanga Canyons (Fire Management Plan, Santa Monica 

Mountains National Recreation Area, 1986).  

 

Los Angeles County Fire Department  

Pepperdine University receives its fire protection and paramedic services from the LACFD.  Of the 

County’s fire stations located throughout the Malibu and Santa Monica Mountains area, Fire Station No. 

88, located at 23720 W. Malibu Road, is the closest to the Campus.  Fire Station No. 88 is located 

approximately 0.8 miles from campus and is accessible via existing roads.  The disposition of fire-

fighting equipment, personnel, and road distances of other vicinity fire stations into the developed campus 

are shown in Table 5.9.1-2.  The locations of the respective stations are shown in Figure 5.9.1-6.   

 

While the stations listed in Table 5.9.1-2 are located in the City of Malibu and its surrounding area, it is 

the LACFD as a whole that would provide fire protection and paramedic services to the project.  

Emergency response units are dispatched as needed to an incident anywhere in the LACFD territory 

based on distance and availability.  The average response time by the LACFD to Pepperdine University is 

less than five minutes.  The “first-in” station for calls from Pepperdine University is Station No. 88.  As 

shown in Table 5.9.1-2, Fire Station 88 is approximately 0.8 miles away from Pepperdine.  The estimated 

response time to the proposed project area is 3-4 minutes.  Fire Station 88 has a 3-person engine company 

and a 2-person paramedic squad.  Fire Station 70 is considered the “second in” station.  The estimated 

response time to Pepperdine University from this particular station is 11 minutes.  Fire Station 70 has a 4-

person engine company and a battalion chief.
1
  

 

LACFD Response to Wildfires in the Pepperdine University Vicinity 

During significant fire events the LACFD has regarded the Pepperdine University campus as defensible 

space, (i.e., the area providing the key point of defense from an approaching wildfire). The campus 

contains a variety of facilities and features that make it a defensible space in the event of fires.  The latter 

include a well-designed road network with gradients and widths that can easily accommodate fire-fighting 

vehicles and water supply systems and surface ponds suitable for the refilling of fire trucks and water 

dropping helicopters.  Broad open spaces on the campus allow for the marshalling and staging of fire-

fighting personnel and equipment and the campus’ buildings and communications facilities readily permit 

their use as fire command and control centers by the LACFD.  In times of fire, designated University 

officials convene an Emergency Operations Committee (EOC) whose responsibility it is to implement the 

University’s Emergency Fire Response Plan.  The EOC officials work in close cooperation with the 

LACFD to make available campus buildings, water storage facilities, and open space areas of the campus 

to support fire-fighting efforts.  Namely, campus buildings have been made available to serve as fire 

control and command centers; the lawns and open space areas of Alumni Park and other campus athletic 

fields have served as staging areas for men and equipment; the University’s water tanks and the open 

surface reclaimed water reservoirs near Alumni Park on campus have served as water sources for 

replenishment of water loads for emergency vehicles and helicopters; and the gymnasium and food 

service facilities on campus have been employed to provide places to feed and house fire fighters.  Most 

recently, during the Canyon Fire (October 2007), building space in the Drescher Graduate Campus served 

as the LACFD’s fire control and command center and up to 500 firefighters spent three nights in the 

Firestone Fieldhouse.   

 

 

                                                
1
 Letter Correspondence from Chief John Todd, Forestry Division. Los Angeles County Fire Department, 2008. 
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Table 5.9.1-2 

Fire Stations in Pepperdine University Vicinity*  

Station/Location Equipment** Staffing*** Distance from CLP 

Station 65 

4206 N. Cornell Road 

Agoura Hills 

1 3-Person Engine 

1 Patrol (Unstaffed) 

 

1 Captain 

1 FFS 

1 FF 

11 miles 

(Approx.) 

Station 67 

25801 Piuma Road 

Calabasas 

1 Fire Engine 

1 Patrol (Unstaffed) 

1 Captain 

1 FFS 

1 FF 

6.1 miles (Approx.) 

Station 69 

401 S. Topanga Canyon 

Topanga 

1 4-Person Assess. 

Engine 

1 Patrol (Staffed) 

1 Call Engine (Staff as 

needed)  

1 Captain 

1 FFS 

2 FF 

11.0 miles (Approx.) 

Station 70 

3970 Carbon Canyon 

Road 

Malibu 

1 4-Person Engine 

1 Patrol (Staffed) 

1 BC Car 

1 Utility Vehicle 

1 USAR Trailer 

(Staffed as needed) 

1 Reserve Engine 

(Unstaffed) 

I Water Tender (Staffed 

as Needed)  

I Battalion Chief 

1 Captain 

1 FFS 

2 FF 

1 Medium Truck 

Driver 

 

3.3 miles (Approx.) 

Station 71 

28722 W. PCH 

Malibu 

1 3-Person Engine 

1 Paramedic Squad 

1 Patrol (Unstaffed) 

1 Captain 

1 FFS 

3 FF/PM 

5.6 miles (Approx.) 

Station 72 

1832Decker Canyon Road 

Malibu 

1-3 Person Engine 

1 Patrol (Unstaffed) 

1 Captain 

1 FFS 

1 FF 

15.5 miles (Approx.) 

Station 88 

23720 W. Malibu Road 

Malibu 

1 3-Person Engine 

1 Paramedic Squad 

1 Captain 

1 FFS 

3 FF/PM 

0.8 miles (Approx.) 

 

Station 99 

32550 PCH 

Malibu 

1 3-Person Engine 

1 Patrol (Unstaffed) 

1 Captain 

1 FFS 

1 FF 

11.0 miles (Approx.) 

Station 125 

5215 Las Virgenes Rd. 

Agoura Hills 

 

1 3-Person Engine 

1 4-Person Quint 

1 Reserve Squad 

(Unstaffed)  

2 Captains 

3 FF 

2 FFS 

9.8 miles 

(Approx.) 

* Source: Letter Correspondence from Chief John R. Todd, Forestry Division.  Los Angeles County Fire 

Department, 2008. 

** BC - Battalion Chief, USAR - Urban Search and Rescue, Quint – Combination engine/ladder truck 

*** FF–Firefighter, FFS–Firefighter Specialist/Engineer, FF/PM–Firefighter/Paramedic 
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Pepperdine University Malibu campus follows a shelter-in-place procedure during wildfires that affect the 

campus.  Sheltering-in-place is relocating to a safe location on the premises until instructed by authorities 

to do otherwise.  The Firestone Fieldhouse and the Tyler Campus Center have been approved as “shelter-

in-place” facilities by the LACFD. The LACFD reviews the University’s shelter-in-place plans and 

supports the plan as the safest course of action.  The University plan is well practiced and has historically 

proven to be successful.
2
 For at least the last 25 years, the LACFD has not ordered a mandatory 

evacuation of the University campus.
3
  

 

Fire Safety Compliance Measures 

The County of Los Angeles Fire Code and General Plan Safety Element set forth officially established 

standards, policies, and goals for the construction, design, and distribution of fire suppression facilities.   

 

The County uses target response times of <5 minutes for all 9-1-1 calls and <8 minutes for advanced life 

support (paramedic) for urban areas (LACoFD Adopted Budget 2008-2009).  Generally a five-minute 

response time can be met in urban areas from a distance of 1.5 miles.
4
  Student and residential housing on 

campus fall within this distance of Fire Station #88. 

 

“Fire flow” pertains to the performance capacity of water lines to supply water during emergencies and is 

generally defined as the quantity of water available or needed for fire protection over a given period of 

time in a specific area of need.  Fire flow attributes are normally measured in terms of line pressure, rate 

of flow (i.e., gallons per minute), and duration over which prescribed volumes of water can be delivered 

at designated pressures.  The quantity of water necessary for fire protection varies by land use type, 

building size and type, lot size, life hazard, occupancy, the degree or level of fire hazard, and other 

factors. 

 

Los Angeles County Fire Department standards for fire flow, as well as for fire hydrants are provided in 

Regulation #8: Fire Flow and Hydrant Requirements.  These standards ensure the adequacy of, and access 

to, fire protection water.  The Department’s Fire Prevention Engineering Section reviews building plans 

and applies fire flow requirements based on the fire hazard severity zone, lot size, and type and the square 

footage of buildings.  Fire flow requirements within Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones can range 

from 1,000 gallons-per-minute (gpm) to more than 5,000 gpm for multiple residential, commercial, 

apartments, private schools, and industrial uses.  Fire flows are measured at 20 pounds per square inch 

residual pressure (LACFD, Regulation#8: Fire Flow and Hydrant Requirements, December 15, 2004). 

Los Angeles County Waterworks District 29 (LACWWD No. 29) has established a fire flow requirement 

of 20 psi at a rate of 5,000 gpm for 5 hours for potable water.  

 

Water for fire service is supplied to Pepperdine University’s Malibu campus via pipeline and reservoir 

facilities of the LACWWD No. 29.  Pepperdine University has 9-metered connections with the 

LACWWD No. 29.  Section 5.10.1, Water Supply describes the location and function of water system 

facilities throughout the Pepperdine University Malibu campus. Most of the potable water and fire flow 

needs of the campus are supported by a 3.0 million gallon water tank (910 zone) and a 1.6 million gallon 

water tank on the Drescher Graduate Campus near the northwestern edge of the developed campus.  The 

typical average levels of these tanks are 1,992,000 gallons and 1,015,000 gallons, respectively.
5
   

 

                                                
2
 Pepperdine University, “Shelter-in-place”, Pepperdine University Emergency Information. October 1, 2009. 

http://emergency.pepperdine.edu/shelter-in-place 
3
 Personal communication, Robert McKelvey, Deputy Director of Public Safety at Pepperdine University, October 26, 2009). 

4
 Personal communication, Lettie Jarmillo at LACoFD, October 5, 2009. 

5
 Personal communication Ara Parsekyan at Los Angeles County Waterworks District 29, September 30, 2009. 
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Water from the University’s on-campus reclaimed water storage reservoirs at Alumni Park has also been 

used to refill LACFD helicopters during campus vicinity wildfires
6
.  The University has set target storage 

volumes for the reservoirs of:  

 

Summer (April 16 to September 30) Pond Levels - 5,200,000 gallons  5,200 helicopter loads 

Winter (October 1 to April 15) Pond Levels – 1,700,000 gallons   1,700 helicopter loads 

Extreme Low Levels  – 1,200,000 gallons remaining    1,200 helicopter loads 

 

In practice, there is some fluctuation in the amount of water in the reservoirs.  The reservoirs are fed by 

reclaimed water from the Malibu Mesa Water Treatment Plant, the Tapia Water Reclamation Facility, 

rainfall and runoff, and the water is used to irrigate landscaped areas on Campus.  The reservoirs fall to 

minimum levels of approximately 1,200,000 gallons for 3 to 5 days per year.
7
  

 

Pepperdine University Fire Prevention Efforts/Emergency Management Plan 

The University has a Department of Public Safety (DPS) that is directly responsible for on-campus public 

safety, patrolling campus grounds, first response, and crowd control
8
.  The DPS coordinates with the Los 

Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LACSD) and the LACFD during any emergency resulting from 

extra-ordinary events such as the outbreak of fires in the Santa Monica Mountains.  The DPS has a staff 

of approximately 36 Full Time Equivalent (FTE) public safety personnel.  FTE public safety officers have 

a minimum of 80 hours of training and CPR/first aid.  Under a program initiated by the DPS in 1993, 

public safety officers undertake instruction in wildfire behavior and tactics used to suppress wildfires.  A 

number of public safety officers have fully completed the cross training program which includes 

participation in regular on-scene practice fire drills in Ventura and Orange County Training Centers.  

During a wildfire emergency the DPS can deploy three fire-fighting trucks crewed by DPS safety officers 

to work in coordination with LACFD to meet emergency needs on campus.  Two of the trucks are F550s 

that have 250-gallon water tanks and are primarily used as quick response vehicles that are used to douse 

spot fires that may develop in natural vegetation and/or landscaping on campus.  The third truck is a 

larger “all risk” T-truck with a 500-gallon water tank that may be used for wildfire and structure 

protection.  As Pepperdine University’s DPS officers have intimate familiarity with campus terrain, 

building fire safety features such as the locations of hydrants and emergency communications facilities, 

their first role in the event of fire outbreaks on-campus is to assess fire conditions and to stand by for 

instruction from LACFD fire personnel.  DPS personnel coordinate their efforts with LACFD crews when 

the latter arrive on scene.  During a significant fire emergency, the University’s Emergency Management 

Plan calls for the stationing of a senior/experienced University official in the Fire Control/Command 

Center to facilitate communications between the University and the LACFD.  While the full text of the 

University’s Emergency Management Plan is restricted to personnel responsible for its preparation or 

implementation, the University publishes information and directions for a variety of emergency situations 

on its website to keep students, faculty, staff, and family members informed in the event of an emergency 

(See Appendix I).  During the recent Canyon Fire, DPS fire crews and vehicles were assigned to combat 

spot fires that were started by wind-blown firebrands in landscaped buffer areas of the campus and to 

assist LACFD fire personnel in a coordinated fashion on an as-needed basis.  

                                                
6
 The Los Angeles County Fire Sikorsky Firehawk Helicopters are equipped with a 1000 gallon water tank.  These have been 

the most common responders.  Some smaller LA County, LA City and CDF helicopters are equipped with a 350 gallon tank.  

The “buckets” used by CDF helicopters are rated at 325 gallons.  The Erickson S-64 Skycrane Helitanker has a 2,600 gallon 

firefighting tank capacity.  
7
 Personal communication Rick Leach, Director of Campus Services at Pepperdine University, October 29, 2009. 

8
  Pepperdine University maintains an Emergency Information web page (http://emergency.pepperdine.edu.), which identifies the 

DPS as the appropriate department for persons to call and provides specific procedures for reporting campus incidents such as 

brushfires or crimes in progress. 



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.9  Public Services 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 Page 5.9-17 

The University also employs various proactive fire prevention measures that are intended to reduce the 

likelihood of on-campus fires.  Such efforts include the establishment and annual maintenance of brush-

cleared fire safety buffers and irrigated greenscapes between University buildings and native vegetation, 

and utilization of building designs that employ fire resistant building materials.  The LACFD 

representatives inspect the brush-cleared safety buffers annually.  All recommendations for modifications 

to or for additional brush clearing made as a result of these inspections are promptly implemented by the 

University. 

 

In addition, at the time of an emergency event, such as the occurrence of a major fire threat to the campus, 

the University follows an established and practiced Emergency Management System.  The system is 

based upon a standing Emergency Management Plan (Plan).  The objectives of the Plan are the 

preservation of life, protection of property, and the continuity of campus operations.  The Plan establishes 

an emergency chain of command, sets specific areas of responsibility, and protects essential functions and 

services to assure continuity of operations of the University during an emergency.  The Plan also 

addresses the management of critical resources and establishes the framework for close coordination of 

emergency operations with those of other agencies.  The Plan makes provisions for 36 hours of isolation 

and unassisted operations in the event of a severe fire or earthquake.  It requires that food and services 

during such a period is available for the entire University population.   

 

During an emergency, the Executive Vice President of the University serves as Emergency Operations 

Director with the authority to declare a University emergency and identify the level of emergency, 

ranging from a minor involvement (Level I)
9 
to a total involvement (Level III).

10
 

 

In-house emergency personnel and equipment are also available to respond to emergencies.  The 

University’s DPS coordinates requests for emergency services through the Public Safety Command Point 

and Dispatch Center.  In order to communicate effectively during hazard conditions such as wildfires, the 

University designates an official liaison representative to be stationed at the County’s Emergency 

Operations Center.  Emergency telephones are also provided throughout the campus to expedite requests 

for DPS assistance.   

 

The University has also implemented a mass notification system (InstaCom Campus Alert System) to 

control the flow of information and to communicate on as widely available basis as possible via emerging 

personal communications technology with all persons on campus in the event of an emergency
11

.  The 

system thereby helps assure the success of the “shelter-in-place” program employed on campus during 

wildfires
12

. The communications system allows University officials from the Emergency Operations 

Center (EOC) to communicate directly with students, staff, and faculty via a number of contact methods, 

including SMS text messaging, voice enabled devices such as cell phones and land lines, instant 

messaging, pagers, and faxes.  For example, on the first day of the Canyon Fire (October 2007) 

University officials sent out five official notifications.  At approximately 8:00 a.m., two of the messages 

                                                
9
  This management mode is similar to day-to-day operations and would be used for emergency activities in which normal 

management procedures and local resources are adequate.  Functional Coordinators provide necessary support as needed.  The 

Emergency Operating Center (EOC) is not activated and inter-unit coordination is accomplished via normal communications 

methods. 
10

 This mode of operation would be utilized for a major situation that would render it impossible for the university facility to 

function effectively in either of the other modes.  In this situation, the EOC would be activated and all coordination and 

direction activities would be accomplished from the EOC.  Incident Emergency Management Systems (to the extent 

practicable) would report to and receive direction from the EOC. 
11

 http://emergency.pepperdine.edu/emergency-communication accessed August 28, 2009. 
12 http://emergency.pepperdine.edu/shelter-in-place accessed August 28, 2009. 
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instructed faculty and students to relocate from their campus housing and dorms to designated “shelter in 

place” buildings.  Other communications were directed at students who were not on campus at the time 

and included instructions for students to stay off campus and avoid using area roads that may be in 

jeopardy from the fire.  Subsequent communications periodically alerted students and staff to the status of 

fire conditions.   

 

During the Canyon Fire, emergency teams also evacuated residents from areas of the campus in the order 

of the perceived threat.  The Residential Emergency Response Team (RERT) and the Housing and Living 

Department supervised the transfer of students and staff from the campus residences and residence halls 

to the designated shelter-in-place facilities with the assistance of Residential Assistants (RAs) and 

Residential Directors (RDs).   

 

Thresholds of Significance 

For the purposes of this analysis, the proposed CLP would create a significant adverse impact related to 

wildfire hazards or fire protection services if: 

 

• The project develops land uses in an area subject to wildfires such that occupants and/or property 

could not be adequately protected from these wildfires; 

• The project is located in a high fire hazard area and served by inadequate access due to lengths, 

width, surface materials, turnarounds, or grade; 

• The project substantially increases the potential for wildfires caused by human activities; or 

• The project creates a demand for typical fire protection services that could not be adequately 

accommodated by existing staff levels, equipment, and/or water supply or distribution. 

 

Project Impacts 

Defensibility of the Proposed CLP Project from Wildfires 

The proposed CLP components would primarily introduce new structures and modify existing ones that 

would be situated within the currently developed core area of the campus.  The various components 

would constitute infill that would be situated amid existing development within leveled areas of the 

campus that are already accessible by emergency vehicles, allowing for the use of standard firefighting 

techniques.  Fuel modification and/or brush clearance up to 200 feet on adjacent terrain would also be 

required by the LACFD.  Each of the components of the CLP would be served by an existing water 

system within the developed portion of the campus that meets County fire flow requirements for the 

project’s structures (refer to Section 5.10.1 for more information on fire flow).  Fire-safety measures 

would be required of all the new development to prevent the accidental occurrence and/or spread of 

wildfires along the wildland interface of the developed campus.   

 

Given the past history of wildfire prevention at the University and the required implementation of the fire 

prevention design features and measures discussed above and below, the CLP areas are expected to be 

defensible from wildfires.  As a matter of routine, Pepperdine University allows the LACFD to review all 

fire-safety plans.  Furthermore, the University has showed a readiness to comply with all LACFD 

requirements.  According to the LACFD, the completion of the CLP would not adversely affect the 

University’s “shelter in place” policy for residents, students, and staff.
13

  The Firestone Fieldhouse and 

the Tyler Campus Center are currently approved as shelter-in-place facilities by the LACFD.  Since the 

proposed Athletics/Events Center would not be a designated shelter-in-place facility, both Firestone 

                                                
13

 Letter Correspondence from Chief John R. Todd, Forestry Division.  Los Angeles County Fire Department, 2008. 
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Fieldhouse and the Tyler Campus Center would continue to serve in this capacity.  Although the CLP 

develops land uses in an area subject to wildfires, its occupants and/or property would be adequately 

protected from wildfires, and the potential for wildfire impacts to  occupants/structures of the proposed 

project would be less than significant (Class III). 

 

Wildfire Impacts Associated with Increased Human Activity at the CLP Sites 

Since most wildfires reported in the Santa Monica Mountains are caused by human activity, consideration 

was given to the possible increase in wildfires that might occur in the project component vicinities as a 

result of the additional students, and visitors that would use the CLP component sites.  In general, the 

potential increase in wildfires in the project area would be minimal as the proposed CLP contains certain 

safeguards that protect against fire hazard.  As discussed below, many factors work to minimize fire and 

emergency risk.  These include:  1) the design(s) of the project component site plan(s), 2) mandatory 

compliance with various LACFD fire safety requirements, 3) the minimal history of on-campus arson, 

and 4) existing campus emergency management programs.   

 

The CLP does not place new structures immediately adjacent to undeveloped areas containing native 

vegetation.  Where CLP structures would be situated within 200 feet of hillside areas containing native 

vegetation, the LACFD regulations requiring a minimum 200-foot brush clearance area with fire retardant 

(native) landscaping would be applied.  Wherever new manufactured slopes may be created at any of the 

internal campus development sites, they would be planted with fire retardant ornamental and/or native 

vegetation.     

 

The University’s undeveloped areas (lying northerly of, or beyond Huntsinger Circle) are restricted to the 

following uses:  hiking, equestrian use, and scientific research.  Smoking or the use of non-emergency 

motorized vehicles in the naturally vegetated areas of Pepperdine University property is prohibited.  

Enforcement of such use restrictions and rules are intended to reduce the possibility of wildfires 

originating from within the developed core area of the campus and from the recreation area location.  The 

University also posts “fire danger” signs and bans entry into naturally vegetated slope areas during times 

of high fire hazard weather conditions.   

 

Each of the CLP components would be located entirely within private university property.  All students, 

faculty and staff are required to carry identification cards at all times when on campus.  Overnight 

visitors and guests must also notify the DPS prior to entering the campus.  Closed-circuit television 

cameras are also employed by Public Safety officials to provide additional surveillance of residential 

units, parking lots, and campus entrances.  In addition, intrusion alarms are located throughout the 

University’s buildings and would also be installed within new facilities and re-developed structures.  Each 

of these security features reduces the potential for on-campus arson or wildfires.  The University’s DPS 

has also indicated that there has been no instance where a wildfire occurring in the Malibu area originated 

on Pepperdine University property.
14

 

 

The University has an established Emergency Management Plan that clearly outlines the organizational 

response and areas of responsibility for standing committees of University officials/personnel in 

identifying and meeting needs that may arise during the event of a wildfire.  The Plan has been tested in 

close cooperation with the LACFD, who have headquartered their fire-command and control centers on 

                                                
14 Personal communication,  Robert McKelvy, Deputy Director of Emergency Services for the Department of Public Safety at Pepperdine 

University. April 15, 2010.  
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the Pepperdine University campus during a number of major fires.  As a result, the Plan has been 

repeatedly improved based on the direct front-line experience gained by the University. 

 

It is anticipated that the increase in the number of students housed on-campus and visitors to the campus 

as a result of the completion of the CLP would not substantially increase the possibility of an occurrence 

of human-caused wildfires.  Therefore, the proposed CLP would result in a less than significant impact in 

relation to the potential for an increase in the occurrence of wildfire (Class III). 

 

Demand for Fire Protection/Emergency Services  

The proposed CLP component designs would incorporate and meet all fire safety features in accordance 

with applicable County Fire Safety Code requirements and ordinances pertaining to building construction, 

site access, proximity to water mains, the adequacy of fire-flows, the use of sprinklers in new 

construction, and the location of adequate numbers of fire hydrants.  In addition, campus fire protection 

measures would include electronically monitored fire and security alarmed buildings with secure 

centralized connections to local fire and sheriff stations.  Each building would be equipped with stand-

alone County-approved security and fire system features.  Finally, a County-approved Emergency On-

Site Sheltering and/or Evacuation Plan for the CLP components would be integrated with the emergency 

plans designed for the remainder of the campus.  The latter coordinated emergency plans would be in 

effect, as well as open to LACFD recommended improvements throughout the life of the CLP.   

 

The development plans for the CLP components are required to conform with all applicable County and 

State Fire Codes.  The project components would include fire alarms, fire-walls and dampers, and 

detector devices in accordance with the State Fire Marshall requirements.  Fire truck access, with 

adequate turning radii for fire equipment has also been incorporated into the project’s design.  The 

LACFD will need to review and approve the proposed CLP plans with respect to the provision of 

adequate access (ingress and egress).  Completion of the project’s potable and reclaimed water system 

networks, water distribution lines, and compliance with all mitigation measures listed in the Water 

Availability Section (Section 5.10.1), will ensure that the water supply will be sufficient to meet the fire-

flow requirements of the CLP.  Fire safety provisions contained within the University’s Emergency 

Preparedness Plan would also be implemented in the case of a natural or man-made fire emergency. 

 

The LACFD would be able to respond to an emergency at the project site within 5 minutes, which is 

considered an adequate response time.  According to the LACFD, fire protection serving the area appears 

to be adequate for the existing development; however, each additional development creates greater 

demands on existing resources.  Nevertheless, the project in absence of cumulative impact is not expected 

to create a need for additional staffing or resources.
15

 

 

Existing staff levels and equipment would adequately accommodate the proposed CLP.  The project is 

required to comply with requirements regarding construction, access, water mains, fire flows, and 

hydrants.  The CLP includes measures to provide for adequate water supply and flow.  The CLP therefore 

would generate a demand for typical fire protection services that could be adequately accommodated by 

existing staff levels, equipment, and/or water supply, and thus, impacts on existing fire 

protection/emergency services would be considered less than significant (Class III).  

 

                                                
15

 Letter Correspondence with Chief John R. Todd, Forestry Division.  Los Angeles County Fire Department, 2008. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Development and occupancy of the proposed CLP in combination with the related projects listed in 

Section 4.0 would have cumulative adverse impacts on LACFD facilities, equipment, and manpower.  

Each additional development creates greater demands on existing resources, which would increase the 

significant cumulative impact this project would have on LACFD services.  However, each related project 

would be appraised by the reviewing agencies responsible for evaluating project consistency with 

applicable land use plans.  Each project would also subsequently be required to mitigate its individual 

impacts on fire protection services.  Provided all applicable codes, and policies were followed, and 

required project specific mitigation is carried out, cumulative impacts upon fire services would be 

reduced to less than significant levels (Class II).   

 

As discussed above, the number of wildfires in the Santa Monica Mountains has risen with increased 

development and human activities within the mountains and canyons.  Therefore, it can be expected that 

the cumulative effect of additional development in this area could further increase the occurrence of 

wildfires.  The proposed CLP could contribute to this cumulative effect.  This effect is potentially 

significant but would be mitigated to less than significant levels by project-specific mitigation measures 

including increased fire safety awareness programs and implementation of fire prevention measures such 

as brush clearance (Class II). 

 

Mitigation Measures 

The proposed project is not anticipated to result in any project specific significant impacts related to 

wildfire hazards or increased demands for fire protection services.  However, the project would contribute 

incrementally to cumulative significant impacts related to wildfire hazards and increase demands for fire 

protection.  The following mitigation measures would reduce these impacts to less than significant levels. 

 

MM5.9.1-1 As recommended by the LACFD, the incremental impact of the proposed CLP project on 

fire protection and emergency medical services within the Pepperdine University service 

area shall be mitigated by Pepperdine University’s participation in the City of Malibu’s 

adopted Developer Fee Program
16

 for new residential, commercial, and industrial 

construction, which benefits the Consolidated Fire Protection District of Los Angeles 

County.  Program fees levied by the County of Los Angeles shall support fire stations and 

apparatus necessary to deliver service to the City of Malibu, which would due to their 

geographic proximity, provide fire suppression and emergency services to Pepperdine 

University. 

 

MM5.9.1-2 The University’s Sheltering/Evacuation Plan, which is an element of the University’s 

Emergency Plan shall be updated to include all the CLP elements and structural facilities.  

The updated plan in its entirety will be subject to the review and approval by the LACFD.   

 

MM5.9.1-3 The proposed CLP components shall comply with all applicable Uniform Fire Code 

(UFC) and LACFD ordinance requirements for Commercial and High Density 

Residential development located in high fire danger areas regarding the following:  

                                                
16

 The City of Malibu has adopted the Los Angeles County Developer Fee Program.  Administration and collection of the 

Developer Fee within the territorial limits of the City of Malibu is the responsibility of the Consolidated Fire Protection 

District of Los Angeles County.  The developer fee revenues supplement funds available to the Consolidated Fire Protection 

District of Los Angeles County to provide for the acquisition, construction, improvement and equipping of facilities necessary 

for the District to deliver fire protection services within the City of Malibu (City of Malibu Council Agenda Report, Agenda 

Item #4A, January 6, 2009).     
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building construction methods and materials; the ease of site access; the adequacy of 

water mains, namely of fire-flow pressures and volumes; the location and numbers of fire 

hydrants; the use of indoor sprinklers and sensors; and the re-vegetation of all 

manufactured slopes with fire retardant (native) landscaping; and strict and timely 

adherence to LACFD-mandated fire-safety brush clearance regulations. 

 

MM5.9.1-4 The proposed CLP shall comply with all applicable State Fire Marshall requirements for 

the installation of fire alarms, firewalls and dampers, and detector devices. 

 

MM5.9.1-5 Reclaimed water from the University’s storage lakes at Alumni Park will continue to be 

used for fire suppression purposes as needed by campus Public Safety officers and the 

LACFD
17

.  

 

MM5.9.1-6 Pepperdine University shall provide detailed site plan maps and facilities drawings of the 

completed CLP component facilities and areas to the LACFD, which clearly illustrate 

access routes, building recognition/identification numbers/names, addresses, building and 

parking structure floor plans, the locations of emergency exits, and any other pertinent 

information that would facilitate LACFD response. 

 

MM5.9.1-7 Pepperdine University shall post no smoking and/or use of open flame signage at all trail 

and dirt road entry points to undeveloped (natural) areas of the campus and shall continue 

to prohibit and enforce the “no smoking” policy in undeveloped (natural) areas of the 

Malibu campus by means of the recording of violations by campus safety officers, the 

issuance of campus citations for violations, and the prompt reporting of such instances to 

the appropriate law enforcement authorities as necessary. 

 

MM5.9.1-8 Pepperdine University shall continue to post “fire danger” signs and restrict entry to all 

unauthorized persons into naturally vegetated hillside terrain during officially declared 

high fire hazard weather conditions.  The University’s Department of Public Safety shall 

continue to provide regular patrols and enforcement within the University property to 

prevent unlawful activity that could result in urban fires or wildfires.    

 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The proposed project would not result in a significant increased demand for fire protection/emergency 

services, nor significantly increase the potential for wildfires, nor decrease the defensibility of the campus 

from wildfires (Class III).  The proposed project would, however, contribute to significant cumulative 

impacts to wildfire occurrence and fire and emergency services.  However, these impacts would be 

reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of the mitigation measures identified 

above (Class II). The proposed project would thus not result in any significant unavoidable adverse 

impacts. 

                                                
17

 The continued presence of water in the reservoirs is assured, as the University is mandated by the RWQCB to receive all 

reclaimed water from the Malibu Mesa Wastewater Treatment Plant.    



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.9  Public Services 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 Page 5.9-23 

5.9.2 POLICE PROTECTION SERVICES 

Existing Conditions 

Police protection and enforcement services are currently provided to the Pepperdine University Malibu 

campus by the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LACSD) and the University’s Department of 

Public Safety.
18

  The various protection and law enforcement functions of each of these departments are 

described below.   

 

Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department 

Law enforcement within unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County, including Pepperdine 

University’s Malibu campus, is provided by the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LACSD).  In 

addition to serving unincorporated areas such as the portion of the Santa Monica Mountains containing 

Pepperdine University, the LACSD also provides contract services to 40 cities within the County, 

including the City of Malibu.  

 

Pepperdine University and the City of Malibu are served by the LACSD’s Lost Hills/Malibu Station, 

which is located at 27050 Agoura Road in the City of Agoura Hills.  The station currently serves a 

population of 93,255 within a 178.6 square mile area.
19

  The station has approximately 125 sworn 

deputies to serve the cities of Agoura Hills, Calabasas, Hidden Hills, Westlake Village, and Malibu, as 

well as the adjacent unincorporated area.  The number of sworn deputies that are assigned to the City of 

Malibu varies per shift (ranging from four to 15). 

 

The LACSD dispatches patrol units in three separate shifts within the Malibu area.  In the early morning 

shift (approximately 10:00 PM to 6:00 AM), the LACSD dispatches two cars with two deputies in each to 

patrol the City.  The day shift includes four cars with one deputy in each, as well as one motorcycle unit, 

four days a week.  The evening shift includes the same deployment level as the day shift, with the 

exception of the motorcycle unit, which is not used at night.  The evening shift also includes one DUI car, 

four days a week.  According to the LACSD, Pepperdine’s Department of Public Safety deals with the 

majority of criminal incidents on campus.
20

 

 

The LACSD’s response time to the Pepperdine University Malibu campus is 6.7 minutes for emergency 

calls, 12.3 minutes for priority calls, and 22.6 minutes for routine calls.
21

  

 

Pepperdine University Department of Public Safety 

Pepperdine University manages a Department of Public Safety, which includes a total of 36 public safety 

officers.  A number of the Department’s Safety Officers have completed the state-mandated training for 

certification as police officers.  All other full-time public safety personnel undergo a minimum of 80 

hours of service training and CPR/first aid.  The Department is directly responsible for its Public Safety 

Officers whose duties are to patrol campus grounds.  Among the duties and tasks carried out by the Public 

Safety Officers are first response to campus incidents, provision of campus security, crowd control, 

coordinating with the LACSD on criminal investigations, and coordination of on-campus crime 

prevention programs. 

                                                
18

 Under the Disaster Awareness heading on the University’s Emergency Information web page, 

(http://emergency.pepperdine.edu.), the Active Shooter, Crime-in-Progress/Civil Disturbance, Reporting a Threat, Emergency 

Communication, and Terrorist Incident listings, for example, detailed procedures are outlined for faculty, staff and students on 

how to cope with and report major incidents to the DPS. 
19

 Email Communication with Sgt. Phillip D Brooks, LACSD 2008. 
20

 Ibid. 
21 Ibid. 
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In addition to patrolling the campus 24 hours a day, the Department of Public Safety sponsors a variety of 

crime prevention and safety programs, such as escort services, residential crime watch, weekly student 

residential housing inspections (to ensure appropriate night lighting, security, landscaping, etc.), and a 

designated driver program.  The Department utilizes closed-circuit televisions to assist in the surveillance 

of residential housing, parking lots, and campus entrances.  Emergency telephones are also provided 

throughout the campus to expedite requests for Public Safety assistance.  Further, intrusion alarms are 

located throughout the University’s buildings and would also be installed within new facilities and re-

developed structures to increase security protection.  The LACSD has indicated that the University’s 

Public Safety program has been effective in reducing demands for sheriff’s services, and that the 

Department of Public Safety deals with the majority of criminal incidents on campus. 

 

Crime statistics for the Pepperdine University Malibu campus from 2006 through 2008 are provided in 

Table 5.9.2-1.  As shown in Table 5.9.2-1, burglary is the most common criminal offense on campus. 

 

 

Table 5.9.2-1 

Pepperdine University Crime Statistics (2006-2008) 

Crime Residence Halls Other Areas Subtotal Public Property Overall Total 

Criminal Offenses 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 

Murder 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Manslaughter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sex offenses (non-

forcible) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sex offenses (forcible) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Robbery 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Aggravated Assault 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Burglary 4 19 11 22 27 41 26 46 52 0 0 0 26 46 52 

Motor Vehicle Theft 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Arson 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Arrests                

Poss. of illegal weapons 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Drug violations 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Liquor violations 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Disciplinary Actions                

Poss. of illegal weapons Data not available 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 

Drug violations Data not available 6 9 5 0 0 0 6 9 5 

Liquor violations Data not available 57 34 20 0 0 0 57 34 20 

Source:  Pepperdine University Office of Public Safety, Campus Safety Information: Malibu Campus 2008 Campus Crime and Security 

Report. 

 

 

Thresholds of Significance 

The proposed CLP would result in a significant impact on the LACSD if it generates a demand for law 

enforcement services that cannot be accommodated by existing LACSD staff.   
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Project Impacts 

Short-Term Construction Phase Impacts 

Law enforcement impacts during the construction phase of a project are often associated with the 

potential theft of construction materials/equipment or traffic enforcement for heavy construction vehicles.  

Such impacts are not anticipated during the construction phases of the proposed CLP components because 

the sites are located within private property that is not easily accessible from public roadways.  The 

University’s Public Safety Officers are also expected to reduce demands for law enforcement by the 

LACSD during the construction phase, by their routine patrolling and specific monitoring of construction 

areas to guard against unauthorized site entry by all persons.  Furthermore, traffic enforcement of heavy 

construction vehicles is not anticipated as the movement of grading and/or heavy construction vehicles 

would be confined to the CLP component sites and would not venture off-campus to utilize nearby public 

streets.  As the demand for law enforcement services generated by the CLP during construction could be 

accommodated by existing LACSD staffing levels, no significant short-term law enforcement impacts are 

anticipated as a result of construction of the proposed project components (Class III).   

 

Operational Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed CLP would result in the net addition of 394,137 square feet of structural 

space devoted to new and rehabilitated residential housing units, new parking facilities, multi-purpose 

recreation event facilities and athletic fields.  There would also be a net increase of 796 on-campus 

parking spaces and up to 468 beds.  While the CLP would result in the provision of additional housing 

and parking on campus, it would not increase the student enrollment or cause an increased need for 

faculty.  The accommodation of demand for student campus housing would result in correspondingly less 

daily commuter traffic to the campus.  The addition of on-campus residents would result in an increase 

demand for the various law enforcement services provided to the campus by the LACSD. 

 

Of particular concern to the LACSD is any increase in traffic resulting from the project that would be 

added to PCH, Malibu Canyon Road, and other key roadways in the project vicinity during the 

completion of all the components of the CLP.  One intent and benefit of increasing the supply of housing 

on-campus is to reduce the need for students to commute.  The completion of the other CLP components 

is also intended to encourage students to stay on campus.  As discussed in Section 5.8 (Traffic and 

Access), currently on-campus residents have an average daily trip (ADT) rate of 0.75 per student, while 

commuters have an ADT rate of 2.76 per student.  As such, the proposed project would result in a 

reduction of 727 ADTs and generate a beneficial impact to the surrounding intersections during peak traffic 

hours.  The LACSD believes that the proposed project would not present any unique law enforcement 

problems.
22

  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the need to hire additional deputies and 

would not alter LACSD response times.  Correspondence with the LACSD indicates that current staffing 

levels should be sufficient to serve the CLP without resulting in a significant impact to their existing 

services. 

 

While the LACSD does not foresee the emergence of unique law enforcement problems as a result of the 

CLP, the University’s Department of Public Safety’s responsibility of providing routine day-to-day 

services to the campus community will be affected by an anticipated increase in service requests 

occasioned by the additional student resident population on campus, and conversely, by a reduction in 

traffic formerly generated by daily commuting to the campus.  The University’s Department of Public 

Safety follows a policy of periodically reviewing the adequacy of its staffing levels in accordance with 

projected and emerging needs for additional service personnel that may be brought about by additional 

                                                
22

 Ibid. 
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development of the campus and by campus programs. It is the policy of the University’s Department of 

Public Safety to add one new public safety officer per 35,000 square feet of new non-residential 

development.  Based on the 243,445 square feet of non-residential development proposed under the CLP, 

approximately seven additional public safety officers will be required.  Staffing increases implemented 

based on the formula described above would render potentially significant impacts to law enforcement 

services less than significant as a result of the CLP (Class II).    

 

Cumulative Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed CLP and the related projects listed in Section 4.0 would increase the 

existing number of resident students, and any associated increase in the number of employees within the 

service area of the Lost Hills/Malibu Sheriff’s Station. Sheriff services and staffing is determined by 

minimum state standards and the amount each contracting city is willing to pay.  Malibu currently meets 

the minimum staffing levels.  The CLP population increase, along with the population increase that would 

occur as a result of the related projects, would augment the existing demand for law enforcement and 

protection services provided by the LACSD, which could affect existing response times and overall levels 

of service.  The LACSD is also concerned with the cumulative traffic levels on roadways in the Malibu 

area, and the degree to which the future traffic growth would affect existing traffic enforcement efforts.  

As mentioned above, one of the goals of the CLP is to decrease the need for students to commute.  

Nevertheless, the addition of up to 468 beds and a projected increase in 48.3 full time equivalent (FTE) 

employees and 15 contract staff on campus is considered a cumulatively considerable impact on LACSD 

services.  Therefore, cumulative impacts to the LACSD are considered to be potentially significant (Class 

II), particularly if the various jurisdictions within the service area of the Lost Hills/Malibu Station do not 

hire additional deputies commensurate with cumulative growth.  However, the staffing increases 

implemented based on the formula described above will reduce the CLP’s contribution to this cumulative 

impact to less than significant levels. 

 

Mitigation Measures 

5.9.2-1 The University’s Department of Public Safety shall hire one additional public safety 

officer for every 35,000 square feet of new non-residential development.  

 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed CLP would result in an increased need for services provided by the 

LACSD.  Upon implementation of the proposed mitigation measure potentially significant project-

specific and cumulative impacts to sheriff’s services would be reduced to less than significant levels 

(Class II).  The proposed project would thus not result in significant unavoidable impacts. 
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5.10 PUBLIC UTILITIES 

5.10.1 WATER SUPPLY 

The information contained within this section examines and describes potential water conveyance and 

supply impacts of the proposed Pepperdine University Campus Life Project (CLP).  This section is 
primarily based on the water availability study contained in Appendix J of this EIR, entitled Water 

Availability Study, Pepperdine University Malibu, California, dated December 11, 2009, and prepared by 

Civiltec Engineering Inc.  
 

5.10.1.1 Existing Conditions 

Sources of Supply 

The University receives potable water from Los Angeles County Waterworks District (LACWWD) No. 

29.  A reliable high quality potable water source is essential to the sustained development of the 
University.    

 

The University receives recycled water from both the Los Angeles County Malibu Mesa Wastewater 
Reclamation Plant (MMWRP) and the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District Tapia Wastewater 

Reclamation Facility (TWRF).  Since its construction, the University has maintained an extensive cut-

and-fill slope area with landscape to prevent erosion and manage storm water runoff.  The University has 

also focused on campus wildland fire management and landscape beautification through ornamental 
landscaping and turf areas that require an extensive irrigation system. This irrigation system requires a 

reliable supply of recycled water and full-time management to maintain a healthy landscape without 

negatively influencing the local geologic conditions.  To that end, the University has implemented the 
Hydrogeological Monitoring Program (HMP) aimed at monitoring water use on campus and ensuring 

irrigation practices have no negative impacts to on- or off-campus locations through analysis including 

groundwater testing and soil moisture monitoring. 
 

Potable Water Source 

The University’s potable water supply is made up of a blend of surface water originating from the State 
Water Project (SWP) and the Colorado River and groundwater pumped from the West Coast 

Groundwater Basin and the Central Groundwater Basin.  Surface water is treated and distributed by the 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) who acts as a regional water wholesaler.  
MWD sells treated surface water to the West Basin Municipal Water District (WBMWD) who acts as a 

local water wholesaler.  In addition to purchasing water from MWD, approximately 20 percent of 

WBMWD’s supply is produced through groundwater pumping.  WBMWD, who acts as a local 
wholesaler, sells water to LACWWD No. 29 who acts as a water retailer.  As mentioned previously, the 

University is a customer of LACWWD No. 29.   

 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) 

MWD was formed in 1929 by an act of legislation by the State of California.  Originally, MWD consisted 

of thirteen cities in Los Angeles County and Orange County and was formed for the purpose of importing 
supplemental water for domestic and irrigation needs in the area.  Since its formation, MWD has 

expanded to include twenty-seven member cities, agencies and water authorities in six counties on the 

coastal plain of Southern California.  The six counties within the MWD service area include Ventura 
County, Los Angeles County, San Bernardino County, Riverside County, Orange County and San Diego 

County. 
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MWD supplies treated domestic and untreated irrigation water to over 18 million people in Southern 

California.  MWD’s water supply comes from the State Water Project (SWP) via the California Aqueduct 
and from the Colorado River via the Colorado River Aqueduct. Per the 2005 MWD Urban Water 

Management Plan (UWMP)1, the entitlements to these sources are described below.  

 

MWD's entitlement to SWP water is based on a contract with the California Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) called the 1960 Contract between the State of California and the Metropolitan Water 

District of Southern California for a Water Supply.  This contract, initially executed in 1960 and amended 

numerous times since, is the basis for SWP deliveries to MWD.  It requires DWR to make reasonable 
efforts to secure water supplies for MWD and its other contractors.  The contract expires in 2035.  At that 

time, MWD has the option to renew the contract under the same basic conditions.  The contract entitles 

MWD to use up to 48 percent of the quantity of SWP water delivered annually. 
 

According to DWR2, the reliability of future SWP deliveries will be impacted by two factors.  The first is 

climate change, which is altering hydrologic conditions in the State.  Due to the uncertainty of the impacts 

of climate change on the availability of source water, SWP deliveries under future conditions are expected 
to decrease.  The second is significant restrictions on SWP and Central Valley Project pumping in 

accordance with December 2007 federal court imposed interim rules to protect delta smelt.   

 
DWR has identified global climate change as one of the most significant challenges for management of 

future water resource availability throughout the state.  Climate change has been attributed to measured 

effects on changing critical factors of California’s water supply, including increased temperatures, rises in 
sea level, altered patterns of runoff and precipitation, snow pack/melt, river flow, flooding and droughts, 

among others.  For example, California’s temperature has risen 10 F (with highest increase occurring at 

higher elevations); Sierra Nevada snow pack has decreased 10 percent (1.5 million acre-feet) over the last 

century; sea level has risen 7 inches along California’s coast in the last century; peaks of flood flows have 
increased over the past 50 years; and, Southern California is experiencing extreme low and high levels of 

precipitation in historically small timeframes.3 For the SWP, climate change has the potential to 

simultaneously affect the availability of source water and the ability to convey water.  Decreased snow 
pack and higher temperatures accelerating snow melt create a strain on existing systems’ capacities to 

capture runoff in the spring, decreasing deliverables of water during the drier months of the summer 

season.  Rising sea level causes increases in storm surge, flooding and salt-water intrusion into the State’s 

freshwater resources, such as groundwater storage basins and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
(“Delta”).  The Delta is a key component of the SWP conveyance system.  A rise in sea level may 

increase salinity in the Delta rendering it more expensive to treat to achieve potable water standards, 

adversely affect critical wildlife habitat, and could complicate maintaining current in-Delta water quality 
standards by requiring the release of additional fresh water to counteract salinity intrusion.  While 

greenhouse gas emissions are at the heart of climate change, the DWR, through it’s planning efforts, such 

as the California Water Plan Updates 2005 and 2009, and California Adaptation Strategies for 
California’s Water (October 2008), among other plans, have provided a framework for adoption of 

strategies and integrated management to address these supply challenges at statewide, regional and local 

levels.  

 
Restrictions on pumping of the Delta as part of the 2007 federal court imposed interim rules for the 

protection of the delta smelt intended to address the findings of the United States Fish and Wildlife 

                                                
1  Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. 2005 Regional Urban Water Management Plan. 
2  California Department of Water Resources.  Final State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report, 2007. 
3 California Department of Water Resources, Climate Change Adaptation Strategies for California’s Water, October 2008. 
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Service 2005 Biological Opinion (BO) could also impact supply reliability.  The interim rules provide a 

framework for restricting certain operations of the SWP and Central Valley Project (CVP) when those 
operations are deemed to conflict with maintaining the delta smelt habitat.  Based on delta smelt sampling 

triggers established in the BO, use of the Delta for conveyance is restricted in an effort to diminish any 

negative impacts on the delta smelt during its reproductive cycle.  This restricted use of the Delta directly 

impacts water deliveries to the SWP and CVP. 
 

Estimates of SWP deliveries are based upon operation simulations with DWR's CalSim II model using an 

extended record of runoff patterns.  Under future conditions (2027) annual SWP Table A4 deliveries from 
the Delta are expected to average from 66 to 69 percent of the maximum Table A amount.  This range of 

average SWP water delivery reliability is the result of two CalSim II simulations:  one focusing on the 

protection of the delta smelt, and the second considering the impact of flow constraints and climate 
change. Potential deliveries under current conditions assume current methods of conveyance across the 

Delta and the interim operating rules defined by the recent court order to protect delta smelt. 

 

MWD's entitlement to Colorado River water is based on a series of agreements and compacts which 
govern the distribution and management of Colorado River water.  The following documents specifically 

determine MWD's dependable supplies: 1931 Seven Party Agreement, MWD’s Basic Contracts, 1964 

Court Decree, and the 2003 Quantification Settlement Agreement (QSA). 

 

Water reliability at the state level is categorized with respect to historical annual precipitation rates as Wet 
Year, Normal Year, Dry Year and Multiple Dry Year.  Annual allocation of Colorado River water is 

controlled by the U.S. Department of the Interior.  Annual allocation of SWP water is controlled by the 

California Department of Water Resources (DWR).  These waters are made available to MWD based on 

precipitation levels within the respective watersheds.  MWD maintains multiple large reservoirs which 
serve to mitigate the impact of disruption or reduction of either SWP water or Colorado River water.  

According to the 2005 MWD Urban Water Management Plan, MWD can maintain reliable supplies under 

Dry Year and Multiple Dry Year conditions through 2030.  MWD continues to develop additional SWP 
groundwater storage and transfers as buffer supplies.   

 

MWD's leadership in Integrated Resource Planning (IRP)5 has led to the development of a more reliable 
mix of sources at all levels within the regional water industry.  The goal of the IRP was to outline and 

implement a strategy for water reliability through the year 2030.  A collaborative approach among water 

districts, local governments and interested stakeholder groups has served to lower local demand and 

increase local supplies.  The following six objectives are the drivers behind the IRP as developed by 
MWD in concert with its member agencies: reliability, affordability, water quality, diversity, flexibility, 

environmental and institutional constraints.  To achieve these objectives, the IRP has established regional 

targets for the development of water resources including conservation, local supplies, SWP supplies, 
Colorado River supplies and water drawn from regional storage and purchased through water transfers.  

Through these IRP efforts, MWD, its member agencies and numerous local agencies achieve these 

objectives through the provision of resources and the implementation of a series of programs that target 

specific local needs.  These efforts represent an ongoing process involving input from stakeholders.  
Every five years, an updated IRP is published including current and proposed programs.  Table 5.10.1-1  

                                                
4 The maximum amount of SWP water made available to a Member Agency in any one year is specified in Table A and 

designated as the Agencies Maximum Annual Entitlement. 
5  Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (July 2004) Integrated Water Resources Update.  
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summarizes the most recent compilation of programs including those published in the latest IRP and those 

recommended in the 2009 IRP Stakeholder Forum.6 
 

 
Table 5.10.1-1 

Summary of 2009 IRP Stakeholder Forum Programs 

Target Current and Proposed Programs 

Conservation 

Current 

- Conservation Credits Program 

- 1992 Plumbing Codes 

- Southern California Heritage Landscape Program* 

In Development or Identified 

- Innovative Conservation Program 

- Innovative Supply Program 

- Education and Outreach 

Recycling 

Groundwater Recovery 

 

Stormwater Recovery 

Desalination 

Current 

- Local Resources Project Program 

In Development or Identified 

- Additional Local Resources Project Requests for 

Proposal 

- Seawater and Brackish Groundwater Desalination 

Program 

- Stormwater Recovery Program 

SWP 

Current  

- SWP Deliveries 

- San Luis Carryover Storage (Monterey Agreement) 

- Environmental Water Account 

In Development or Identified 

- Sacramento Valley Water Management Agreement 

- CALFED Delta Improvement Program 

- Design and construct peripheral canal 

CRA  

Current  

- Base Apportionment 

- Imperial Irrigation District (IID)/MWD Conservation 

Program 

- Coachella and All American Canal Lining Programs 

(to San Diego County Water Authority (SDWCA) & 

San Luis Rey) 

- Hayfield Storage Program** 

- Palo Verde Irrigation District (PVID) Land 

Management Program 

In Development or Identified 

- Lower Coachella Storage Program 

- Chuckwalla Storage Program 

- Central Arizona Banking Program 

- Qualification Settlement Agreement Programs & 

Interim Surplus Guidelines 

                                                
6  Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 2009 Integrated Resources Plan, 1st Round of Stakeholder Forums 

Summary Report 

http://www.mwdh2o.com/mwdh2o/pages/yourwater/irp/Stakeholder_SummaryDec11_2008.pdf 
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Target Current and Proposed Programs 

In Region Dry-Year Surface 

Water Storage 

Current 

- Diamond Valley Lake (DVL), Mathews, Skinner 

- SWP Terminal Reservoirs (Monterey Agreement) 

In Region Groundwater 

Conjunctive Use 

Current 

- North Las Posas 

- Cyclic Storage 

- Replenishment Deliveries 

- Proposition 13 Programs (short-listed) 

In Development or Identified 

- Raymond Basin Conjunctive Use Program 

- Proposition 13 Programs (wait-listed) 

- Expanding existing programs 

- New groundwater storage programs 

CVP/SWP Storage and 

Transfers 

 

Spot Transfers and Options 

Current 

- Arvin Edison Program 

- Semitropic Program 

- San Bernardino Valley MWD Program 

- Kern Delta Program 

- Desert Water/Coachella Valley Advanced Storage 

- Spot Market transfers and options 

- Mojave Storage Demonstration Project 

- North Kern Storage Program (pilot) 

In Development or Identified 

- San Bernardino Valley MWD Conjunctive Use 

Program 

- Kern Water Banking Program 

- Other San Joaquin Valley Programs 

- Acquire new rights from other rivers in the state 

- Expand relationship with agriculture 

- Explore interstate transfer opportunities 

- Provide resource sharing among regional agencies 

 

 

West Basin Municipal Water District (WBMWD) 

WBMWD has been a member agency of the MWD since 1948.  The 185-square mile service area of the 

WBMWD is located along the coastal plain of southwest Los Angeles County and includes 14 cities and 

several unincorporated areas in Los Angeles County.  Besides providing retail potable water for the 

LACWWD No. 29, WBMWD wholesales the imported water to other retail agencies purveyors, which 
include cities, private utilities, and districts.7  The WBMWD is the sixth largest water district in 

California and serves a population of nearly one million people.   

 
Presently, WBMWD receives approximately 76 percent of its water supply from MWD with the 

remaining 24 percent coming from local groundwater sources.  Historical records indicate that WBMWD 

accounts for approximately 6.4 percent of the water delivered by MWD to its member agencies. 
WBMWD's commitment to supporting the region's Integrated Resource Planning efforts has increased its 

overall supply reliability.  Per the 2005 WBWMD Urban Water Management Plan, projections show that 

supplies will adequately meet projected service area demands in Normal Year, Dry Year and Multiple 

                                                
7  West Basin Municipal Water District Urban Water Management Plan, 2005. 
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Dry Year conditions through 2030.  IRP efforts have included maintaining the seawater barrier, increasing 

the use of recycled water for irrigation, desalination of brackish groundwater and seawater, water 
conservation and conjunctive use. 

 

Recycled Water 

Replacing potable water with recycled water for landscape irrigation allows for increased availability of 

potable water for more potable-necessary uses.  Initial Planning and construction of WBMWD’s recycling 

system began in the early 1990s and has provided over 210,000 AF over the past ten years to its 210 site 
connections.  Secondarily treated water is purchased from the City of Los Angeles’ Hyperion Treatment 

Plant and further treated (tertiary treatment) at WBMWD’s recycling facility in El Segundo.  The recycled 

water is delivered to irrigation, industrial and groundwater replenishment uses.  Due to the reliability of 
recycled water supply and economic incentives, it is anticipated that demands for recycled water will 

increase in the future.  Expansions of the Harbor/South Bay Water Recycling Project, West Basin Water 

Recycling Facility Phase IV Expansion and the Madrona/Palos Verdes Lateral Extension will 

significantly increase recycled water deliveries to its customers.  It is anticipated that WBMWD’s water 
recycling system’s deliveries within its service area will increase from 39,348 AF in 2010 to 61,250 by 

the year 2030.8  

 
Seawater Barrier  

The Seawater Barrier Water Conservation Project is designed to mitigate against seawater intrusion into 
the West Coast Groundwater Basin.  The Project involves the injections of a mixture of imported water 

and purified recycled water into the groundwater aquifer through a series of injection wells.  The 

injections elevate the surface of the aquifer water between the Pacific Ocean and the more inland areas 

where groundwater is extracted.  The elevated surface of the aquifer creates a barrier that prevents water 
from migrating between the basin and the seawater, allowing for increased reliability of potable water 

from local groundwater sources. 

 
Desalination of Brackish Groundwater and Seawater 

WBMWD treats brackish groundwater to create potable water supplies.  Wells located above underlying 
interface of seawater and freshwater are used to extract the mixture of water.  At this interface, 

freashwater is naturally flowing toward the ocean and some seawater is trapped behind the Seawater 

Barrier Water Conservation Project barrier.  The brackish groundwater is treated at the Brewer Desalter 

Treatment Facility in Torrance, California. 
 

An ocean water desalination plant pilot project has been completed at the El Segundo Power Plant.  This 

project is a pilot to the future full-scale ocean desalination treatment facility.  The treatment facility would 
first involve a 500,000 gallon-per-day demonstration project, partially funded through Proposition 50.  

WBMWD ultimately plans to move forward on the planning, design and construction of a full-scale 

20,000 acre-feet per year desalination facility. 
 

Water Conservation 

Since the drought of the 1990s, the WBMWD has been implementing water conservation measures to 
reduce demand, with focus on education, distribution of rebate incentives and plumbing retrofit hardware.  

WBMWD currently estimates that managing the demand conserves water usage by approximately 14,500 

                                                
8
 West Basin Municipal Water District Urban Water Management Plan, 2005. 
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acre-feet per year.  It is anticipated that the savings will increase to approximately 42,800 acre-feet per 

year by 2030.9 
 

Conjunctive Use 

Through a conjunctive use program, WBMWD works with area purveyors to manage surface and 

groundwater supplies, allowing for water to be stored strategically in the aquifer during wet years and 

withdrawn, as needed, during dry years.  Water storage accounts located within and outside of WBMWD 

are managed collaboratively to increase sources of water resource supplies, and thus, the reliability of 
providing water during dry years.  The capacity of the aquifer and the existing delivery infrastructure are 

leveraged to store and deliver water, as opposed to construction of new facilities.  This management effort 

provides purveyors with increased yields and water supply and efficient/economical means of delivery.    
 

Projected Water Supply through 2030 

WBMWD’s UWMP provides a projected supply of water available for delivery through 2030 under 

various rainfall patterns, including normal rainfall years, single-dry years and multiple-dry years.  Water 

supply is anticipated to come from the various sources described above, including groundwater, imported 

water, recycled water and saltwater desalination.  Table 5.10.1-2 provides a summary of the expected 
supply and demand in normal years. 

 

 
Table 5.10.1-2 

Current and Projected Normal Year Water Supply and Demand (AFY) 

 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Groundwater 56,797 56,797 56,797 56,797 56,797 

Imported 123,000 97,319 98,665 100,140 101,747 

Recycled 21,848 32,500 36,250 40,000 43,750 

Desalination 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 

Total Supply 201,645 206,616 211,712 216,937 222,294 

Total Demand 196,848 201,819 206,915 212,140 217,497 

Surplus/(Shortage) 4,797 4,797 4,797 4,797 4,797 

Source: WBMWD Urban Water Management Plan, 2005 

 

 

Under a projected single-dry year scenario the water supply and demand would be as follows: 

 
 

Table 5.10.1-3 

Single-Dry Year Supply and Demand (AFY) 

 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Total Supply 204,105 208,883 214,157 219,565 225,109 

Total Demand 203,738 208,883 214,157 219,565 225,109 

Surplus/(Shortage) 367 0 0 0 0 

Source: WBMWD Urban Water Management Plan, 2005 

 

                                                
9
 West Basin Municipal Water District Urban Water Management Plan, 2005. 
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Under a projected multiple-dry year scenario the water supply and demand would be as follows: 

 
Table 5.10.1-4 

Multiple-Dry Year Supply and Demand (AFY) 

 2013 2014 2015 2018 2019 2020 

Total Supply 234,233 238,737 244,631 241,483 243,237 248,381 

Total Demand 203,812 205,855 211,395 208,959 211,053 216,733 

Surplus/(Shortage) 30,421 32,882 33,236 32,524 32,184 31,648 

 

 2023 2024 2025 2028 2029 2030 

Total Supply 245,233 246,987 252,131 248,983 250,737 255,881 

Total Demand 214,235 216,383 222,205 219,645 221,847 227,816 

Surplus/(Shortage) 30,998 30,604 29,926 29,338 28,890 28,065 

Source: WBMWD Urban Water Management Plan, 2005 

 

 

Los Angeles County Water Works District (LACWWD) No. 29 

At the retail level, potable water is supplied to the Malibu coastal area by LACWWD No. 29.  The 
LACWWD No. 29 service area extends along the Malibu coast from the Ventura County boundary on the 

west to the City of Los Angeles boundary on the east.  The northerly boundary of the LACWWD No. 29 

is the Rancho Topanga Malibu Sequit line, which is also the southerly boundary of the Las Virgenes 
Municipal Water District (LVMWD).  The LACWWD No. 29 southerly boundary is the Pacific Ocean 

shoreline.   

 
LACWWD No. 29 supplies approximately 11,302 acre-feet per year (AFY) of potable water supply to the 

City of Malibu, Pepperdine University, and unincorporated portions of the County including Topanga 

Canyon and portions of Marina Del Rey. District 29 has a water supply that is completely imported and 

acquires its water from the West Basin Municipal Water District (WBMWD – which in turn obtains water 
from either its underlying groundwater basin (West Basin) or from Metropolitan Water District).10  The 

LACWWD No. 29 services an estimated population of 20,000 with 7,400 connections.11  Since District 

29’s water supply is 100 percent imported from WBMWD, projected water supply is incorporated within 
WBMWD’s estimates provided above.  Projected water supply available from WBMWD is provided in 

the following tables. 

 
Table 5.10.1-5 

District No. 29 Projected Normal Year Water Supply and Demand 

 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Supply from WBMWD 11,867 12,803 13,765 14,697 15,557 

Total Demand for the District 11,302 12,194 13,110 13,997 14,816 

Supply Surplus/(Shortage) 565 610 655 700 741 

Source: County Los Angeles Dept. Public Works, District 29 Urban Water Management Plan, 2005 

                                                
10  CDM.  Technical Memorandum Task 3.2B:  Water Supply and Reuse, North Santa Monica Bay Watersheds Regional 

Watershed Implementation Plan and Malibu Creek Bacterial TMDL.  February 1, 2006. 
11  Los Angeles County Department of Public Works.  About the Districts.  Accessed on October 21, 2008 from 

http://dpw.lacounty.gov/WWD/Web/aboutus.cfm. 
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Table 5.10.1-6 

Single-Dry Year Supply and Demand 

 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Supply from WBMWD 11,867 12,803 13,765 14,697 15,557 

Total Demand for the District 11,867 12,803 13,765 14,697 15,557 

Supply Surplus/(Shortage) 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: County Los Angeles Dept. Public Works, District 29 Urban Water Management Plan, 2005 

 

Table 5.10.1-7 

Multiple-Dry Year Supply and Demand 

 2011 2012 2013 2016 2017 2018 

Supply from WB 11,867 11,867 11,867 12,803 12,803 12,803 

Total Demand 11,867 11,754 12,206 12,803 12,681 13,169 

Surplus/(Shortage)  113 (339) 0 122 (366) 

 

 2021 2022 2023 2026 2027 2028 

Total Supply 13,765 13,765 13,765 14,697 14,697 14,697 

Total Demand 13,765 13,634 14,159 14,697 14,557 15,117 

Surplus/(Shortage) 0 131 (394) 0 140 (420) 

Source:  County Los Angeles Dept. Public Works, District 29 Urban Water Management Plan, 2005 

 

LACWWD No. 29 obtained approval by the voters in 1959 to finance and construct the primary water 
system facilities for transmission of imported water supplies from the nearest WBMWD pipeline in the 

City of Los Angeles.  Historical records indicate that LACWWD No. 29 accounts for approximately 5.0 

percent of the water delivered by WBMWD to its member agencies.  Funding for construction of 
transmission pipelines, booster pumping stations and reservoirs to deliver the imported water to the 

Malibu and Topanga areas was obtained through two issues of general obligation bonds, one in 1959 and 

one in 1960.  In 1961, the LACWWD No. 29 acquired several of the existing water systems in the 
Topanga area, along with the Topanga Fire Main system, and began retail water distribution.  LACWWD 

No. 29’s 30-inch import water pipeline was placed into service in 1962 delivering import water to 

Topanga and the East Malibu area.  All but one of the existing water systems along the East Malibu Coast 

have been acquired by LACWWD No. 29.  Service has also been extended along the Malibu Coast west 
of Las Flores Canyon Road to the Ventura County line. 

 

All of LACWWD No. 29’s water is supplied by WBMWD.  Groundwater within LACWWD No. 29’s 
service boundary is not suitable for potable water production due to the influence of seawater intrusion 

into the local aquifer.  For example, a groundwater well located approximately one mile west of the 

University has been designated as non-beneficial by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 

Board and is considered a nuisance.12  The geology below LACWWD No. 29’s service area lacks 
groundwater basins capable of producing an adequate supply of groundwater.  Therefore, no supply from 

groundwater sources will be used for future water supply within LACWWD No. 29.  

 
In response to the need for reliability planning, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors adopted the 

Phased Water Conservation Plan (PWCP) as a water shortage contingency plan that identified nine phases 

to reduce water usage.  PWCP established conservation targets for each phase, which will enable 

                                                
12 Daniel B. Stephens & Associates, Inc., Campus Life Project Potential Impacts to Groundwater, June 2009.  
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LACWWD No. 29 to meet any anticipated shortages in water supply as summarized in water availability 

study (Appendix J).  The nine phases of the Phased Water Conservation Plan: 
 

Table 5.10.1-8 

Nine Phases of the County Phased Water Conservation Plan 

Phase Number 

Water 

Supply 

Shortage 

Action 

Phase 1 10% Surcharge over 90% of base quantity 

Phase 2 15% Surcharge over 85% of base quantity 

Surcharge over 80% of base quantity 

No new construction water service provided 

Phase 3 20% 

New service prohibited until supply condition reduced to Phase 1 or 2 

Surcharge over 75% of base quantity 

Irrigation limited to every other day 

No new construction water service provided 

Phase 4 25% 

New service prohibited until supply condition reduced to Phase 1 or 2 

Surcharge over 70% of base quantity 

Irrigation will be limited to every other day 

No new construction water service provided 

Phase 5 30% 

New service prohibited until supply condition reduced to Phase 1 or 2 

Surcharge over 65% of base quantity 

Irrigation will be limited to every third day 

No new construction water service provided 

Phase 6 35% 

New service prohibited until supply condition reduced to Phase 1 or 2 

Surcharge over 60% of base quantity 

No new permanent meter installed 

Irrigation prohibited 

Construction water service removed 

Phase 7 40% 

New service prohibited until supply condition reduced to Phase 1 or 2 

Surcharge over 55% of base quantity 

No new permanent meter installed 

Irrigation prohibited 

Construction water service removed 

Phase 8 45% 

New service prohibited until supply condition reduced to Phase 1 or 2 

Surcharge over 50% of base quantity 

No new permanent meter installed 

Irrigation prohibited 

Construction water service removed 

Phase 9 50% 

New service prohibited until supply condition reduced to Phase 1 or 2 

 

 

Water reliability efforts include continuing improvements to water mains along the Pacific Coast 
Highway, which are susceptible to disruption due to earthquakes and landslides.  The existing 30-inch 

transmission main between Big Rock Drive and Tuna Canyon Road has been supplemented with three 
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additional 10-inch mains.  This corridor supplies the western portion of LACWWD No. 29’s service area, 

which includes the University.  As a result, the redundancy of the infrastructure serving the University has 
been greatly improved allowing LACWWD No. 29 more flexibility in its approach to system repairs and 

maintenance without impacting its customers with interruptions to water service.  Since LACWWD No. 

29 purchases all of its water supply from WBMWD, reliability of its water supply is completely 

dependent on the availability of water from WBMWD.  As discussed above, WBMWD has adequate 
supplies to meet the demands of its retail customers, including LACWWD No. 29, through 2030.  The 

reliability of water supply from WBMWD, is planned through the Integrated Resource Planning efforts 

described above. 
 

Recycled Water Source 

The University receives recycled water from MMWRP and TWRF for use as landscaping irrigation. 

 

Malibu Mesa Water Reclamation Plant (MMWRP) 

MMWRP, which is owned and operated by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, 

provides recycled water to the University.  MMWRP accepts wastewater from Pepperdine University and 

the adjacent Malibu Country Estates.  Located adjacent to the University, the MMWRP has a maximum 
tertiary treatment capacity of 200,000 gallons per day (gpd).  The average daily volume treated at 

MMWRP is 152,000 gpd.  The entire treated effluent (100 percent) from MMWRP is used for landscape 

irrigation at the University and the MMWRP facility. 
 

Tapia Water Reclamation Facility (TWRF) 

TWRF, which is owned and operated by the LVMWD, provides recycled water to the University.  TWRF 

has a tertiary treatment capacity of 12 million gallons per day (mgd), based upon future land use 

projections.  The average daily volume treated at TWRF is approximately 9.5 mgd.  Approximately 20 
percent of the treated effluent from TWRF is reused for irrigation purposes within the LVMWD service 

area, which includes the University.  By comparison to MMWRP, TWRF is a large regional facility with 

a treatment capacity 80 times greater than MMWRP.  The University receives only a small fraction of the 
recycled water available from TWRF whereas the University receives 100 percent of the recycled water 

available from MMWRP. 

 
According to LVMWD staff, the University typically receives recycled water from TWRF at a rate of 

approximately 1,000 gallons per minute (gpm) or 1.4 mgd.  The distribution pipeline that delivers 

recycled water to the University branches off from a larger transmission pipeline in Las Virgenes Road.  

A valve controls the flow in the distribution pipeline and is operated per agreements discussed below. 
 

Water Rights and Agreements 

Potable Water Source 

Los Angeles County Water Works District (LACWWD) No. 29 

The Sequit Line defines the boundary of the spheres of influence of LACWWD No. 29 and LVMWD as 

approved by the Los Angeles County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO).13  LACWWD 

serves the area south of the Sequit Line.  Although the service boundary between LACWWD No. 29 and 
LVMWD is a straight line, due to canyon topography some properties are better served by the other 

                                                
13 Local Agency Formation Commission for Los Angeles County (August 17, 2004) Municipal Service Review, Water Service – 

Las Virgenes Region. 
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district.  Such is the case for potable water service to portions of the University.  Although the University 

straddles the Sequit Line, potable water service is provided entirely by LACWWD No. 29.  According to 
LAFCO, “a written agreement is in place between the two districts to cover shared service” pursuant to 

California Government Code Section §56133.14 

 
The University is required to accept water service at the level LACWWD No. 29 is able to furnish from 

its existing system when it requests new services or an increase to existing service.  In addition, the 

University must provide additional facilities at its own expense as identified and required by LACWWD 
No. 29 or by the County of Los Angeles Plumbing Code15 to accommodate new service needs.  If 

additional facilities are required in the opinion of the LACWWD No. 29 engineer, the identification and 

implementation of a plan for such additional facilities, would be documented by an agreement between 

the University and LACWWD No. 29 according to the rules and regulations of LACWWD No. 29.16  Per 
the rules and regulations17, LACWWD No. 29 has the right to deny the University’s request for additional 

water service if the engineer determines that the available water supply is inadequate to serve the 

additional domestic supply needs, the water system is inadequate to serve the additional domestic water 
needs, or the existing water system is inadequate to serve any additional fire protection water service 

needs. 

 
Section 5.10.1.3 assesses the capacity of the existing system to accommodate the estimated increase in 

potable water service required to meet future demand within the context of the requirements of 

LACWWD No. 29 for new or increased service described above. No basis for the denial of additional 
water service was evident. 

 
Recycled Water Sources 

Malibu Mesa Water Reclamation Plant (MMWRP) 

The University and the developer of the Malibu Country Estates (MCE) financed the initial construction 

of MMWRP in the early 1970s and dedicated the plant to the County of Los Angeles.  At that time, 

agreements were made regarding treatment capacity allocation and recycled water distribution between 
the University and MCE.  Wastewater flows generated from the University are combined with flows 

generated from MCE, which are then treated at MMWRP.  The University is entitled to 165,000 gpd or 

82.5 percent of MMWRP’s 200,000 gpd treatment capacity.  The University also receives recycled water 

from MMWRP in an amount equal to 100 percent of what is treated by MMWRP minus a small amount 
used for irrigation at MMWRP.  Tertiary treated recycled water is sent from MMWRP to impoundment 

reservoirs at the University for storage.  The University and MMWRP use all of the recycled water 

effluent generated by MMWRP for landscape irrigation. 

 
Tapia Water Reclamation Facility (TWRF) 

LVMWD provides sanitary sewer services for areas of western Los Angeles County.  Per the Wastewater 

Flow Model (WFM)18, an agreement between LVMWD and Pepperdine University, dated February 1982 

and updated December 12, 1988, entitles Pepperdine University to utilize up to 100,000 gpd of LVMWD 

                                                
14 California Code – General Provisions – Title 5 – Division 3 – Part 1 – Chapter 3 – Section 56133. 
15 Los Angeles County Code – Title 28. Plumbing Code. 
16 Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 29 – Part 1 (General Conditions and Rules). 

Website:  http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wwd/web/docs/rules_regulations/part1.pdf 
17 Part 1 (General Conditions and Rules) – Section C (Description of Service) – Item 1-C-1c (Right of the District to Deny Water 

Service). 
18 Wastewater Flow Model Update Report, prepared by Civiltec (November 6, 2009). 
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capacity at the TWRF.  On November 25, 1997, the formation and annexation of Sanitation Improvement 

District “D” located north of the Rancho Topanga Malibu Sequit boundary on the Malibu campus was 
approved by LVMWD.  Figure 5.10.1-1 illustrates the approximate location of the Sequit boundary.  This 

annexation provides the Pepperdine University Malibu campus with additional treatment capacity at 

TWRF for all development in District D. Currently, wastewater generation in District D equates to 182 

Equivalent Residential Units (ERU).  An ERU is derived from an average wastewater volume generated 
from a single-family residence.  Typically this represents a residence comprised of 3.5 persons generating 

300 gallons of wastewater per day.  LVMWD allows up to 2,410 cubic feet (approx 18,000 gallons) of 

flow every two months for each ERU without any additional surcharge, but also allows for additional 
treatment capacity at additional cost. 

 

The agreement between LVMWD and Pepperdine University annually entitles the Malibu campus to 
deliver a minimum of 53,932 gpd of additional wastewater for treatment at the TWRF to accommodate 

development north of the Sequit boundary.  The current total entitlement for the Malibu campus at TWRF 

is 153,932 gpd; however, there is no maximum entitlement capacity for the development north of the 

Sequit boundary. As a result, additional entitled capacity may be purchased from LVMWD for treatment 
services north of the Sequit boundary.  According to LVMWD staff, the University is required to receive 

a volume of recycled water not less than the volume of wastewater sent to TWRF by the University for 

treatment.  The University purchases additional recycled water from TWRF to meet seasonal peaks in 
irrigation demand. 

 

Emergency Potable Water Supply 

LACWWD No. 29 maintains emergency connections with LVMWD and the City of Los Angeles 

Department of Water and Power (LADWP).  Capacity of these connections is a function of meter size.  

There are two connections with LVMWD:  a 4-inch meter on Latigo Canyon Road at the LACWWD No. 
29 boundary and a 4-inch meter near the Hume Reservoir.  There are two connections with LADWP:  a 4-

inch meter at Sandy Cape near Topanga Canyon Boulevard and a 6-inch meter near the Girard Pumping 

Station at Topanga Canyon Boulevard and Mulholland Drive. 
 

Potable Water Quality 

LACWWD No. 29 released the 2008 Water Quality Report (WQR) on July 1, 2009.  The 2008 WQR 

provides customers with information regarding the quality of the drinking water for the previous calendar 

year.  To ensure that water is safe to drink, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 

and the State Department of Health Services (DHS) prescribe regulations that limit the amount of certain 

contaminants allowed in water provided by public water systems.  Two limits are set for each 

contaminant of interest – the maximum contaminant level (MCL) and the detection limit for purposes of 
reporting (DLR).  The MCL defines the highest allowable concentration of a contaminant that may be 

present in a public water system.  The DLR defines the lowest concentration of a contaminant that testing 

procedures must be able to detect.   
 

To verify compliance with these regulations, LACWWD No. 29 contracts with a state-certified laboratory 

to conduct all water quality analyses.  Analyses are performed on water samples taken from the 
distribution system.  Several key locations within the distribution system have been selected for this 

purpose.  Samples from each location are tested for bacteria, color, turbidity, odor, and disinfectant level 

on a regular interval to ensure that customers receive safe and high quality drinking water.  All tests are 

conducted in a state-certified laboratory using federally approved testing methods.  The laboratories are 
equipped with state-of-the-art instruments capable of detecting contaminants at the mandated DLRs. 



Source: Civiltech Engineering.

Water District Boundaries
PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY CAMPUS LIFE PROJECT – DRAFT EIR

ENVICOM
CORPORATION

FIG
UR

E5.10.1-1FE
ET

7003500

Revised: Aug. 20, 2010

Northerly Line Rancho Topanga Malibu Sequit

Las Virgenes Municipal

Water District Tapia

Wastewater Reclamation

Plant Service Area

Los Angeles County

Department of Public

Works Malibu Mesa

Wastewater Reclamation

Plant Service Area

Note: The Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 29 Service Area provides potable
water to entire campus including areas north of the Malibu Sequit Line.



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.10  Public Utilities  

 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 Page 5.10-15 

There are two drinking water quality standards:  Primary and Secondary Drinking Water Standards.  

Primary Drinking Water Standards are set for substances that are thought to pose a health risk at certain 
levels and are enforceable by law.  Secondary Drinking Water Standards are set for substances that do not 

pose a health risk and are intended to control the aesthetic qualities related to the public acceptance of 

drinking water. Secondary drinking water standards are not enforceable by law. 

 
A copy of the 2008 Annual Water Quality Report provided by LACWWD No. 29, Malibu, and Marina 

Del Rey Water system is contained within Appendix J. 
 

Existing Water System 

The University is supplied potable water for domestic and minor irrigation use by LACWWD No. 29.  

The University primarily falls within the boundaries of three of the four LACWWD No. 29 service 

pressure zones in the area: the 545-pressure zone, the 810-pressure zone, and the 910-pressure zone.19 

LACWWD No. 29's 500-pressure zone, which serves customers along the Pacific Coast Highway, is 
incapable of providing adequate pressure to the University due to the elevation of the facilities on 

campus; therefore, water is pumped from the 325-pressure zone into the 545-pressure zone to serve the 

lower portion of the campus as well as the MCE. 
 

The recycled water system is supplied by the MMWRP and the TWRF. These treatment facilities supply 

the entire Pepperdine recycled water system.  The University contains three recycled water pressure 

zones: the 893-pressure zone, the 590-pressure zone, and the Meadow pressure zone.  Recycled water is 
received through MMWRP and TWRF transmission lines and pumped into two impoundment reservoirs 

located in the southern portion of the University.  Dedicated pipelines and four booster pump stations 

distribute recycled water.  Storage is provided by the two impoundment reservoirs and three tanks. 
 

Distribution System 

Potable Water System 

LACWWD No. 29 has existing infrastructure on and adjacent to the University to provide potable water 
for domestic use and fire service.  This infrastructure includes reservoirs, pumping stations, and pipelines.  

The Potable Water System map is included as Figure 5.10.1-2.  The LACWWD No. 29 facilities are 

described in Table 5.10.1-9. 

 
Aside from LACWWD No. 29’s pressure zones, two additional sub-zones can be identified as the 500- 

and 960-pressure sub-zones.  The 500-pressure sub-zone receives flow via pressure reducing valves from 

the 810-pressure zone and 910-pressure zone.  The 960-pressure sub-zone receives flow via a hydro- 
pneumatic station form the 810-pressure zone.  These sub-zones are private systems belonging to 

Pepperdine University and are not maintained by LACWWD No. 29. 

 

The 18-inch pipeline in the Pacific Coast Highway and the 16-inch pipeline in John Tyler Drive serve 
LACWWD No. 29’s 500-pressure zone.  The 14-inch pipeline in John Tyler Drive serves the 545-

pressure zone.  The 10-inch pipeline network within the center of the University serves the 500-pressure 

sub-zone, which also can deliver supplemental water to the recycled water system.  The 12-inch pipeline 
in Huntsinger Circle, Baxter Drive and Seaver Drive serves the 810-pressure zone.  The 12-inch pipeline  

                                                
19 Pressure zones within the LACWWD No. 29 are designated by the high water line (HWL) of the tank or tanks that serve the 

zone.  The HWL is given in feet above mean sea-level and defines the maximum static pressure for the zone. 
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network within the Graduate Campus serves the 910-pressure zone.  The 4-inch pipeline in Baxter Drive 

serves the 960-pressure sub-zone. 
 

Recycled Water System 

An internal recycled water storage and delivery system was constructed between 1972 and 1978 to 

receive recycled water from MMWRP and TWRF.  The University has existing infrastructure to irrigate 

landscape.  All of the recycled water is supplied by MMWRP and TWRF.  This infrastructure includes 

reservoirs, pumping stations, and pipelines.  The Recycled Water System map is included as Figure 

5.10.1-3.  The University recycled water facilities are described in Table 5.10.1-10. 

 

Table 5.10.1-9 

LACWWD No. 29 Facilities Located On and Adjacent to the University 

 Size/Capacity 

Pipeline Locations 
Pacific Coast Highway 18" 
John Tyler Drive 16" 
John Tyler Drive 14" 
Huntsinger Circle 12" 
Baxter Drive 12" 
Seaver Drive 12" 
Graduate Campus 12" 
Central Main Campus 10" 
Baxter Drive 4" 

Reservoirs 
District No. 29 - 545 Pressure Zone 100,000 gallons 
District No. 29 - 810 Pressure Zone 3.0 mg 
District No. 29 - 910 Pressure Zone 1.6 mg 

Pumping Stations 
Marie Canyon Pump Station 1 pump 1470 gpm 

1 pump 1490 gpm 
545 Reservoir Pump Station 1 pump 1000 gpm 

1 pump 1060 gpm 
810 Reservoir Pump Station 2 pumps 25 gpm 

 

The University’s existing recycled water system consists of a dual flow, 8-inch diameter primary 

distribution/transmission pipeline in Seaver Drive and Huntsinger Circle, and a secondary distribution 

system consisting of 6-inch, 4-inch, 3-inch, 2!-inch, and 1!-inch diameter pipelines which are dedicated 
to feed localized irrigation facilities.  The distribution system is divided into three pressure zones -- the 

Upper Zone (HWL 893), the Lower Zone (HWL 590) and the Meadow Zone.  Recycled water is 

delivered to the University via two pipelines: an 8-inch diameter pipeline from MMWRP and a 6-inch 
diameter pipeline from TWRF. 

 

Supplemental (back-up) water for the recycled water system is available from the potable water system 
and delivered to the impoundment reservoirs located on the south portion of the University.  Cross-

connection control between the potable and recycled water systems is achieved through an air break and a 

backflow preventer. 
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Table 5.10.1-10 

Recycled Water Infrastructure 

 Capacity/Size 

Reservoirs 
East Impoundment Reservoir 1.7 mg 
West Impoundment Reservoir 2.17 mg 
Baxter Drive Tank 10,000 gallons 
Drescher Graduate Campus Tank 10,000 gallons 
Drescher Graduate Campus Tank 100,000 gallons 

Pipeline Location 
Drescher Graduate Campus 12" 
Huntsinger Circle 8" 
Seaver Drive 8" 
Secondary Distribution System 6" 
Secondary Distribution System 4" 
Secondary Distribution System 3" 
Secondary Distribution System 2.5" 
Secondary Distribution System 1.5" 

Pumping Stations 
Meadows Pump Station 2 pumps 515 gpm 

2 pumps 575 gpm 
Rho Lot Pump Station 3 pumps 320 gpm 
Drescher Graduate Campus Hydro-pnuematic 

Pump Station 
2 pumps 150 gpm 

 
 

Booster Pumping Facilities 

Potable Water Pumping Facilities 

The Marie Canyon pumping station is located on John Tyler Drive, north of the Pacific Coast Highway 

near the entrance to the University.  The pumping station has two pumps.  Pump A has a capacity of 
approximately 1470 gpm at 176 feet of head20 and Pump B has a capacity of approximately 1490 gpm at 

176 feet of head.  LACWWD No. 29 verified these capacities during pump tests performed by the 

Southern California Edison Company (SCE) in January 1994.  This pumping station delivers water from 
the 325-pressure zone to the 525-pressure zone. 

 

The pumping station located at the site of the University 545-pressure zone reservoir has two pumps.  

Pump A has a capacity of approximately 1000 gpm at 335 feet of head and Pump B has a capacity of 
approximately 1060 gpm at 298 feet of head.  LACWWD No. 29 verified these capacities during pump 

tests performed by SCE in 1983.  This pumping station delivers water from the 525-pressure zone to the 

910-pressure zone. 
 

                                                
20 A pump’s capacity is defined by two parameters:  flow rate and head gain.  The flow rate is given as volume over time, 

typically gallons per minute (gpm).  Head gain refers to the energy imparted to the water.  Head gain is given either as 
pressure (i.e. pounds per square inch –psi) or the equivalent height of the column of water needed to produce that pressure (i.e. 

feet of head). 
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The University operates two smaller pumps located on Baxter Drive.  The two booster pumps are located 

at the 810-pressure zone reservoir site each with a 25 gpm capacity.  The booster pumps provide 
pressurized water for the hydro pneumatic tank to maintain consistent water volume and pressure for the 

adjacent buildings. 

 
Recycled Water Pumping Facilities 

The Meadows pumping station is located between the two impoundment reservoirs near the south 

entrance of the University.  The pumping station has four pumps.  Two 75 horsepower pumps have a 515-
gpm capacity each.  Two 100 horsepower pumps have a 575 gpm capacity each.  This pumping station 

distributes water from the impoundment reservoirs to the 590 Lower Campus Zone. 

 
The Rho Lot pumping station is located near the intersection of Huntsinger Circle and Towers Road.  

There are three 30 horsepower pumps each with a 320 gpm capacity.  This pumping station delivers water 

to the 893 Drescher Graduate Campus Zone, the 893 Upper Campus Zone, to the Graduate Campus 

100,000 gallon and 10,000 steel tank reservoirs, and the 10,000 gallon tank located at the end of Baxter 
Drive. 

 

The Drescher Graduate Campus reservoir site contains two hydro-pneumatic pumps, which distribute 
water from the 10,000 gallon tank to areas higher than the graduate campus zone.  Each pump is 20 

horsepower with a 150 gpm capacity. 

 
A small pump is located on Baxter Drive, which distributes water from the 10,000-gallon reservoir tank 

to the surrounding landscape around adjacent buildings.  The pump is 10 horsepower with a 150 gpm 

capacity. 

 

Reservoirs 

Potable Water Reservoirs 

LACWWD No. 29 operates three strategically placed reservoirs located on the Pepperdine campus.  The 

current total storage capacity of potable water is 4.7 million gallons (mg).  All reservoirs are capable of 
distributing water by gravity.  The largest reservoir is located on Baxter Drive and has a volume of 3.0 

mg; this reservoir distributes water to the 810-pressure zone.  The newest reservoir is located in the 

Graduate Campus and has a volume of 1.6 mg; this reservoir distributes water to the 910-pressure zone.  

The smallest reservoir is located on Huntsinger Circle and has a volume of 100,000 gallons; this reservoir 
distributes water to the 545-pressure zone. 

 
Recycled Water Reservoirs 

The University utilizes two open-air, restricted landscape impoundment reservoirs, referred to as the East 

and West Reservoirs, for recycled water storage.  The reservoirs are located in a remote landscaped area 
northeast of the Crest Court Tennis Facility (between Banowsky Boulevard and Malibu Canyon Road) 

and receive inflow of recycled water from both the MMWRP and TWRF.  The total normal capacity of 

both impoundment reservoirs is approximately 3,862,900 gallons as stated in the Title 22 Engineering 

Report for the Distribution and Use of Recycled Water prepared by Civiltec on August 12, 2001. 

 
In addition to the impoundment reservoirs a 100,000-gallon storage tank and a 10,000-gallon steel storage 

tank are located at the end of Agua Mesa Roads.  The 100,000-gallon storage tank provides 
approximately 2-days of storage for the Upper Zone recycled water system in the event of an emergency.  

A third reservoir is located on Baxter Drive.  This reservoir has a 10,000-gallon capacity. 
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Pressure Reducing Stations 

Potable Water Pressure Reducing Stations 

The current potable water system contains two pressure-reducing stations.  The first is located in Towers 
Road (just southeast of Huntsinger Circle) and is set at 70 pounds per square inch (psi) system pressure. 

This pressure reducing station is the point between the Drescher Graduate Campus 910-pressure zone and 

the 500-pressure zone.  The second pressure reducing station is located on Seaver Drive approximately 

600 feet south of the intersection of Seaver Drive and Presidents Drive.  This pressure reducing station is 
also set at 70 psi low system pressure and is the point between the upper campus 810-pressure zone and 

the 500-pressure zone. 

 
Recycled Water Pressure Regulator Valves 

The recycled water system contains three 8” and one 3” pressure regulator valves.  An 8” valve is located 
just north of the Eddy D. Field Baseball Stadium, another 8” valve is located just north of the Harilela 

International Tennis Stadium, and the 3” valve is located just west of the Cultural Arts Center.  The 

remaining 8” pressure regulator valve is located near the intersection of Banowsky Boulevard and Seaver 
Drive.  These valves are not intended to maintain pressure control between zone boundaries but to 

regulate pressure to irrigation sprinklers. 

 

Existing Water Demand Analysis 

Existing Potable Water Demand 

LACWWD No. 29 provided bi-monthly meter readings for all 121 active potable water accounts at the 

University from August 2003 through July 2009.  Table 5.10.1-11 summarizes the historical potable 

water demand.  As shown in Table 5.10.1-3, the highest average demand measured in gallons per day in 
recent history occurred in 2006-2007 at 191,495 gpd and is conservatively representative of existing 

potable water demand. 

 

Table 5.10.1-11 

Historic Average Potable Water Consumed by  

Water Year for Pepperdine University Malibu Campus 

 

 
A recent expansion to the University’s Elkins Auditorium (Lecture Hall Expansion 206 of the 

University’s Long Range Development Plan) along with the addition of new classrooms was completed 

in August 2009.  However, the impact of this project on potable water demand is not represented in the 

Average Gallons per Day 
  2003-

2004 
2004-

2005 
2005-

2006 
2006-

2007 
2007-

2008 
2008-

2009 

Aug-Sept 158,242 180,550 177,300 181,175 162,865 160,756 
Oct-Nov 202,944 200,393 217,501 232,353 206,316 214,398 
Dec-Jan 268,998 163,460 161,952 184,250 164,413 165,077 
Feb-Mar 197,257 178,060 199,984 215,592 199,159 203,648 
Apr-May 223,547 193,415 191,636 195,929 201,239 189,085 
Jun-Jul 146,321 144,862 171,487 140,581 141,133 125,239 

Water Year Average 182,768 176,746 186,502 191,495 179,038 176,187 
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data presented in Table 5.10.1-3 since the data collection period ends before the project’s completion (i.e., 

July 2009).  As such, the impact of Elkins expansion on potable water demand is considered as a future 
demand rather than an existing demand and is included in the future potable water demand analysis in 

Section 5.10.1.3. 

 

A portion of potable water demand is associated with irrigation.  All potable water used for irrigation is 
measured to quantify the total irrigation demand at the University as part of the HMP.  Per the HMP, 

there are five remaining irrigation meters using potable water identified as follows: #13 (Campus Center), 

#28 (Big Pool Area), #29 (Faculty Staff Irrigation), #30 (Mallman House) and #31 (Brock House).  
Irrigation Meter #13 has recently been converted from potable water to recycled water, though data used 

in this Study predates the conversion.  The remaining meters serve irrigation needs in the vicinity of 

University swimming pools and residences.  Total potable water demand utilized for irrigation purposes is 
summarized in Table 5.10.1-12.  As shown in Table 5.10.1-4, the water year average is 16,939 gpd, while 

the maximum day was 36,820 gpd. 

 

Existing Recycled Water Demand 

The University maintains weekly meter readings for all irrigation stations as part of its HMP.  In 2007, a 

total of 90.3 million gallons of recycled water was recorded as flowing through University irrigation 
meters.  In 2008, the total was 95.9 million gallons.  The highest annual demand in recent recorded 

history occurred in 2008 and is conservatively representative of the existing recycled water demand.   

 
Of the total irrigation demand on campus as represented in 2008, a total of 93.9 percent is supplied via 

recycled water sources.  The remaining 6.1 percent is derived from potable sources.  As discussed in the 

previous section, following the conversion of Irrigation Meter #13 from potable water to recycled water in 

2009, a total of 99.1 percent of irrigation demand is supplied via recycled water sources with the 
remaining 0.9 percent utilizing potable irrigation.  

 

5.10.1.2 Thresholds of Significance 

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and the CLP Initial Study, the proposed project would 

result in a significant impact if:  

 
• It would require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; 

• It would not have sufficient water supplies to serve the project from existing entitlements and 

resources; 

 

The amount of potable water used for irrigation increases over time as the amount of landscaped area of 
the campus increases and as the vegetation become more mature (i.e. grows), the uptake of water also 

increases. 
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Table 5.10.1-12 

Historic Average Potable Water Irrigation by Water Year  

for Pepperdine University Malibu Campus 

Average Gallons Per Day 
Month 

2006-2007 2007-2008 2-Year Average 

September   21,331 21,331 
October 13,107 14,539 13,823 
November 16,216 10,102 13,159 
December 7,389 8,127 7,758 
January 20,075 4,111 12,093 
February 8,085 6,882 7,484 
March 12,491 22,064 17,278 
April 17,755 21,516 19,635 
May 21,113 24,416 22,764 
June 21,049 24,563 22,806 
July 23,364 25,486 24,425 
August 21,562 19,870 20,716 
Water Year Average 16,564 16,917 16,939 
Academic Season Average 14,529 14,788 15,036 
Summer Season Average 21,991 23,306 22,649 

Maximum Day 34,269 36,820  

 

 
5.10.1.3 Project Impacts 

The CLP is intended, among other goals, to enhance the quality of campus life, support educational 

activities, rehabilitate aging buildings, enable the University to remain competitive in athletics and 
student recruitment efforts, and provide a cohesive campus experience for students, faculty, and the 

greater community.  However, student enrollment is not planned to increase as a result of the CLP.  For 

that reason, water demand will increase not as a result of a change in population, but as a result of a 
change in the manner that the existing population spends its time at the University.  Some existing 

commuter students will transition into residential students and reside at the University rather than 

commute.  More opportunities to attend and participate in sporting events and other gatherings will be 
made possible by the CLP.  Rather than attempting to quantify the change in per capita water use as a 

result of the CLP, the approach used in this Study involves assigning a water demand to each new CLP 

component based on the net increase in area and on historical water use by building type.  The results of 

this approach are more conservative than correlating population to water demand since there is no 
increase in population.  Basically, the water demand increase calculated in this analysis represents the 

potential for new facilities to be used in a manner similar to existing facilities of the same type and 

assumes that water demand for existing facilities remains constant. 

 
Development of Unit Demands 

Per the 2009 WFM, unit factors for wastewater generation by building type were developed specifically 

for the University to represent typical wastewater generation as shown in Appendix J.  These generation 

rates are generally referred to as the Pepperdine Generation Rates and have been established to be a 
conservative estimate of wastewater generation in the WFM for the University.  To adapt the unit 

generation factors for use in estimating potable water demand, a calibration factor (0.732) and potable 
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water conversion factor (1.158) were applied to establish the University potable water demand rates (see 

Appendix J for conversion methodology and adapted potable water unit demand factors).  The unit factors 
for estimating wastewater generation and potable water demand were established as part of the WFM unit 

generation factors.  Wastewater generation factors were derived using square footage of a building and 

demand associated with that building or use. The calibration factor brings the generation factors into 

agreement with actual measured generation. The potable water conversion factor was generated through 
the ratio of potable water consumed to wastewater generated. 

 

CLP Potable Water Demand 

As indicated in Table 5-10.1-13, the CLP would have a potable water demand of approximately 34,748 
gpd. 

 

Future Potable Water Demand 

Future development represents the completion of the CLP and the inclusion of the recent expansion of 

Elkins Auditorium (discussed above).  The potable water demand associated with the Elkins expansion is 

estimated as the net area of the project multiplied by the potable water unit demand factor for “General 
Academic Facility,” which is 93.2 gpd per 1,000 square feet (See Appendix J for a full description of unit 

demand factors).  The net area of the Elkins expansion was approximately 9,500 square feet.  Thus, the 

estimated impact of the Elkins expansion of future potable water demand is 886 gpd. 
 

In addition to demands associated with future development, the conversion of irrigation station #13 from 

potable water to recycled water is considered in estimating future demands.  Irrigation station #13, 
identified per the HMP as serving the Campus Center, was converted from potable water to recycled 

water in 2009.  However, data available at the time of this Study do not reflect the conversion.  Therefore, 

the impact of the conversion is considered based on the available data.  Table 5.10.1-14 estimates the 

average impact of the conversion of irrigation station #13 at 14,385 gpd.  Future potable water demand is 
assumed to be the sum of existing demand and the demand associated with the impact of completion of 

the CLP less the conversion of irrigation station #13.  Table 5.10.1-15 summarizes future university-wide 

potable water demand.  According to Table 5.10.1-15, the future potable water demand for the University 
would be 212,744 gallons per day, an approximately 11 percent increase from the existing demand.21  

(For purposes of comparing the potable water demand increase and wastewater generation as part of the 

CLP, discussed in Section 5.10.2 Sewage Disposal, the potable water demand would represent an 18.6 

percent increase when factoring in Station #13.) 
 

Future Recycled Water Demand 

The estimate for future recycled water use includes two elements.  First, the average recycled water 

demand was scaled per the increase in irrigable area associated with the CLP.  Second, the demand for 

irrigation station #13 was added corresponding to the conversion of irrigation station #13 from potable 
water to recycled water. 

 

As discussed above, 95.9 millions gallons of recycled water are currently used annually (262,740 gpd) by 

the University.  Per Section 5.2 Water Quality, the current irrigated area at the University is 141 acres,22 
which represents an approximate usage rate of .68 million gallons per acre.  As a result of the CLP, 3.41 

                                                
21 Without Conversion of irrigation station #13 to recycled water the increase in potable water demand due to the Campus Life 

Project is 18.6 percent. 
22 Campus Life Project Potential Impacts to Groundwater, prepared for Pepperdine University by Daniel B. Stephens & 

Associates, Inc. (June 2009) 
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irrigable acres will be added which represents an increase of approximately 2.4 percent of irrigable area. 

Annual recycled water demand is estimated to increase to 98.2 million gallons per year (269,041 gpd), 
and increase of 6,301 gpd, as a result of the 3.41 increase in irrigable area due to completion of the CLP.  

In addition, per Table 5.10.1-15, the average demand for irrigation station #13 is 14,385 gpd.  Irrigation 

Station #13 is converted from potable water usage to recycled water usage, so its conversion represents an 

added demand to the recycled water budget.  Therefore, the average future recycled water demand is 
estimated at 283,426 gpd.   

 

Table 5.10.1-13 

Summary of Potable Water Demand for the CLP 

Facility Description Net Area Unit Demand Factor
1 

Demand 

(gpd) 

Student Housing Rehabilitation (Component 1) 
Reception Area 19,382 SF 42.4 gpd/1000sf 821 
Student Housing 131,310 SF 135.6 gpd/1000sf 17,809 
Component 1 Net Area 150,692 SF    
Athletics/Events Center (Component 2) 
Auditorium 87,255 SF 42.4 gpd/1000sf 3,698 
Gymnasium 122,145 SF 46.6 gpd/1000sf 5,695 
Offices 12,600 SF 42.4 gpd/1000sf 534 
Building TARE Space 13,845 SF 0.0 gpd/sf 0 
Component 2 Net Area 235,845 SF    
Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field (Component 3) 
Maintenance Shed 1,100 SF 0.0 gpd/sf 0 
Restrooms 400 SF 5.0 gpd/sf 2,000 
Component 3 Net Area 1,500 SF    
Town Square (Component 4) 
Club House/Welcome Center 4,500 SF 42.4 gpd/1000sf 191 
Enhanced Recreation Area (Component 5) 
Improved Grass Recreation Area 0 SF 0.0 gpd/sf 0 
Maintenance Shed 800 SF 0.0 gpd/sf 0 
Restrooms 800 SF 5.0 gpd/sf 4,000 
Component 4 Net Area 1,600 SF    
School of Law Parking Structure (Component 6) – N/A 

CLP Net Area 394,137 SF  Total 34,748 
1 See Appendix J for the summary of unit demand factors. 
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Table 5.10.1-14 

Historic Average Recycled Water Usage Meter 13 by Water Year  

For Pepperdine University Malibu Campus 

Average Gallons Per Day 
Month 

2006-2007 2007-2008 2-Year Average 

September   16,582 16,582 
October 13,668 13,086 13,377 
November 14,971 14,486 14,729 
December 10,711 9,264 9,988 
January 16,811 6,083 11,447 
February 8,032 8,954 8,493 
March 10,557 19,686 15,121 
April 13,346 18,261 15,804 
May 15,094 17,583 16,339 
June 15,714 19,089 17,402 
July 17,707 16,009 16,858 
August 18,229 14,739 16,484 
Water Year Average 14,076 14,485 14,385 
Academic Season Average 12,899 13,776 13,542 
Summer Season Average 17,217 16,612 16,915 

 

 
Table 5.10.1-15  

Summary of Future Potable Water Demand 

Demand Future Demand (gpd) 

Existing  191,4951 
CLP  34,7482 
Elkins 8863 
Station #13 -14,3854 

Total 212,744 

Increase 11.1 % 

 

 

Potable and Recycled Water Demand Fluctuations 

An understanding of water demand fluctuation is necessary to determine the maximum loading that is 

placed on infrastructure.  Potable and recycled water demand fluctuates on both a seasonal and daily 
basis.  For example, demand is higher during the academic season than during the non-academic season.  

Also, the impact of a large gathering such as an athletic event will cause a temporary increase in demand.  

Similarly, any number of unpredictable influences on demand may occur simultaneously, resulting in a 
temporary net increase or decrease in demand.  To account for these influences on demand fluctuation, a 

peaking factor has been developed.  A peaking factor is the ratio of the maximum demand event to the 

average demand event.  As discussed in the Water Availability Study (Appendix J), the peaking factor for 

potable water is 1.71. This indicates that the maximum daily demand (MDD) for potable water is 1.71 
times the average daily demand.  As indicated above, the projected average day demand for potable water 
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for the Campus upon ultimate buildout of the CLP would be 212,744 gpd (Table 5.10.1-7).  The potable 

water MDD for the Campus is projected to be approximately 363,792 gpd.   
 

The peaking factor for recycled water is 1.63. The projected average day demand for recycled water for 

the Campus upon ultimate buildout of the CLP would be 283,426 gpd.  The recycled water MDD for the 

Campus is projected to be approximately 461,984 gpd. 
 

Future Fire Flow Requirements 

Future fire flow requirements will ultimately be decided by the Los Angeles County Fire Marshal in 

accordance with Regulation 8 of the Los Angeles County Fire Code.23  Items to be considered in 
determining the fire flow requirement include land use, density, exposure (i.e. proximity to lot 

boundaries), ground floor area, the number of stories, construction material type and other factors at the 

discretion of the Fire Marshal.  Reductions to the fire flow requirement may be granted for use of fire-
resistant and fire-retardant materials and for installation of fire sprinklers throughout an entire building.  

The fire flow will be determined for each individual building once building plans are developed to the 

level of detail required for review by the Los Angeles County Fire Department’s (LACFD) Fire 

Prevention Engineering Section. 
 

For the purposes of this analysis, an estimate of the highest fire flow for any single CLP building per 

Regulation 8 of the Los Angeles County Fire Code will determine the new fire flow requirement.  Per the 
1998 Pepperdine Water Availability Report24, the LACFD recommended 5,000 gpm for five hours; 

therefore, the new fire flow requirement will not be less than 5,000 gpm for five hours. 

 
By observation, the Athletics/Events Center (CLP Component 2) is the governing building since it is 
larger than any other single proposed building.  The approximate area of the ground floor is 110,000 

square feet, which corresponds to an initial requirement of 5,000 gpm for five hours (requirement for 

buildings with a first floor area in excess of 35,000 square feet).  There are three stories above the ground 
level, which equates to an additional 1,500 gpm (i.e. 500 gpm per additional story).  A 25 percent 

reduction is granted for furnishing fire sprinklers.  The resulting fire flow is 4,875 gpm for five hours.  

Since the resulting fire flow requirement is less than 5,000 gpm, the existing requirement of 5,000 gpm 
for five hours shall remain in effect for purposes of analyzing existing facilities. 

 

Water Conveyance System Analysis 

Analysis Methodology 

The potable and recycled water systems at Pepperdine University Malibu Campus have been analyzed to 
determine if current facilities are adequate to meet future demands.  Available supply was analyzed with 

respect to projected demand targets established by LACWWD No. 29.  Specific criteria for analysis of 

system elements, not related to supply, including storage capacity and booster capacity are presented in 
Table 5.10.1-16. 

 

                                                
23 Los Angeles County Fire Department Fire Prevention Regulation 8 – Fire Flow and Hydrant Requirements (2009) Website:  

http://www.fire.lacounty.gov/fireprevention/PDFs/Reg/fpr_ch7_8.pdf 
24 Water Availability – Upper Campus Development, prepared for Pepperdine University by Civiltec Engineering Inc. (February 

12, 1998) 
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Table 5.10.1-16 

System Analysis Criteria 

Element Criteria 

Storage Capacity (Potable) Total storage of operational capacity:  
• 30% of MDD; 
• Fire flow: 5000 gpm for 5 hours; and 
• Emergency capacity: 24 hours of MDD. 

Storage Capacity (Recycled) Total storage of operational capacity:  
• 30% of MDD; and  
• Emergency capacity:  24 hours of MDD. 

Booster Pumping Station (Potable) Capacity equals MDD with largest pump out of 
service 

Booster Pumping Station (Recycled) Capacity equals MDD with largest pump out of 

service 

 

 
As described above, Civiltec developed future MDD water factors and estimated future CLP fire flow 

requirements in order to analyze the potable and recycled water systems at the University and determine if 

current facilities (i.e storage capacity and booster pump capacity) are adequate to meet future CLP 
demands.  The water factors are applied to the estimated future demand, which will then be used as a 

baseline for evaluating components of the water system.  The infrastructure must have adequate capacity 

to support the needs of the University under MDD conditions. 

 

Analysis of Supply 

Potable Water Supply Analysis 

The University’s potable water supply is made up of a blend of water originating from the SWP, the 

Colorado River and groundwater pumped from the West Coast Groundwater Basin and the Central 
Groundwater Basin.  Surface water is treated and distributed by the MWD who acts as a regional water 

wholesaler.  MWD sells treated surface water to the WBMWD who acts as a local water wholesaler.  In 

addition to purchasing water from MWD, approximately 20 percent of WBMWD’s supply is produced 
through groundwater pumping.  WBMWD, who acts as a local wholesaler, sells water to LACWWD No. 

29 who acts as a water retailer.  As mentioned previously, the University is a customer of LACWWD No. 

29.   

 
As discussed above, water reliability is categorized with respect to historical annual precipitation rates as 

Wet Year, Normal Year, Dry Year and Multiple Dry Year.  Annual allocation of Colorado River water is 

controlled by the U.S. Department of the Interior. These waters are made available to MWD, the regional 
wholesaler, based on precipitation levels within the respective watersheds.  MWD maintains multiple 

large reservoirs which serve to mitigate the impact of disruption or reduction of either SWP water or 

Colorado River water.  As local wholesaler, the WBMWD has undertaken specific efforts to increase its 

overall supply reliability including expansion of recycled water use for irrigation and injection of an 
import water recycled water mix along the coast as a barrier to seawater intrusion into the local aquifers.   

Future resource management efforts through the IRP planning for diversity in water supplies, including 

further development of conjunctive use within the West Coast and Central Groundwater Basins and the 
introduction of desalination of brackish groundwater and seawater to expand and diversify supply.  

Expansion of conservation efforts are also expected to greatly enhance water availability for the future. 



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.10  Public Utilities  

 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 Page 5.10-29 

According to both the MWD and WBMWD’s respective Urban Water Management Plans, the districts 

can maintain reliable supplies under Dry Year and Multiple Dry Year conditions through 2030.    
 

LACWWD No. 29 would deliver all potable water required by the CLP.  LACWWD No. 29 has existing 

facilities in place to provide the potable water required to meet future demands and has issued a “Will 

Serve” letter for the CLP, which is located in Appendix J.  The LACWWD No. 29 would review and 
approve the plans for the potable water system connections with each of the CLP components.  Permits to 

construct the facilities would be required from the County of Los Angeles.  LACWWD No. 29 has the 

right to deny the University’s request for additional water service if the District Engineer determines that 
the available water supply is inadequate to serve the additional domestic supply needs.   LACWWD No. 

29 would require that their onsite facilities be available to them for maintenance purposes during and after 

construction.  Periodic inspections would also be required by County personnel to ensure compliance with 
the permit conditions.   Since LACWWD No. 29 purchases all of its water supply from WBMWD, 

reliability of its water supply is completely dependent on the availability of water from WBMWD.  As 

discussed above, WBMWD has adequate supplies to meet the demands of its retail customers, including 

LACWWD No. 29, through 2030. 
 

The current University potable water demand is 191,495 gpd and the future demand (i.e. demand 

following completion of the CLP components) is 212,744 gpd.  This annual demand increase is below the 
anticipated increase in demand projected by LACWWD No. 29 through 2030 and should not adversely 

impact current planning efforts of LACWWD No. 29 to secure future supply.  It is important to note that 

with the implementation of the CLP, water conservation shall be continued by the University through the 
continual use of recycled water for irrigation purposes.  As discussed above, the conservation program 

presently employed at the University saves approximately 90.3 million gallons per year of potable water 

resources.  In addition, the University would replace the older Standard and Outer Precinct residential 

units with modern residential units that incorporate energy and water efficient components (i.e. low water 
use appliances) that would be Leadership and Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certified and the 

proposed Athletics/Events Center would be certified LEED Silver Rating by the United States Green 

Building Council.  Since the projected increase in water demand generated by the CLP is falls within the 
available and projected water supplies of LACWWD No. 29, impact from potable water use is considered 

to be less than significant (Class III). 

 

Normal Water Year Supply and Demand is provided in Table 5.10.1-17.  As shown, the supply of water 
available from WBMWD to serve District 29 is sufficient under Normal Year projections. 

 

 

Table 5.10.1-17 

Normal Year Water Supply and Demand (AFY) 

 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Total WBMWD Supply 201,645 206,616 211,712 216,937 222,294 

District No. 29 Supply of 

WBMWD Resources 

11,867 12,803 13,765 14,697 15,557 

Total Demand on WBMWD 196,848 201,819 206,915 212,140 217,497 

Total Demand on WBMWD 
from District No. 29 

11,302 12,194 13,110 13,997 14,816 

Supply Surplus/(Shortage) 565 610 655 700 741 

Source: County Los Angeles Dept. Public Works, District 29 Urban Water Management Plan, 2005 
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CLP demand of 21,249 gpd is equal to approximately 23.8 acre feet per year, which is approximately 0.16 

percent of the District’s projected water demand for the year 2030. This figure does not take into account 
future conservation efforts to reduce rates of water usage, which would be expected to substantially 

decrease demand of water.  

 

Recycled Water Supply Analysis 

The maximum future recycled water demand at the University is 461,984 gpd.25  Recycled water is 

available from the MMWRP at an average rate of 152,000 gpd.  Additional recycled water is available 
from the TWRF at a maximum rate of 1.5 million gpd.  Availability of recycled water supply exceeds the 

future demand by approximately 1.19 million gpd.  As discussed in Section 5.10.2 Sewage Disposal, the 

proposed CLP is expected to generate approximately 39,914 gallons of sewage per day.  As such, the 
proposed CLP would send wastewater to the TWRF, which in turn would produce additional recycled 

water that can be utilized for the proposed project. As required by the Los Angeles County Drought-

Tolerant Landscaping Ordinance, the CLP would incorporate drought-tolerant landscaping in order to 

help conserve recycled water sources.  Thus, the impact to annual demand on recycled water supplies 
from MMWRP and TWRF is considered less than significant (Class III). 

 

Analysis of Storage Facilities 

Potable Water Storage Analysis 

As shown in Table 5.10.1-18, sufficient storage will exist to accommodate Emergency Storage (one day 

of MDD), Operational Storage (30 percent of one day of MDD) and Fire Storage (5000 gpm for 5 hours).  

The table shows a storage surplus in excess of 2.6 million gallons for the future demand scenario.  The 
surplus is calculated as the total available storage less the total required storage.  Thus, it is anticipated 

that the CLP would have a less than significant impact on potable water storage (Class III). 
 

 

Table 5.10.1-18 

Potable Water Storage Analysis 

Scenario 

Maximum 

Day 

Demand 

(MDD) 

Emergency 

(1 Day of 

MDD) 

Operational 

(30% of 1 

day of 

MDD) 

Fire 

(5,000 

gpm for 

5 hours) 

Total 

Required 

Total 

Available 
Surplus 

Future 

Demand 

363,792 gpd 0.36 MG 0.11 MG 1.50 MG 1.97 MG 4.6 MG 2.63 

MG 

 

 

Recycled Water Storage Capacity 

As shown in Table 5.10.1-19, sufficient storage will exist to accommodate Emergency Storage (one day 

of MDD), Operational Storage (30 percent of one day of MDD) and Fire Storage (5000 gpm for 5 hours).  
The table shows a storage surplus for services in or below the 910 pressure zone in excess of 2.6 million 

gallons for the future demand scenario.  The surplus is calculated as the total available storage less the 

total required storage.  Thus, it is anticipated that the CLP would have a less than significant impact on 
recycled water storage (Class III). 

 

                                                
25 Recycled water MDD is found multiplying the peaking factor (1.63) by the average future daily demand (283,426 gpd). 
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Table 5.10.1-19 

Recycled Water Storage Analysis 

Scenario 

Maximum 

Day Demand 

(MDD) 

Emergency 

 (1 Day of 

MDD) 

Operational 

(30% of 1 

day of 

MDD) 

Total 

Required 

Total 

Available 
Surplus 

Future Demand 461,984 gpd 0.46 MG 0.14 MG 0.60 MG 3.99 MG 3.39 MG 

 

 

Analysis of Pumping Facilities 

Potable Water Pumping Capacity 

The Marie Canyon pumping station contains two pumps.  The smaller pump has a capacity of 1,470 gpm, 
which can provide 2,116,800 gallons per day.  As shown in Table 5.10.1-20, sufficient booster pumping 

capacity exists to accommodate MDD with the largest pump out of service.  The table shows a booster-

pumping surplus in excess of 1.7 million gallons per day for the future demand scenario.  Thus, a less 
than significant impact is anticipated (Class III). 

 

 

Table 5.10.1-20 

Potable Water Booster Pumping Analysis Scenario 

Scenario 
Maximum Day 

Demand (MDD) 
Capacity Surplus 

Future Demand 363,792 gpd 2,116800 gpd 1,753,008 gpd 

 

 

Recycled Water Pumping Capacity 

The Meadows pumping station contains four pumps: two with a capacity of 515 gpm and two with a 
capacity of 575 gpm.  With the largest pump out of service the total station capacity is 1,605 gpm. The 

MDD at the Meadows pumping station is 228 gpm.  There is a surplus of 1,377 gpm with the largest 

pump out of service. Thus, a less than significant impact is anticipated (Class III). 

 

Fire Flow System Capability 

For the purposes of this analysis (as described above), it has been conservatively estimated that the 

University would require a fire flow of 5,000 gpm for five hours.  Nevertheless, fire code officials shall 

determine final fire flow requirements for buildings or portions of buildings and facilities.  As described 
above under the potable water storage analysis, it is anticipated that the University would have more than 

enough potable water storage capacity to accommodate the required fire flow.  As mentioned in the Fire 

Protection Services Section (Section 5.9.1), the proposed CLP component designs would incorporate and 

meet all fire safety features in accordance with applicable County Fire Safety Code requirements and 
ordinances pertaining to the adequacy of fire-flows, the use of sprinklers in new construction, and the 

location of adequate numbers of fire hydrants.  All domestic water service meter and fire protection 

connections shall be equipped with a backflow device to prevent contamination of the public water 
system.  Provided that the project meets fire flow requirements as determined by the LACFD, impacts 

would be considered less than significant (Class III). 
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5.10.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Water availability impacts related to the CLP would involve only the purchase or acquisition of potable 
and reclaimed water from water purveyors, since no groundwater resources in the project area are 

proposed for use.  As the CLP components are built, their development and that of the related projects 

would increase the amount of water required on a year-to-year basis until buildout is complete.  All 

projects would be competing for the same potable water sources, the SWP and the MWD.  Therefore, all 
nearby projects were evaluated and are presented below together due to the regional nature of the water 

resources. 

 
All of the related projects would compete for the same potable water sources as the CLP components.  

Few (if any) of the Los Angeles County projects or the City of Malibu projects would compete for the 

reclaimed water sources that are exclusive to Pepperdine University.  As the CLP components are located 
throughout the campus in locations already served by the reclaimed water system, there would be no 

cumulative impacts for reclaimed water (Class III). 

 

With regard to potable water, the cumulative demand is estimated to be approximately 121,023 gpd 
(Table 5.10.1-21).  The CLP and other future University development and operations would incorporate 

water-efficient design features, which significantly reduce the proposed project’s contribution to 

cumulative impacts. Future University development, including the CLP, would represent approximately 
26 percent of the cumulative demand (31,249 gpd) whereas the cumulative project set represents 74 

percent (89,774 gpd).  However, together this represents only a small portion of the SWP, MWD and 

WBMWD resources available.  Furthermore, future CLP annual potable water demand (23.8 AFY) would 
only represent a .23 percent increase on the current annual water demand of the LACWWD No. 29 

(11,302 AFY).  At project build-out in 2030, this would represent .16 percent of District No. 29’s demand 

for water and .01 percent of future demand on WBMWD’s supplies.  Considering future growth within 

WBMWD’s service area, and water conservation measures, recycling and plans for new sources of water, 
future projections of supply from WBMWD indicate a surplus of water availability to meet future 

demands of its water retailers.  Imported water demand by the WBMWD should decrease in future years 

as plans for increased sources in supply, as discussed above in Section 5.10.1.1.  Supplies of the 
WBMWD should in-turn be sufficient to meet LACWWD’s projected demands, including the CLP and 

related projects.  Therefore, while there are future cumulative increases in water demand, of which the 

project is a part, the water suppliers have projected to have adequate supplies to meet those future 

cumulative demands. (Class III). 
 

5.10.1.5 Mitigation Measures 

Potential water conveyance and supply impacts of the proposed Pepperdine University CLP are less than 
significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.   
 

5.10.1.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The proposed project would result in an increased demand for potable and reclaimed water.  However, 

this is not anticipated to result in a significant adverse impact to existing water conveyance facilities, or 

the availability of potable and reclaimed water.  (Class III).  Therefore, the proposed project would not 
result in any significant unavoidable adverse impacts. 
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Table 5.10.1-21 

Cumulative Projects Water Demand 

Land Use Units 
Square 

Footage 
Factor (gpd)

1 
Demand 

(gpd) 

Future University Demand 
Proposed CLP N/A 394,137 varies  

(see Table 5.10.1-13) 
34,748 

Elkins  N/A 9,500 93.2/1,000 sf 886 
Station #13 N/A N/A N/A -14,385 
Firestone Fieldhouse Conversion N/A 25,992 46.6/1,000 sf 1,211 

Academic support facility N/A 40,000 93.2/1,000 sf 3,728 

Academic learning center and 

church school facility 

N/A 55,000 93.2/1,000 sf 5,126 

Total Future University Demand (26 percent of Cumulative) 31,249 
Related Projects

2 
Single Family Residences 33 N/A 260/Unit 8,580 
Condominiums 2 N/A 195/Unit 390 
Office N/A 132,000 200/1,000 sf 26,400 
Super Market N/A 53,000 150/1,000 sf 7,950 
Shopping Center N/A 27,396 325/1,000 sf 8,904 
Hotel 146 N/A 125/ Room 18,250 
Restaurant N/A 19,300 1,000/1,000 sf 19,300 

Total Future Related Projects Demand (74 percent of Cumulative) 89,774 
Total Cumulative Demand 121,023 

1 Potable water for the related projects is indirectly estimated using wastewater generation rates provided by the 

Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD). 
2 See Section 4.6 for the complete list of related projects.  The cumulative potable water analysis does not include 

projects that would not demand additional potable water, including those that are fire rebuilds or simple 

household additions.  In addition, specific information (i.e. square footage) regarding related project #67 (Malibu 

Chabad) is not available.  Thus, future potable water for this related project has not been quantified. 
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5.10.2 SEWAGE DISPOSAL 

The purpose of this section is to examine and describe potential wastewater conveyance and disposal 
impacts that the proposed CLP may have on the Malibu Mesa Wastewater Reclamation Plant 

(MMWRP), operated by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) and the Tapia 

Wastewater Reclamation Facility (TWRF), operated by the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District 

(LVMWD).  This section is based on the wastewater flow model update report contained in Appendix K 
of this EIR, entitled Pepperdine University Malibu, Canyon Wastewater Flow Model (WFM) and 

Wastewater Engineering, dated April 2010 and prepared by Civiltec Engineering Inc.  

 

5.10.2.1 Existing Conditions 

Regional Setting and Wastewater Treatment Districts 

The LACDPW and the LVMWD provide wastewater treatment within the unincorporated Los Angeles 

County area of Malibu.  The primary regulatory boundary for wastewater planning and entitlement 

purposes is the northerly line of the Rancho Topanga Malibu Sequit boundary, which crosses the 

Pepperdine University Malibu Campus in an east to west direction.  The LACDPW provides service to 
the area south of the Rancho Topanga Malibu Sequit boundary and the LVMWD provides service to areas 

both north and south of the boundary.  The LACDPW and LVMWD service areas in the Pepperdine 

University vicinity are shown in Figure 5.10.2-1. 

 

LACDPW provides wastewater treatment for portions of Malibu from three plants in the Malibu area; one 

of which is the MMWRP that serves the University.  Wastewater generated from Pepperdine University is 
treated primarily via the MMWRP located just southwest of Pepperdine University’s Malibu campus 

(Figure 5.10.2-1).  The MMWRP was constructed in the 1970’s by Pepperdine University and the 

developer of the Malibu Country Estates (MCE) residential community (located immediately adjacent to 

the campus) and then dedicated to the County of Los Angeles.  The MMWRP facility provides full 
tertiary treatment with a current design capacity of 200,000 gallons per day (gpd).  Pepperdine University 

is permanently entitled to 165,000 gallons a day or 82.5 percent of the capacity.  The flow to MMWRP 

from the Malibu campus is controlled by the Wastewater Flow Equalization Station (WFES), which is 
located on the Pepperdine University campus.  The MMWRP’s actual treatment capacity is subject to 

daily operational limitations as determined by LACDPW in collaboration with Pepperdine University 

staff. 
 

All of the tertiary treated reclaimed water from MMWRP, with the exception of a small amount used for 

landscape irrigation at MMWRP, is sent to retention facilities on campus for storage.  Pepperdine 

University uses nearly all of the reclaimed water effluent generated by the MMWRP for landscape 
irrigation. 

 

Treatment of the portion of the wastewater flows from Pepperdine University Malibu campus that is not 
provided by MMWRP is provided by the TWRF, which is owned and operated by LVMWD.  The TWRF 

is located adjacent to Malibu Canyon about 3 miles north of the campus and currently provides tertiary 

treatment to all wastewater received.  During previous planning stages of the TWRF facility, it was 

projected that TWRF would require the capacity to treat up 16.1 million gallons per day.  However, 
projected future growth in the area has been reduced due to restrictions on land use intensifications.  

Accordingly, based on estimated future wastewater flows, planned modifications to the facility will 

account for a rated capacity to an average of 12 million gallons per day.26  The modifications would 

                                                
26 Boyle Engineering.  Integrated Water System Master Plan Updated 2007. October 2007. 
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improve the nutrient removal capabilities of the plant and enable the TWRF to conform to new discharge 

limits on nutrients that stimulate algal growth.  The TWRF currently treats an average daily influent flow 
of approximately 9.5 million gallons per day (average dry-weather day).27 

 

LVMWD’s service of wastewater treatment for Pepperdine University Malibu campus is established 

mainly through two past agreements.  The first agreement between LVMWD and Pepperdine University, 
occurred in February 1982 and was later updated in December 12, 1988. It entitles Pepperdine University 

to utilize up to 100,000 gpd of District capacity at the TWRF.  The second main agreement occurred on 

November 25, 1997, in which LVMWD’s service area of the Malibu campus expanded with the 
formation and annexation of Sanitation Improvement District “D,” covering an area located north of the 

Rancho Topanga Malibu Sequit boundary on the campus. This annexation provides the Pepperdine 

University Malibu campus access to additional treatment capacity for development that occurs within the 
District D boundary.  These provisions entitle the Malibu campus to deliver a minimum of 53,932 gpd of 

additional wastewater for treatment at the TWRF, increasing the total treatment volume entitlement at 

TWRF to 153,932 gpd.  Combined, MMWRP and TWRF have allocated to Pepperdine a maximum 

wastewater treatment capacity volume of up to 318,932 gpd.  Table 5.10.2-1 summarizes this current 
entitled capacity for Pepperdine University’s Malibu campus.  

 

 

Table 5.10.2-1 

Summary of Current Available Treatment Capacity 

For Pepperdine University Malibu Campus 

Treatment Facility Entitlement (gpd) 

Malibu Mesa Water Reclamation Plant (MMWRP) 165,0003 

Tapia Water Reclamation Facility (TWRF)1 153,932 

Total 318,9322 
1 Although there is no maximum limit to the entitlement capacity allocated to areas north of the Sequit 

boundary, the current Malibu campus entitlement at TWRF is estimated at 53,932 gpd for wastewater generated 

north of the Sequit boundary and 100,000 gpd regardless of location on campus.  Therefore, the total TWRF 

entitlement is currently 153, 932 gpd. 
2 Entitled capacity of at least 318,932 gpd. Entitlement north of the Sequit boundary may be increased as agreed 

upon between Pepperdine and TWRF. 
3 The MMWRP’s actual treatment capacity is subject to daily operational limitations as determined by 

LACDPW in collaboration with Pepperdine University staff. 

 

 

Existing Physical Wastewater System 

The Pepperdine University Malibu campus has an extensive physical wastewater system.  Physical 
wastewater system facilities include the buried collection system, the WFES that connects to off-site 

wastewater treatment facilities, and those treatment facilities, which are owned and operated by LVMWD 

and LACDPW.  These facilities are discussed in further detail below.  

 

                                                
27

 Las Virgenes Municipal Water District.  Bringing Water Service Full Circle.  Accessed on July 7, 2008 from 

http;//www.lvmwd.com. 
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Buried Collection System Infrastructure 

The Pepperdine University Malibu campus underground wastewater collection system infrastructure 

consists of 4-inch, 6-inch, 8-inch, 10-inch, and 12-inch diameter sewer laterals, gravity mains, and 

reinforced concrete maintenance holes as shown on Figure 5.10.2-2.  A newer portion of the collection 
system was constructed in 2001 to serve 50 acres of development for the Dresher Graduate Campus 

(DGC) facilities.  The Malibu campus has approximately 13,300 linear feet (LF) of gravity sewer mains 

(greater than or equal to 8-inch nominal diameter).  Pepperdine University staff indicates that the Malibu 

campus collection system has experienced minimal deterioration and does not generally exhibit odor 
problems.  As a result, it is assumed that capacity of collection lines is currently adequate. 

 

Wastewater Flow Equalization Station (WFES) 

All wastewater generated by the Malibu campus, except for the Crest tennis courts restroom sewer flows, 

passes through the WFES before transmission to MMWRP and TWRF.  The WFES equalizes diurnal 
peak flows and then diverts wastewater flows to both MMWRP and TWRF. Wastewater enters the WFES 

facilities by gravity flow through a comminutor facility, which reduces the size of solids in the flows.  

After passing through the comminutor, wastewater then enters four aerated equalization tanks. 

 
Pepperdine University utilizes the WFES to balance peak and low flows in order to send a relatively 

constant flow rate to MMWRP.  Two magnetic flow meters are installed on gravity mains to meter the 

volume of flow sent to MMWRP.  One meter measures normal flows and one measures the emergency 
overflow.  One magnetic meter is also installed on the force main to meter pumped flow to TWRF.  The 

WFES is equipped with two pumps each having a capacity of 180 gpm when operated individually.  In 

addition the WFES has the capability of delivering all of the flow generated on the Campus to the TWRF, 

thus providing the redundancy desired to shutdown the MMWRP to perform maintenance. 
 

Off-Campus Wastewater Treatment Facilities 

Malibu Mesa Wastewater Reclamation Plant (MMWRP) 

As discussed above, the Pepperdine University Malibu campus is permanently entitled to 165,000 gpd, 
which is 82.5 percent of MMWRP’s 200,000 gpd tertiary treatment capacity.  MMWRP is owned and 

operated by the LACDPW.  Primary treatment at MMWRP consists of a comminutor and bar screens. 

Secondary treatment consists of a packaged activated sludge plant that includes an aeration basin with 
coarse bubble diffusers and blowers, an aerobic digester, and a secondary sedimentation basin with return 

activated sludge and waste activated sludge pump stations.  Waste activated sludge is aerobically digested 

and pumped to a centrifuge for dewatering, and ultimately trucked offsite for disposal.  Tertiary treatment 

is provided through rapid mix, coagulation, flocculation, and sand filtration processes.  Disinfection is 
provided by ultraviolet light.  Under normal operations, effluent from MMWRP is discharged into two 

storage ponds on the Pepperdine University Malibu campus, and then used for irrigation. The MMWRP is 

permitted under emergency conditions, which are shown by the presence of specific factors, to discharge 
tertiary treated reclaimed water to surface water outfalls located at Marie Canyon and another unnamed 

canyon immediately north of the plant.  Conditions requiring emergency discharge events are considered 

rare, having occurred on two occasions in the past five years.   

 

Tapia Wastewater Reclamation Facility (TWRF) 

As discussed above, the Pepperdine University Malibu campus is currently entitled to treatment at TWRF 

of 153,932 gpd, which is approximately 1.3 percent of TWRF’s average of 12 mgd tertiary treatment 

capacity.  LVMWD owns and operates TWRF.  The TWRF currently treats an average daily influent flow  
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of approximately 9.5 mgd.  Preliminary and primary treatment at TWRF consists of coarse screening, grit 

removal, and primary sedimentation.  Secondary treatment consists of an activated sludge process with 
fine bubble aeration, followed by single stage aeration and secondary clarification.  Tertiary treatment is 

provided through coagulation, flocculation, and mono-media coal filtration processes.  Sodium 

hypochlorite solution is added for effluent disinfection, and sodium bisulfate is added for dechlorination.  

Solids treatment for waste activated sludge is provided through aerobic digestion and belt press 
dewatering onsite, while treatment of primary sludge is provided offsite. TWRF discharges effluent to 

surface water outfalls located at Malibu Creek and Arroyo Calabasas. 

 
Existing Wastewater Generation 

Historic Wastewater Flows 

To be able to accurately update the waste flow model for the Pepperdine University Malibu campus, a 

detailed understanding of historic and current average flows under different seasonal conditions was 
needed.  As part of its standard operating procedures, Malibu campus staff record metered volume data 

from the flow meters on the gravity main to MMWRP, the force main to TWRF, and the emergency 

overflow.  For this analysis, Civiltec analyzed three years of recorded daily volume data covering the 

period from September 2004 to September 2007.  To accurately understand the seasonal variations in 
flow at an academic institution where the full time equivalent (FTE) student population varies depending 

on the term, Civiltec analyzed data under the following three conditions. 

1. Water Year:  12-month season starting in September and continuing through the following year, 
consistent with the Pepperdine University Malibu campus’ fiscal year reporting procedures to the 

Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

2. Academic Season:  8.5-month season from the middle of August through the end of April. 

3. Summer Season:  3.5-month season from the beginning of May through the middle of August. 
 

An average effluent flow was calculated for the MMWRP and the TWRF and is represented in Table 

5.10.2-2.  These averages were obtained using the data recorded by the WFES flow meters.  The average 
daily combined academic season flow for Pepperdine University Malibu campus over the three year 

period (September 2004 to September 2007) was 168,219 gpd, or roughly 52.7 percent of their overall 

entitlement.  On average, 111,569 gpd of the wastewater generated by the Malibu campus was treated by 
the MMWRP and 56,651 gpd by TWRF over the three year period.  As shown in Table 5.10.2-2 it was 

determined that academic season figures are higher (more conservative) than calendar year figures. 

 

During wet weather events additional flow is generated at the Malibu campus due to impacts from rain.  
On March 23rd, 2005 the Malibu Campus experienced record rainfall from the storm event that produced a 

total of 349,908 gpd for a combined flow to the MMWRP and TWRF.  As a result a wet weather peaking 

factor of 2.08 was calculated to characterize the peak loading capable of being produced at the Malibu 
campus.  This number is derived by division of the peak wet weather load of 349,908 gpd by the average 

academic season flow of 168,219. 

 
During this wet weather event flow was split through the WFES to deliver a total of 132,644 gpd to the 

MMWRP while the remaining 217,264 gpd was sent to TWRF. A review of the months spanning January 

2005 to April 2005 reflect a higher than normal loading at the WFES than is typical during the academic 

season.  This is primarily due to the impact of record rainfall at the Campus and throughout the region.  In 
all cases during this period the WFES was operated to deliver wastewater at less than 165,000 gpd to 

MMWRP.  Despite the higher loading, average wastewater generation on the campus closely trended near 

the academic season average of 168,219 gpd.  A review of the same months in the year 2007 (a typical 
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rainfall year) showed even closer trending toward the academic season average.  This existing event 

during a record rain year shows that there is sufficient capacity through existing infrastructure at 
MMWRP and TWRF to handle a maximum day event.  This is also true for a maximum day event 

occurring after completion of the Campus Life Project.   

 

5.10.2.2 Thresholds of Significance 

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and the CLP Initial Study, the proposed project would 

result in a significant impact if: 

• It would require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; 

• The additional wastewater generation is more than can be accommodated by the permitted or 
planned capacities available to Pepperdine University at the MMWRP and the TWRF; and/or 

• The proposed project would create capacity problems in the sewer lines and/or sewage disposal 

conveyance system serving the University. 

 

5.10.2.3 Project Impacts 

The proposed CLP wastewater flow has the potential to create impacts on Pepperdine University 

wastewater system components and the entitled capacities available at the MMWRP and the TWRF. 

 
Table 5.10.2-2 

Historic Average Waste Water Flow Analysis by Water Year for Pepperdine University Malibu 

Campus (September 2004 to September 2007) 

Malibu Mesa Water 

Reclamation Plant 

Tapia Water 

Reclamation 

Facility 

Pepperdine 

University 

Malibu Campus Month 

Average Effluent (gpd) 
Average 

Effluent (gpd) 
Average Effluent 

(gpd) 

September 125,572 60,748 186,319 
October 126,033 52,230 178,263 
November 124,474 39,229 163,704 
December 98,131 21,819 119,949 
January 95,632 66,107 161,739 
February 104,198 80,220 184,419 
March 114,875 86,109 200,984 
April 115,176 58,885 174,061 
May  83,636 28,985 112,621 
June  83,683 18,397 102,080 
July  86,185 27,318 113,503 
August 88,470 32,378 120,848 
Water Year Average

1 103,839 47,702 151,541 
Academic Season Average

2 111,568 56,651 168,219 
Summer Season Average

3 85,068 25,968 111,037 
1
 Water Year:  12-month season starting in September and continuing through the following year, consistent with the Pepperdine University 

Malibu Campus’ reporting procedures to the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
2. Academic Season:  8.5 month season from the middle of August through the end of April. 
3. Summer Season:  3.5 month season from the beginning of May through the middle of August. 
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Future Wastewater Flows 

Civiltec reviewed the existing model for technical validity, updated it to reflect current development and 

current plans for the CLP, and calibrated the waste flow model using the historical data flow described in 

Section 5.10.2.1. The waste flow model primarily uses Pepperdine University’s wastewater generation 
rates.  The model also considers wastewater generation rates published by LACDPW and the Los Angeles 

County Sanitation District (LACSD). The model uses the building area or capacity (dependent on facility 

type), multiplied by a sewage generation rate, to project average daily wastewater flows for the campus. 

 
The Pepperdine University average daily wastewater generation rates were based upon the waste flow 

model (WFM) originally developed by Civiltec in 1998 and revised and updated in 2010. Significant 

effort was made during the 1998 study to develop wastewater generation rates specific to the Malibu 
campus that accurately estimate average daily wastewater flows.  Toward that end, the development of 

Pepperdine generation rates was based upon actual wastewater flow data collected on campus. LACDPW 

wastewater generation rates were obtained from LACDPW Land Development Office staff in August 

2005. LACSD flow generation rates were obtained from County District No. 27, Ordinance No. 13.  
Appendix K gives a summary of the WFM update wastewater generation rates for Pepperdine University.  

Pepperdine specific generation rates should be considered the most applicable as they were specifically 

developed for the campus and use actual wastewater flow data.  Similar to the Pepperdine University 
rates, the LACSD and LACDPW rates are also average daily wastewater generation rates, but do not rely 

upon Pepperdine’s actual wastewater data.  
 

CLP Wastewater Generation 

Table 5.10.2-3 details the components of the CLP and the number of square feet directly attributed to 

CLP wastewater generation in accordance with the WFM. The CLP is projected to generate 39,914 

gallons of wastewater per day using the Pepperdine University generation rates.  This represents an 
estimated 24 percent increase in wastewater flow from current estimated levels (168,219 gallons per day) 

to 208,133 gallons per day.  Based upon the LACSD rates, the CLP would be projected to generate 

55,060 gpd and a total of 223,279 gallons per day at ultimate buildout of the CLP.  Lastly, utilizing the 
LACDPW rates, the CLP would bring a net increase of 64,276 gallons per day of wastewater flow to a 

total of 232,495 gallons per day upon completion of the proposed CLP components.  

 
Using the calibration factor developed based on actual measured wastewater generation, the increase of 

wastewater generated as a result of the Campus Life Project and future development as described below is 

17.8 percent (reduced from 24 percent as defined in the estimation rates provided in the Tables 5.10.2-3 

and 2-4).  This considers the application of the reduction factor discussed in Sections 5.2 and 7 of the 
Wastewater Flow Model.  Without Conversion of irrigation station #13 to recycled water, the existing 

potable water demand usage is the actual increase in potable water demand due to the Campus Life 

Project and is 18.6 percent.  This value closely mimics the actual increase in wastewater generated and 
results in a difference of 0.8%.  This balance of 0.8% is absorbed through the water usage that doesn’t 

ultimately end up in wastewater generation.  

 
Future University Wastewater Generation 

Future development represents the completion of the CLP and the inclusion of the recent expansion of 

Elkins Auditorium as discussed in Section 5.10.1 Water Supply.  The wastewater generation factor 
associated with the Elkins expansion is estimated as the net area of the project multiplied by the 

wastewater unit demand factor for “General Academic Facility,” which is 110 gpd per 1,000 square feet 

utilizing the Pepperdine University generation rates, 150 gpd per 1,000 square feet utilizing the LACSD, 
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and 200 gpd per 1,000 square feet utilizing the LACDPW rates.  The net area of the Elkins expansion was 

approximately 9,500 square feet.  Thus, the estimated impact of the Elkins expansion of future wastewater 
generation per the Pepperdine University generation rates, is 1,045 gpd (1,425 gpd per the LACSD 

generation rates and 1,900 gpd per the LACDPW generation rates).  Table 5.10.2-4 provides a summary 

of the estimates for wastewater generation for existing and future development based upon the various 

wastewater generation rates.  According to the Pepperdine University generation rates, future wastewater 
generation for the University would be 209,178 gallons. 

 

Appendix K shows the comparison analysis that was conducted using LACDPW and LACSD wastewater 
generation rates to estimate average daily flows.  The Pepperdine University wastewater generation rate 

estimate is conservatively adequate, while the LACSD and LACDPW over estimate the average daily 

flows for entitlement purposes.  The actual academic season average daily flow is approximately 73.2% 
of the Pepperdine University wastewater generation rate.  As a result, actual generation of wastewater 

would be near 73.2% of the generation rate determined for future estimated rates as well.  Actual 

generation rates using LACSD & LACDPW methods are 68.4% and 57.0%, respectively of their 

estimated value.  Table 5.10.2-5 shows the estimates for wastewater generation using these reduction 
factors.   

 

 
Table 5.10.2-3 

WFM Wastewater Generation for the CLP – Average Day Flow 

Sewage Generation Rate Estimated Sewage Flow by Facility 
Facility Description  

Square 

Footage  Pepperdine Rates LACDPW Rates 
LACSD 

Rates 

Pepperdine 

Rates (gpd) 

LACDPW 

Rates (gpd) 

LACSD 

Rates (gpd) 

Student Housing Rehabilitation (Component #1) 

Reception Area 19,382 sf 50 gpd/1000sf 200 gpd/1000sf 150 gpd/1000sf 969 3,876 2,907 

Student Housing  131,310 sf 160 gpd/1000sf 200 gpd/1000sf 180 gpd/1000sf 21,009 26,262 23,636 

Subtotals 150,692 sf    21,978 30,138 26,543 

Athletics/Events Center (Component #2) 

Auditorium 87,255 sf 50 gpd/1000sf 50 gpd/1000sf 50 gpd/1000sf 4,363 4,363 4,363 

Student Union  106,645 sf 55 gpd/1000sf 200 gpd/1000sf 150 gpd/1000sf 5,865 21,329 15,997 

Gymnasium  15,500 sf 55 gpd/1000sf 55 gpd/1000sf 55gpd/1000sf 853 853 853 

Offices 12,600 sf 50 gpd/1000sf 55 gpd/1000sf 50 gpd/1000sf 630 693 630 

Building TARE Space  13,845 sf 0 gpd/1000sf 0 gpd/1000sf 0 gpd/1000sf 0 0 0 

Subtotals 235,845 sf    11,711 27,238 21,843 

Soccer Field (Component  #3) 

Storage 1,100 sf 0 gpd/1000sf 0 gpd/1000sf 0 gpd/1000sf 0 0 0 

Restrooms 400 sf 5,000 gpd/1,000sf 5,000 gpd/1000sf 5,000 gpd/1000sf 2,000 2,000 2,000 

Subtotals 1,500 sf    2,000 2,000 2,000 

Town Square (Component  #4) 

Club House/ Welcome Center  4,500 sf 50 gpd/1000sf 200 gpd/1000sf 150 gpd/1000sf 225 900 675 

Subtotals 4,500 sf    225 900 675 

Enhanced Recreation Area (Component #5) 

Improved Grass Recreation Area 0 sf 0 gpd/1000sf 0 gpd/1000sf 0 gpd/1000sf 0 0 0 

Storage 800 sf 0 gpd/1000sf 0 gpd/1000sf 0 gpd/1000sf 0 0 0 

Restrooms 800 sf 5000 gpd/1000sf 5000 gpd/1000sf 5000 gpd/1000sf 4,000 4,000 4,000 

Subtotals 1,600 sf    4,000 4,000 4,000 

School of Law Parking Structure (Component #6)  

Parking 0 sf 0 gpd/1000sf 0 gpd/1000sf 0 gpd/1000sf 0 0 0 

Subtotals 0 sf    0 0 0 

Overall Totals 394,137 sf    39,914 64,276 55,060 
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Table 5.10.2-4 

Future Academic Season with CLP Average Daily Flows per Alternative Wastewater  

Generation Rates 

Flow 
Pepperdine Rates 

(gpd) 

LACDPW 

Rates 

(gpd) 

LACSD 

Rates 

(gpd) 

Historical Academic Season Average Daily Flow1 

(Actual) 

168,219 168,219 168,219 

Estimated CLP Additional Flows 39,914 64,276 55,060. 

Estimated Elkins Additional Flows 1,045 1,900 1,425 

Estimated Total Future Academic Season 

Average Flow 

209,178 234,395 224,704 

1  Historic 3-year average for academic season years 2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07. 

 

 

Table 5.10.2-5 

Future Academic Season with CLP Average Daily Flows per Historic Reduction Factor 

Flow 
Pepperdine Rates 

(gpd) 

LACDPW 

Rates 

(gpd) 

LACSD 

Rates 

(gpd) 

Historical Academic Season Average Daily Flow 168,219 168,219 168,219 

Estimated CLP Additional Flows1 29,217 36,637 37,661 

Estimated Elkins Additional Flows1 765 1,083 975 

Estimated Total Future Academic Season 

Average Flow
1
  

198,201 205,939 206,855 

1 Pepperdine Reduction Factor:  73.2%, LACDPW Reduction Factor 57.0%, LACSD Reduction Factor 68.4%. 

 

 
Impacts on the Pepperdine Wastewater System 

As mentioned before, wastewater generated by the Malibu campus passes through the WFES before 

transmission to MMWRP and TWRF.  Using the Pepperdine specific rates developed for the WFM 
wastewater generation (Table 5.10.2-3), Civiltec conducted an assessment of the WFES equalization and 

pumping capacity for future flows. 

 
Under all flow conditions, the WFES has approximately 127,830 gallons of equalization capacity within 

its four aerated equalization tanks.  The current WFES was designed to equalize and store diurnal peak 

flows before diverting wastewater flows to MMWRP and TWRF rather than providing long-term storage 
capacity.  However, based upon the WFM academic season average daily flow using Pepperdine specific 

rates of 209,178 gpd for the Malibu campus, the WFES does provide some short-term storage capacity 

and can store flows for an average of approximately 14.67 hours.  However, under wet weather maximum 

day conditions of 435,090 gpd28, the WFES has approximately 7.1 hours of storage. 
 

The WFES has two progressive cavity pumps, each with a rated capacity of 120 gpm (172,800 gpd).  

However, meter data from the WFES indicate that the pump has an operating capacity of 180 gpm.  In 
light of this, 180 gpm is considered to be the actual capacity of each pump.  The pump station is typically 

                                                
28 435,090 gpd is based on a peaking factor of 2.08 (see Appendix J) 
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operated under 100 percent redundancy with one duty and one standby pump.  Based upon the WFM 

projected wet weather maximum day flow of 435,090 gpd, the current pumping capacity would need to be 
increased to provide redundancy.  During seasonal storm events infiltration will increase the amount of 

wastewater exerted on the WFES. 

 

As ground water infiltrates into the sewage collection system, the total amount of water exerted on the 
WFES occurs over a 24-hour period.  The wet weather maximum day flow of 435,090 will be exerted on 

the WFES under diurinal (varying) flow rates.  Appendix G of the Wastewater Flow Model represents the 

anticipated diurinal loading of the WFES under future peak wet weather conditions.  Under the current 
configuration a maximum of 115 gpm may be diverted to the MMWRF and 180 gpm may be diverted to 

the TWRF from the WFES.  In order for the remaining 270,909 gpd to be diverted to the TWRF the 

pump/s must deliver 187 gpm over a 24-hour period.  As a result the WFES would not have the ability to 
pump its level to point equal to the level when the peak event started while assuming one pump is out of 

service. Over multiple days of peak wet weather loading wastewater would continue to build up on the 

WFES.  With the addition of a third pump for redundancy, two pumps operating in parallel can produce 

270 gpm thus eliminating the possibility of storage buildup over a multi-peak wet weather event.  
Therefore, the CLP would create a potentially significant impact on the WFES in wet weather.  However, 

with the implementation of proper mitigation, the impacts from additional wastewater would be less than 

significant relative to this component (Class II). 
 

As identified in Section 5.10.2.1 the University has a private buried collection system to convey 

wastewater flow generated on the campus to the WFES.  These collection facilities are in good condition 
and do not currently exhibit capacity deficiencies.  In anticipation of future development, mitigation is 

included requiring the University to prepare a sewer area study to characterize impacts of the proposed 

CLP improvements upon the existing sewer collection facilities.  A study of this nature will identify 

possible deficiencies within campus collection facilities as improvements from the CLP are implemented.  
As a result potential upgrades to the collection facilities may be warranted as revealed through this 

analysis. 

 
Impacts on Off-Campus MMWRP and TWRF Facilities 

The current design capacity of the MMWRP is 200,000 gallons per day (gpd).  Pepperdine University 
currently is entitled in perpetuity to 165,000 gpd.  The current total entitlement for the Malibu campus at 

TWRF is 153,932 gpd.  Table 5.10.2-6 shows the project distribution of Pepperdine University campus 

wastewater to the MMWRP and the TWRF.  The projected Malibu campus academic season daily flows 

are approximately 209,178 gpd with 70,290 gpd sent to the TWRF and 138,888 gpd sent to the MMWRP.  
Using the total current minimum entitlement of 318,932 gpd for the Malibu campus, Pepperdine 

University has approximately 26,112 gpd of excess capacity at MMWRP, more than 83,642 gpd of excess 

capacity at the TWRF, and a total excess entitlement of more than 109,754 gpd. 
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Table 5.10.2-6 

CLP Wastewater Treatment Entitlement Evaluation-Existing and 

Future Average Daily Flow Conditions 

Flow 
Tributary to 

MMWRP (gpd) 
Tributary to 

TWRF (gpd) 
Total (gpd) 

Current Entitled Capacity 165,000 153,9322 
318,932 

Academic Season Average Flows 111,568 56,651 168,219 
CLP Season Average Flows 26,623 13,291 39,914 
Elkins Season Average Flows1 697 348 1,045 
Future Season Average Flows1 27,320 13,639 40,959 
Total Future Season Average Flows 138,888 70,290 209,178 
Available Future Entitled Capacity 26,112 83,642 109,754 
1 Values are based on a 66.7 percent to 33.7percent split flows to the MMWRF and TWRF respectively.  This 

split follows the current trend of delivering an increased amount of flow to the TWRF. 
2 Although there is no maximum limit to the entitlement capacity allocated to areas north of the Sequit 

boundary, the current Malibu campus entitlement at TWRF is estimated at 53,932 gpd for wastewater 

generated north of the Sequit boundary and 100,000 gpd regardless of location on campus.  Therefore, the total 

TWRF entitlement is currently 153, 932 gpd. 

 

 

As presented in Table 5.10.2-7, the total future academic season wastewater flow ranges between 

209,178 gpd and 234,395 gpd, depending on the generation rates used.  The total minimum entitlement 

capacity is 318,932 gpd.  Therefore, regardless of the method used, future projected flows fall below the 

entitled capacity, and entitled capacity is within the limits of total facility capacity.  Table 5.10.2-7 shows 
the future flows compared to the entitlement capacity, as well as the available capacity for each projection 

method. In the event of peak wet weather loading due to storm events at the Malibu Campus a total of 

435,090 gpd may be exerted on the WFES.  To ensure flow is delivered at the appropriate rate a 
maximum of 165,000 gpd will be diverted to the MMWRP and the remaining 270,090 gpd will be 

pumped to the TWRF.  As a customer of LVMWD, there is sufficient capacity through existing 

infrastructure to handle a maximum day event under peak loading conditions.  
 

 

Table 5.10.2-7 

Comparison of Future with CLP Academic Season Average Daily Wastewater Flow  

Projections with Entitlement Capacity 

Flow 
Pepperdine Rate 

(gpd) 
LACDPW Rate 

(gpd) 
LACSD Rate 

(gpd) 

Campus Entitlement 318,932 318,932 318,932 
Historic 3-Year Average 168,219 168,219 168,219 
CLP Additional Flow 39,914 64,276 55,060 
Elkins Additional Flow 1,045 1,900 1,425 
Total Projected Flow 209,178 234,395 224,704 
Available Entitled Capacity 109,754 84,537 94,228 

 

 

As presented in Table 5.10.2-8, the total future academic season wastewater flow with the CLP for 

Pepperdine Generation Rates of 270,842 gpd (see Appendix K) maintain a flow less than those entitled 
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North and South of the Rancho Topanga Northerly Sequit Boundary Line.  The total current entitlement 

capacity remains 318,932 gpd.  TWRF allows for 100,000 gpd of the allocated capacity to come from 
wastewater generated either north or south of the Boundary Line (transient capacity). Regardless of the 

generation location of the allocated transient capacity, the total generation would be below current 

established entitlement north and south of this line. 

 
 

Table 5.10.2-8 

Entitlement Evaluation North and South of the Boundary Line – Projected CLP Academic Season  

Average Daily Flow Conditions  

Flow 
South of the 

Boundary (gpd) 

North of the 

Boundary (gpd) 
Total (gpd) 

Entitled Capacity1
 210,000 108,932 318,932 

Project Estimate of Academic 

Season Average Flows2
 

187,292 83,550 270,842 

Available Estimated  22,708 25,382 48,090 
1 Value may vary up to 265,000 gpd South of the line and up to 153,932 gpd North of the line due to the 

transient capacity available at the TWRF, but the total (sum of the two) is at least 318,932 gpd. 
2 See Appendix K.  Estimated Values are calculated based on Pepperdine Specific Rates only and do not 

represent historic rate. 

 

 

The historic reduction factor discussed previously was used to accurately estimate total future Pepperdine 

wastewater generation, as these generation rates are an overestimate of actual generation.  Table 5.10.2-9 
shows the total future wastewater generation along with the total available estimated entitled capacity, 

considering this reduction factor. 

 

 

Table 5.10.2-9 

Entitlement Evaluation North and South of the Boundary Line – Projected CLP Academic Season 

Average Daily Flow Conditions Per Historic Reduction Factor 

Flow 

South of the 

Boundary 

(gpd) 

North of the 

Boundary (gpd) 
Total (gpd) 

Entitled Capacity1
 210,000 108,932 318,932 

Projected Estimate of Academic Season 

Average Flows2
 

137,098 61,159 198,257 

Available Estimated Entitled Capacity 72,902 47,773 120,675 
1  Value may vary up to 265,000 gpd South of the line and up to 153,932 gpd North of the line due to the 

transient capacity available at the TWRF, but the total (sum of the two) is at least 318,932 gpd. 

2  Pepperdine Reduction Factor:  73.2 percent. 

 

 

As shown above, the net increase of the proposed project’s wastewater generation would not exceed any 

existing entitlements or agreements between Pepperdine University and the LVMWD or the MMWRP.  
As such, there is a considerable amount of available entitled capacity at the MMWRP and the TWRF 

even after the implementation of the CLP.  Furthermore, the estimated 39,914 gallons per day of 
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wastewater generated by the proposed CLP that would be sent to the TWRF would represent 

approximately .60 percent of the current 6.6 million gallons per day of excess capacity at the TWRF.  
Under the future proposed capacity of 12 million gallons per day at the TWRF, the proposed project 

would represent approximately 1.6 percent of the future 2.5 million gallons per day of excess capacity.  

Therefore, the TWRF is anticipated to have adequate capacity (even after reductions to capacity at the 

plant) to serve the proposed project.  As such, the proposed project impacts to off-campus wastewater 
facilities are expected to be less than significant (Class III).   

 

5.10.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Related projects located within the vicinity of the CLP areas are proposed to be developed within Los 

Angeles County, the City of Malibu, and on the Pepperdine University campus. The on-campus related 

projects would produce 6,655 gpd.  Wastewater from the CLP and on-campus related projects would be 
treated at either the MMWRP or the TWRF.  It would not be feasible for any related projects, other than 

those located on the Pepperdine campus, to be served by the MMWRP. To the degree that these other 

related projects, which represent a mix of residential, commercial and other land uses, would be expected 

to contribute to the reduction in TWRF’s available excess capacity, then an overall area-wide reduction in 
wastewater treatment service could result, when considered in combination with CLP’s increased capacity 

utilization.  Urbanization within the TWRF service area could potentially have a significant cumulative 

impact on wastewater services; however, the project’s contribution after mitigation is not considered 
cumulatively considerable and therefore less than significant, since the CLP and on-campus related 

projects would use approximately 0.60 percent of the current excess capacity of TWRF (Class III).   
 

5.10.2.5 Mitigation Measures 

The proposed project would result in a potentially significant impact to Pepperdine’s existing wastewater 

system.  This impact can be reduced through the implementation of the following mitigation measure: 
 

MM5.10.2-1 Applicant shall upgrade the existing Wastewater Flow Equalization Station with an 

additional pump with 180 gpm capacity that would provide the Wastewater Flow 
Equalization Station pumping station with 50 percent redundancy at 360 gpm of duty 

capacity.  With a third pump added, the capacity of the Wastewater Flow Equalization 

Station would be more than adequate to accommodate the additional flows expected 

during wet weather events.  
 

MM5.10.2-2 The University shall prepare a sewer area study subject to the review and approval of the 

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works prior to the issuance of a building permit 
for the project. 

 

5.10.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

No adverse wastewater impacts are anticipated to be generated by the proposed CLP because of the 

stringent regulatory requirements of State, County and local agencies, the necessary contract agreements 

with the wastewater treatment districts, and the mitigation measures specified herein (Class II).  
Therefore, there are no unavoidable adverse impacts related to wastewater.  
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5.10.3 SOLID WASTE 

5.10.3.1 Existing Conditions 

Background 

In-County Solid Waste Management 

The County of Los Angeles comprises 88 incorporated cities and numerous unincorporated areas within 

its 4,100 square miles, and has a population in excess of 10.3 million persons.  Each jurisdiction of the 

County is responsible for its own solid waste management.  Solid waste generated in Los Angeles County 
comprises residential waste, construction wastes, commercial and industrial wastes, and sludge residues 

(wastes remaining at the end of the sewage treatment process). 

 
In most cases, solid waste is hauled directly to major Class III landfills, with the remainder being taken to 

transfer stations, resource recovery centers, or waste-to-energy facilities.  In 2008, the residents and 

businesses of Los Angeles County disposed of approximately 10.46 million tons of solid waste at existing 
permitted land disposal and transformation facilities (waste-to-energy) located within and outside of the 

County.  Of this amount, approximately 7.9 million tons were disposed of at in-County Class III landfills; 

520,776 tons at transformation facilities; 1.9 million tons exported to out-of-County Class III landfills; 

and 121,540 tons at unclassified (inert waste) landfills.29 
 

As shown in Table 5.10.3-1, solid waste is disposed of at 11 Class III landfills within the County of Los 

Angeles.  In 2008, a total of about 25,650 tons per day were disposed of at these landfills, or about 59 
percent of the total permitted daily capacity.  As of the end of 2008, an estimated 154.39 million tons of 

solid waste disposal capacity remained among landfills in the County.30 

 

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) was enacted to reduce, recycle, and 
reuse solid waste generated in the State to the maximum amount feasible.  Specifically, the Act required 

city and county jurisdictions to adopt a Source Reduction and Recycling Element to their Waste 

Management Plans.  It also required jurisdictions to identify an implementation schedules to divert 25 
percent of their total solid waste stream from landfill disposal by the year 1995, and 50 percent of the total 

waste stream from landfill disposal by the year 2000.  In addition, Senate Bill 1252 was amended in June 

2008 to expand waste diversion requirements to achieve 60 percent by the year 2015 and 75 percent by 
the year 2025.31  Incentives to achieve these goals include a $10,000 daily fine on local jurisdictions as 

long as they are not in compliance.  To assist in achieving AB 939’s goals of reducing solid waste, the 

Act requires each city and county to promote a hierarchical method for managing waste: source reduction, 

recycling, composting, transformation and finally, if necessary, disposal. 
 

California's statewide diversion rate estimate for 2008 is 58 percent, 6 percentage points higher than the 

estimate for 2005.  For 2008, California generated approximately 93 million tons, disposed about 39 
million tons, and diverted over 54 million tons.32  Many local jurisdictions have met the goals of AB 939. 

The City of Los Angeles has not only met these goals but has also set a goal of diverting 70% of solid 

                                                
29  Los Angeles County Department of Public Works.  2008 Los Angeles County Countywide Integrated Waste Management 

Plan.  Countywide Summary Plan and Countywide Siting Element. 
30  IBID. 
31 California Integrated Waste Management Board, Senate Bill 1252, June 30, 2008 
32  California Integrated Waste Management Board.  California Leads Nation in Recycling Efforts and Hits Milestone: State 

announces 58 percent waste diversion from landfills.  Accessed on December 15, 2009 from: 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Pressroom/2008/December/56.htm. 
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waste from landfill disposal by 2020.33  Locally, the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 

administers the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan, which is comprised of County and City 
waste reduction planning documents.  To manage construction and demolition debris, the County has 

instituted a mandatory Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling and Reuse Program (Los Angeles 

County Code, Chapter 20.87) in conformance with AB 939 for projects that meet certain requirements. 

Under this program, at least 50 percent, determined by weight, of all project construction and demolition 
debris, exclusive of soil, rock, and gravel, must be recycled or reused unless a lower percentage is 

approved by the director upon a determination that recycling or reuse of 50 percent of all such materials is 

not reasonably feasible.34  Besides the Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling and Reuse 
Program, the County of Los Angeles offers an abundance of recycling programs and resources for 

businesses, manufacturers, and residents in compliance with AB 939.  The County of Los Angeles 

Recycling Ordinance (90-0167) requires all waste haulers to provide recycling services to all residents in 
the unincorporated areas of the County of Los Angeles. 

 

The major planning documents that the County has adopted to reduce waste generation and achieve 

compliance under AB 939 include the County of Los Angeles Solid Waste Management Action Plan, 
Source Reduction and Recycling Element, Non-Disposal Facility Element and the Green Building 

Ordinance.    

 
Solid Waste Action Management Plan - The County Solid Waste Action Management Plan was adopted 

in 1988 as required by AB 223 to provide for long-range management of solid waste. The Plan was 

designed to provide permitted capacity of 50 years and established policies on waste reduction in the 
forms of source reduction, recycling, composting and hazardous waste management. 

 

Source Reduction and Recycling Element - In accordance with AB 939, the County adopted its Source 

Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) to establish local policies and programs to achieve the 
mandated waste disposal reductions.  The current Plan’s 15-year disposal capacity projection commenced 

in 2006. 

 
Non-Disposal Facility Element - In accordance with AB 939, the County adopted its NDFE to inventory 

all existing, proposed expansions and proposed new disposal facilities needed to implement its SRRE. 

 

Green Building Ordinance - On November 18, 2008, the County adopted its Green Building Ordinance to 
promote green building standards establishing low impact development standards that not only divert 

waste from landfills and help to incorporate other “green” design features.  The County Green Building 

Ordinance (Section 22.52.2130.c.4.b), effective January 1, 2009, requires a minimum of 65% of non-
hazardous construction and demolition debris be recycled or salvaged. 

 

 

                                                
33  City of Los Angeles Sanitation Department of Public Works.  Strategic Programs.  Accessed on July 5, 2008 from:  

http://www.lacity.org/san/solid_resources/strategic_programs/diversion_strategy/index.htm 
34 Los Angeles County Code, Chapter 20.87 – Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling and Reuse Program, 2004. 
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Table 5.10.3-1 

Los Angeles County Class III Landfill Capacity and Usage1 

Landfill 
Permitted Daily 

Capacity (tons) 

2008 Average Daily 

Disposal (tons) 2 

Estimated Remaining 

Permitted Capacity as of 

December 31, 2008 

(million tons) 

Antelope Valley 1,400 

1,8003 

979 7.75 

Burbank 240 132 3.0 

Calabasas 3,500 1,184 7.80 

Chiquita Canyon 6,000 4,822 8.01 

Lancaster 1,700 1,141 13.32 

Pebbly Beach 49 10 0.07 

Puente Hills 13,200 10,096 21.62 

San Clemente 10 1 0.040 

Scholl Canyon 3,400 1,082 5.66 

Sunshine Canyon-County 6,600 3,771 --- 

Sunshine Canyon-City 5,500 2,178 --- 

Sunshine Canyon City/County4 12,100 --- 82.98 

Whittier (Savage Canyon) 350 252 4.15 

Totals 43,749 25,650 154.39 

1 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works.  2008 Los Angeles County Countywide Integrated Waste 

Management Plan.  Countywide Summary Plan and Countywide Siting Element. 

2 Includes waste generated within and outside of the county. 

3 Antelope Valley Landfill’s daily capacity of 1,800 is based on the SWFP issued on 12/26/95 for the 

unincorporated County landfill area (expansion capacity included). 

4 The Sunshine Canyon City/County Landfill currently operates under CIWMB Permit # 19-AA-2000 (issued July 

7, 2008) and has a permitted maximum daily capacity of 12,100 tons. Accessed on May 2, 2009 from 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/19-AA-2000/Detail. 

 

 

 

From September 1, 2008 through August 31, 2009, Pepperdine University produced approximately 

2,599.10 tons of solid waste.35  For the past nine years Pepperdine has partnered with Crown Disposal 

Company, a mixed processing plant, to help recycle campus solid waste.36  In January 2009, Pepperdine 
University campus facilities generated about 161 tons of solid waste.  During this same month, 

approximately 126 tons, or 78 percent of Pepperdine’s waste stream was recycled.37  It should be noted 

that this diversion rate does not take in to account other on-campus recycling not undertaken by Crown 

Disposal including: e-waste, battery, construction, and cooking oil recycling programs. The ever-
increasing diversion of solid waste from landfill disposal would extend the life span of existing landfills 

and reduce the need for new sites.  

                                                
35 E-mail communication between Envicom Corporation and Pepperdine University, September 29, 2009. 
36 Albertson, Nicole, Pepperdine University.  The Graphic.  Trash worth keeping:  Campus teams with recycling company.  

11/08/2007.  Accessed on July 5, 2008 from: http://graphic.pepperdine.edu/news/2007/2007-11-08-trash.htm. 
37  Crown Disposal, Hand Sort Diversion Data, February 2009. 
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Solid waste generated at campus facilities, other than the 57-unit Baxter faculty/staff housing area, is 

collected in 3-yard bins or roll-off dumpsters.  These bins are taken to Crown Disposal’s materials 
recovery facility (MRF), where recyclable materials are recovered including the traditional recyclables 

such as bottles, cans, newspapers, cardboard, and paper as well as the non-traditional recyclables such as 

green and food waste.  Non-recoverable materials are then transported to County landfills such as the 

Calabasas, Sunshine Canyon or Chiquita Canyon landfills for disposal.38  Solid waste generated at the 
Baxter faculty/staff housing area mentioned above is collected in two separate containers - one for trash 

and one for a range of recyclable materials (aluminum, glass, paper, etc.).  Non-recyclable materials are 

transported to local county landfills, such as the Calabasas Landfill, while recyclable materials are taken 
to a sorting facility.  

  

The Sunshine Canyon City/County Landfill is located in Sylmar and is owned and operated by Browning-
Ferris Industries (BFI).  Recently, Sunshine Canyon City Landfill (permitted throughput of 5,500 tons of 

solid waste per day) and Sunshine Canyon County Landfill (permitted throughput of 6,600 tons of solid 

waste per day) operations combined under one permit (Permit # 19-AA-2000) that was issued by the 

California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIMWB) on July 7, 2008.  Under this permit, the 
Sunshine City/County Landfill has a maximum permitted throughput of 12,100 tons of solid waste per 

day. Based on the figures provided on Table 5.10.3-1, in 2008, Sunshine Canyon County Landfill 

operated at about 57 percent of its permitted daily capacity, while Sunshine Canyon City Landfill 
operated at approximately 40 percent of its permitted daily capacity.  Currently, the Sunshine 

City/Canyon Landfill disposes approximately 9,000 to 10,000 tons of solid waste per day (combined 

municipal solid waste and beneficial use materials).39  The landfill is expected to dispose a relatively 
similar volume in the future.  Nevertheless, daily volumes are ultimately determined by market factors 

such as the amount of municipal solid waste that is created and cost of disposal at other area landfills.40  

As of December 31, 2008, the landfill had a remaining capacity of 82.98 million tons, or approximately 

111 million cubic yards.  The landfill has an estimated closure date of December 31, 2037.41 
 

The Calabasas landfill is located in Agoura Hills and is owned by the County of Los Angeles and 

operated by the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County.  Based on the figures provided on 
Table 5.10.3-1, in 2008, the landfill operated at about 34 percent of its permitted daily capacity.  As of the 

end of 2008, the landfill had a remaining capacity of 7.8 million tons and an estimated remaining life of 

approximately 21.1 years (based on 1 ,184 tons per day, 6 days per week).42 

 
The Chiquita Canyon landfill, located in Castaic, is owned and operated by Waste Connections.  The 

landfill operated at about 80 percent of its permitted daily capacity in 2008 and is estimated to have a 

remaining life of 5.3 years (based on 4,822 tons per day, 6 days per week). 
 

Out-of-County and Expansions of Landfill Capacity 

As provided below in Table 5.10.3-2, the County deliveries approximately 5,709 tpd of waste to landfills 

located outside the County.  These landfills include El Sobrante Landfill in Riverside County; Frank 

Bowerman Sanitary Landfill, Olinda Alpha Sanitary Landfill, and Prima Deshecha Sanitary Landfill, all 

                                                
38 Telephone Communication between Envicom Corporation and Tim Fry, Crown Disposal Company on May 18, 2009.  
39 E-mail Communication between Envicom Corporation and Susan Jennings, Environmental Manager, Sunshine Canyon 

Landfill, May 11, 2009. 
40 Ibid. 
41 CIWMB, Accessed on May 5, 2009 from http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/19-AA-2000/Detail. 
42 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works.  2008 Los Angeles County Countywide Integrated Waste Management 

Plan.  Countywide Summary Plan and Countywide Siting Element. 
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referred to as “Orange County–Collectively”; and Simi Valley Landfill & Recycling Center in Ventura 

County.  El Sobrante Landfill is permitted to receive 70,000 tons per week and has a total capacity of 134 
million tons, and a design lifespan of 36 years. This landfill will offer a capacity of up to 9,308 tpd for 

accepting waste generation from within Los Angeles County through the 15-year planning period horizon 

of 2023.  Through waste importation agreements with various entities within Los Angeles County, 

Orange County-Collectively will provide up to 4,500 tpd of capacity to accept Los Angeles County waste.  
Simi Valley Landfill & Recycling Center, with a daily capacity of 3,500 tpd, is projected to continue to 

provide 808 tpd of capacity to Los Angeles County. 

 
 

Table 5.10.3-2 

Out-of-County Class III Landfills
43

 

Landfill 

2008 Average 

Daily Disposal 

from LA County 

Projected Future 

Daily Acceptance 

from LA County
 

El Sobrante Landfill (Riverside County) 2,909 4,0001 

Orange County –Collectively 1,992 4,5002 

Simi Valley Landfill & Recycling Center  

(Ventura County) 
808 8081 

Totals 5,709 9,308 

 

 

As demand for landfill capacity continues, planning efforts to accommodate demand will continue to be 

expanded into the future through landfill expansions and creation of new landfill sites.  Currently, there 

are expansions being processed for the Antelope Valley Landfills I and II and the Chiquita Canyon 
Landfill.  New facilities expected to be operational in the near future include the Eagle Mountain Landfill 

in Riverside County and the Mesquite Canyon Landfill in Imperial County.  Upon completion of these 

expansions and future landfills, the estimated daily capacity to be added to the County’s waste 
management at Class III landfills would increase by approximately 38,356 tons per day.  Table 5.10.3-3 

below provides a summary of the capacity of future expansions and new Class III landfills. 

 

5.10.3.2 Threshold of Significance 

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a significant solid waste impact would result if the 

proposed project: 

 
• Would not be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 

solid waste disposal needs; and/or 

• Would not comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 

 

                                                
43 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works.  2008 Los Angeles County Countywide Integrated Waste Management 

Plan.  Countywide Summary Plan and Countywide Siting Element. 
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Table 5.10.3-3 

Expansions and Future Class III Landfills 

Landfill 

Remaining 

Permitted 

Capacity (2008) 

(million tons) 

Expansion 

(million tons) 

Estimated 

Total Capacity 

After 

Expansion 

(million tons) 

Projected 

Future Daily 

Permitted 

Acceptance 

from LA County 

(tons/day) 

Antelope Valley Landfills I 
and II (LA County) 

7.75 8.96 16.71 3,6001 

Chiquita Canyon Landfill 

(LA County) 
8.01 32 40.01 4,7562 

Eagle Mountain Landfill 
(Riverside County) 

- 708 708 15,000 

Mesquite Canyon Landfill 

(Imperial County) 
- 600 600 15,000 

Totals - 1,349 1,365 38,356 
1 Antelope Valley Landfill would have a maximum capacity of 3,600 tons/per day. In 2008, Antelope Valley accepted 99 

percent of its actual daily disposal from within LA County.  (2008 Annual Report, IWMP, Appendix E-2 Table 1) 
2 In 2008, Chiquita Canyon Landfill accepted 98 percent of its actual daily disposal from within Los Angeles County. (2008 

Annual Report, IWMP, Appendix E-2 Table 1). 

 

 

5.10.3.3 Project Impacts 

Construction Period Impacts 

Much of the solid waste generated from construction of the proposed project is recyclable, such as wood 

and metal scrap and formed construction board (cement and dry wall board).  The CLP is expected to 
comply with the County’s mandatory Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling and Reuse Program.  

As part of the Student Housing Rehabilitation, the six existing student-housing buildings within the Outer 

Precinct would be demolished.  Three of the buildings would be demolished in the first phase of the CLP 
and three in the second.  Demolition is expected to produce up to 200 tons of construction debris per 

building, for a total of 1,200 tons.  It is expected that at least 80 percent of the demolition debris, or 960 

tons would be diverted from landfills through recycling efforts, and 240 tons would be disposed at a 

landfill.  Demolition during each phase (three buildings) could create up to 120 tons.  If all 120 tons were 
disposed of at an area landfill on one given day, the amount would be well within the daily limits and 

capacity.  The 80 percent diversion estimate is based on recent campus demolition/construction projects 

where the University’s Construction and Campus Planning department cites an 80% diversion rate, 
including the current Elkins Project, which concluded in August 2009.  In addition, construction at the 

Town Square is expected to produce up to 105,000 tons (70,000 cubic yards) of soil.  The soils would 

first be used on campus as fill as needed; however, should it be determined to contain excess aggregate, 

rendering it unsuitable for fill, the soils would be hauled to a construction aggregate mining and/or 
processing facility for processing.  Since construction aggregate material is considered a high value 

commodity locally, it is expected that this construction component would not require landfill capacity for 

disposal.  Minimum quantities of waste would be generated by construction workers at the site, which is 
mostly food related (food scraps and various food packaging materials).  Given the excess in permitted 

daily capacity at the Sunshine Canyon, Calabasas, and Chiquita landfills, construction waste  
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from the CLP that cannot be recycled is not expected to exceed the capacity of the landfills.  Therefore, 

the CLP is not expected to result in significant construction related solid waste impacts (Class III).   
 

Operational Impacts 

The proposed CLP provides new and upgraded athletic, recreation, entertainment, parking, and residential 
facilities. The CLP would not produce hazardous wastes other than typical hazardous waste related to 

maintenance activities, such as paint thinners, solvents, and motor oil.  Typical hazardous wastes would 

be stored in maintenance areas consistent with current University and County Fire Department practices.  

The California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) provides solid waste generation rates to 
estimate the amount of waste created by a certain land use.  The waste generation rates include all 

materials discarded, whether or not they are recycled or disposed of in a landfill.  As such, they are useful 

in providing a general level of information for planning purposes. The proposed project would result in an 
additional population of 468 on-campus students and 43 full time equivalent (FTE) employees on 

campus, as well as 15 additional contract employees during events.  In order to estimate the amount of 

solid waste produced by the increase of on-campus residents a conservative generation rate of 12 pounds 

of solid waste per resident was utilized.44 In addition, a solid waste generation rate of 0.6 lb/person/day 
was utilized to in order to account for all campus activities (i.e. use of ancillary facilities) associated with 

the projected on-campus resident and FTE population.45  In addition, according to the CIWMB, activities 

at venue events generate an average of approximately 2.44 pounds of waste per visitor, per day.46  
Although the proposed Soccer Field would remain at approximately 1,000 bleacher seats, the proposed 

Athletics/Events Center would include a net increase of 1,900 event-related seats. 

 
As shown in Table 5.10.3-2, a solid waste generation for the proposed CLP was formulated utilizing the 

generation rates provided by the CIWMB.  The daily solid waste generation of the proposed CLP would 

be 10,575 pounds per day.  However, as noted in the table, this number assumes that the Athletics/Events 

Center, as well as the Standard and Outer Precinct, would be operating at full capacity.  On a yearly basis, 
the CLP would generate 833.3 tons of solid waste per year for an average daily generation of 

approximately 2.3 tons per day, or approximately 4,564.7 pounds during operation.  Peak days would 

generate approximately 10,575.8 pounds.  The solid waste estimates are conservative because they do not 
account for any campus recycling activities and they assume the following: 

 

• Additional student residents and new faculty and staff would be on campus 265 days a year;47 

• Athletics/Events Center would have a net increase of 20 sold out events;48 and 

• All new visitors to the Athletics/Events Center are coming from off-campus residences. 

                                                
44 Ultrasystems, Stevenson Ranch DEIR Phase IV Specific Plan, April 1992.  Accessed from the CIWMB on May 19, 2009 

from: http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/Residential.htm. 
45 Guide to Solid Waste and Recycling Plans for Development Projects (Santa Barbara County Public Works Department), May 

1997.  Accessed from the CIWMB on May 19, 2009 from: 
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/Institution.htm. 

46 California Integrated Waste Management Board.  Targeted Statewide Waste Characterization Study:  Waste Disposal and 
Diversion Findings for Selected Industry.  June 2006. Page 73. (Public venues and events on average generate 244 pounds of 
waste material per hundred visitors.) 

47 It is important to note that the campus would not operate at maximum occupancy levels year round (i.e. spring, summer, and 
winter breaks).  Additionally, faculty and staff would not be on campus more than 5 days per week. 

48 The proposed Athletics/Events Center would not result in a substantial increase in the amount of existing games or events.  
This includes 20 men’s basketball games, 20 women’s basketball games, 12 men’s volleyball games, 12 women’s volleyball 
games, 7 bible lectures, and 8 additional events.  The majority of these events would be attended by fewer than 3,100 people, 

the current capacity of the existing event location, Firestone Fieldhouse.  
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Table 5.10.3-4 

Project Generated Solid Waste 

Land Use Size Factor 

Daily 

Generation 

(lbs/day) 

Annual Generation 

(tons/yr) 

Residential – Beds4  468 students 12 lbs/day1
 5,616 744.1 

School/Institutional4
 468 students 

 43 employees 
15 contract  

0.6 lbs/person 

/day2
 

323 42.7 

Athletics/Events Center 

Visitors5
 

1,900 seats 2.44 lbs/visitor3
 4,636 46.46

 

Net Increase in Solid Waste Generation 10,5756
 833.3 

1 Ultrasystems, Stevenson Ranch DEIR Phase IV Specific Plan, April 1992.  Accessed from the CIWMB on May 

19, 2009 from: http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/Residential.htm. 
2 Guide to Solid Waste and Recycling Plans for Development Projects (Santa Barbara County Public Works 

Department), May 1997.  Accessed from the CIWMB on May 19, 2009 from: 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/Institution.htm.  The projected student and staff population 

generation is based on 365 days a year.  Because this factor is based on a per person basis, it would account for all 

campus activities (i.e. use of ancillary facilities) associated with the projected population.   
3 California Integrated Waste Management Board.  Targeted Statewide Waste Characterization Study:  Waste 

Disposal and Diversion Findings for Selected Industry.  June 2006. Page 73. 
4 Additional student residents and new faculty and staff would be on campus 265 days a year. 
5 The Athletics/Events Center generation is based on a net increase of 20 sold out events. 
6 The average daily generation would be approximately 4,564.7 pounds.  

 
 

The Sunshine Canyon City/County Landfill’s disposal rate is on average, 2,100 tons per day less than its 

permitted daily capacity of 12,100 tons per day.  This assumes that Sunshine Canyon City/County 

Landfill currently operates at an average disposal rate of 10,000 tons per day as indicated above. The 
daily average of 2.3 tons of solid waste generated from the project per day represents 0.11 percent of the 

remaining average daily capacity of the Sunshine City/County Landfill.  This quantity of waste would 

represent 0.10 percent and 0.23 percent of the remaining average daily capacity at the Chiquita Canyon 
Landfill and Calabasas Landfill, respectively.  The CLP is expected to be integrated into the University’s 

existing programs on composting, waste reduction, and recycling, which currently diverts up to 78 

percent of all University-generated solid waste from County landfills.  By incorporating the CLP into the 

University’s existing waste reduction program, the solid waste generated by the project could be reduced 
from 833.3 tons per year to 183.3 tons per year.   This represents a diversion of 649.9 tons per year.   

However, waste generation is irreversible, and at the project-level would contribute to reduction in the 

existing landfill capacity.  It will be important for the University to continue its strong emphasis on 
recycling and continue to make improvements to reduce and minimize waste generation for the life of the 

CLP proposed uses.  The proposed CLP solid waste impact is considered adverse, but reduced to less than 

significant with incorporation of mitigation (Class II). 
 

5.10.3.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The ability to accommodate future solid waste generation in the southern California region has become an 

issue of concern due to the limited supply of existing landfill space, the difficulty in establishing new 
landfills in California and anticipated increases in solid waste generation due to population increases and 

economic growth.  Although source reduction and recycling efforts, such as those mandated by AB 939, 
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have been successful in reducing the amount of solid waste requiring landfill disposal, the diminishing 

supply of landfill capacity remains an important issue for the region. 
 

Construction and operation of the proposed CLP and the related projects listed in section 4.0 would result 

in the generation of additional solid waste to be disposed of at county landfills.  The project itself with 

mitigation incorporated would contribute approximately 183.3 tons of waste per year into the foreseeable 
future, and in combination with related projects and regional growth, would consume permitted capacity 

of landfills over the life of the project.  Countywide, if waste generation remained steady annually at the 

2008 disposal rate of 7.9 million tons sent to county class iii landfills, there would be approximately 20 
years remaining of permitted landfill capacity (154.39 million tons).  As provided in Table 5.10.3-5, the 

annual cumulative waste generation, including the CLP and the related projects, would be 776.9 tons, of 

which the CLP represents 23.6 percent.  As discussed above, the county plans to divert 70 percent by the 
year 2020, and there would likely be permitted landfill capacity expansions in the future that would 

provide adequate capacity to accept the cumulative waste generation. Although the proposed project and 

the related projects would not produce an amount of solid waste that exceeds available landfill capacity 

now, they would contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact on solid waste disposal capacity caused 
in combination with regional growth.  The project would contribute to a significant cumulative impact on 

landfill capacity; however, with incorporation of mitigation requiring the project be incorporated into the 

existing university recycling program, the project contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.  
This impact is considered to be potentially significant but mitigable to less than significant levels. (Class 

II).  

 
 

5.10.3-5 

Solid Waste Generation –Related Projects 

Land Use Quantity
1 

Generation Factor
2 Annual Waste 

Generation (lbs) 

Waste 

Disposed of in 

Landfill (tons)
 

Multi-Family Residential 2 4 lbs/du/day 2,920 1.5 

Single-Family Residential 33 2.25 lbs/du/day 48,453 24.2 

Office/Government 

Administration 

132,000 sf 6 lbs/1000 sf/day 289,080 144.5 

Park 653,400 sf .007 lbs/sf/day 1,669,437 834.7 

Commercial/Retail (Super 
Market/Shopping Center)  

80,396 sf 5 lbs/1000 sf/day 146,723 73.4 

Restaurant 19,300 .005 lb/sf/day 35,223 17.6 

Hotel 125 rooms 4 lbs/room/day 182,500 91.25 

Subtotal   2,374,336 1,187.2 

Diverted From Disposal At 

Landfill3 

  1,187,168 593.6 

CLP With Mitigation    183.3 

Totals: - - - 776.9 
1 Tabulated from Table 4-1 approved and pending cumulative projects list, section 4.0 Environmental 

Setting, of this EIR. 
2 Cal recycle, California natural resources agency, solid waste characterization database, updated 

December 30, 2009, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/wastechar/resdisp.htm 
3 Includes a 50 percent diversion rate for related projects. 
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5.10.3.5 Mitigation Measures 

Given the limited magnitude of the CLP’s incremental solid waste generation as compared to the existing 
landfill capacity, the proposed CLP is not expected to result in a significant impact on solid waste 

disposal capacity.  However, given the County-wide shortage of future landfill capacity (as reported in the 

Los Angeles County Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan 2008 Annual Report), the proposed project 

would contribute to a significant cumulative impact on landfill capacity; however, with incorporation of 
mitigation requiring the project be incorporated into the existing University recycling program, the project 

contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. Implementation of the following mitigation 

measure would reduce the potential impacts of the project and the project’s contribution to cumulative 
impacts. 

  

MM5.10.3-1 The applicant shall implement a recycling program for the operational phase of the 

CLP in compliance with the University’s current recycling program.  The recycling 
program shall be monitored to ensure that the program advances along with 

technological advancements in waste management industry-wide.  At a minimum the 

recycling program shall maintain existing levels of waste diversion with 

improvements in waste diversion overtime that exceed existing levels and are in 
keeping with overall Countywide criteria.  Some the measured recycling criteria that 

shall be met or exceeded include: 

• All on campus green waste (e.g. tree trimmings, brush clearance, grass, etc.) 
shall be either be chipped and reused for pathways (e.g. wood chips) or shall be 

composted at an approved composting site. 

• Food waste shall be separated from other refuse and recyclable materials and 

sent to a composting site and reused on campus for landscape maintenance in-

lieu of fertilizer. 

• Dining on campus shall provide non-disposable plates and cutlery and cups.  

Styrofoam shall remain prohibited. 

• Offices shall set printers to double sided printing whenever one-sided is not 

necessary.  Faculty and students shall be encouraged to utilize double-sided 
printing whenever possible. 

• Batteries, toner cartridges and other office tech equipment such as computer 

monitors, printers, and cell phones shall be recycled. 

• Offices shall promote recycled paper usage that contains at least 30 percent 

recycled content and is Green Seal Certified. 

• The campus shall maintain usage of 100 percent recycled products (e.g. hand 

towels) for the janitorial products for common area restrooms, break rooms , 

etc. 

• The Pepperdine bookstore(s) shall amply stock recycled products so as to 

minimize reliance on non-recycled products to the extent feasible. 
 

5.10.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse impacts 

With implementation of MM5.10.3-1, impacts of the proposed CLP would be reduced to a less than 

significant impact on solid waste disposal capability (Class II).   
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The project would contribute to a significant cumulative impact on landfill capacity; however, with 

incorporation of MM5.10.3-1 requiring the project be incorporated into the existing University recycling 
program, the project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.  This impact is considered to 

be potentially significant but mitigable to less than significant levels (Class II). 
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5.11 LAND USE 

This section assesses the potential for significant impacts related to the CLP’s compatibility with existing 

land uses and its consistency with applicable land use plans and policies.  The methodologies used for this 

analysis include field investigations to confirm existing land use conditions, interpretation of current aerial 

photographs, and review of the University’s Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), and related Coastal 

Act policies, along with applicable County of Los Angeles land use plans and zoning ordinances.  The 

conclusions reached for other issues addressed in this EIR were also considered in assessing land use 

compatibility and policy consistency issues. 

 

5.11.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Existing Uses 

Campus Life Project Sites and the University Property 

The CLP component sites, which total approximately 36.8 acres within the disturbed core portion of the 

campus, vary in size from approximately 2.6 acres to approximately 8.4 acres.  All of the CLP component 

sites are currently developed with athletic facilities/buildings, residential structures, parking lots, 

maintenance yards, flood control facilities or playfields (see Figure 3-3 in Section 3.0 Project Description).   

 

The developed core area of the campus, which includes the CLP component sites, is characterized by 

educational and administrative buildings; athletic fields; concentrations of student and faculty/staff 

housing; surface parking lots; as well as natural and landscaped areas.  Almost two-thirds of the 

University’s property (approximately 527 acres) consists of undeveloped mountain and foothill open space 

that buffers the core of the campus to the northwest, north, and east.  

 

Adjacent Properties 

Properties surrounding the Pepperdine University campus contain concentrated clusters and corridors of 

institutional, commercial, residential, and public uses that are surrounded and separated by the open spaces 

of the Santa Monica Mountain coastal foothills and valleys.  Development in Pepperdine University’s 

vicinity is concentrated in coastal valleys and along coastal terraces that are hemmed in by rugged 

expanses of the undeveloped open space of the Santa Monica Mountains.  Principally, development is 

concentrated to the southeast and southwest of the University.  Malibu Country Estates (MCE) is a single-

family residential subdivision lying immediately west of John Tyler Drive that was developed shortly after 

the University opened.  

 

At somewhat greater distances are clusters of residential and commercial uses that are largely surrounded 

by open space and vacant land.  Predominantly single-family housing units are located along the Pacific 

Coast Highway (PCH) west of John Tyler Drive.  Immediately south of PCH are open bluffs (Malibu Bluff 

State Recreation Area) and the Malibu Bluff Park containing picnic, athletic fields, and other recreation 

facilities.  Single-family housing units are the predominant use on the upper bluffs east of Malibu Canyon 

Road, north of Civic Center Way (Malibu Knolls).  The Hughes’ Research Laboratories, a 231,000 square-

foot research and development facility, is located along the west side of Malibu Canyon Road.  The 

research facility is separated from the residential areas along the eastern edge of the developed campus by 

2,600 feet of open space consisting of the very rugged slopes surrounding Winter Canyon.  

 

East of Malibu Canyon Road is an elementary school.  Further east in the Malibu Civic Center area are 

retail, office, public, nursery, and similar uses that are intermixed with large undeveloped parcels.  A retail 

commercial center containing grocery and drug stores, ancillary shops, and restaurants is located in the 
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southeast, south of PCH, with a continuous strip of housing units located along the shoreline of Malibu 

Colony Drive.  Surrounding land uses are depicted in Figure 5.11-1.  

 

Entitlement History 

The University is subject to long-term planning and development plans established by the County of Los 

Angeles Department of Regional Planning (County) and the California Costal Commission (CCC) for the 

future growth of the campus.  The County has an adopted development program zone (DPZ) for the 

University that sets forth conceptual plans for campus growth. The CCC approval for future development 

is contained within the University’s Long Range Development Plan (LRDP).  The following is a brief 

summary of the establishment of the University’s development over time and the DPZ and LRDP.  

Additional detail can be found in Appendix M. 

 

In 1968, Pepperdine University acquired its Malibu campus. Throughout the 1970s, the University began 

to develop the campus through a series of approvals issued by the Los Angeles County Department of 

Regional Planning (DRP).  In 1971, the County approved a zone change allowing the campus to be utilized 

for institutional purposes.
1
  In 1972 and 1974, the County of Los Angeles approved a comprehensive 

Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the University, which allowed for the development of the Seaver 

College of Letters, Arts, and Sciences campus and allowed further expansion through the addition of 

classrooms, parking areas, and recreation facilities.
2
  

 

Because the University property falls within the Coastal Zone, in addition to being under the authority of 

the County, from 1972 through 1976 the University also obtained development approvals from the 

California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission, which was the precursor to the California Coastal 

Commission, which was established by the passage of the California Coastal Act in 1976.
3
   

 

During the 1980s, the University worked to develop and implement long-term planning goals, pursuant to 

State and local regulations.  Growth in student population, academic programs and a corresponding need 

for enhanced campus facilities planning resulted in the Pepperdine University Proposed Specific Plan for 

Development in 1983. In 1987 the County Board of Supervisors approved this plan through a zone change 

and adopted a Development Program Zone for the University.
4
  The DPZ includes conceptual plans for 

future academic, housing, recreational, and support facilities to accommodate campus growth and 

additional FTE students.  In total, the DPZ included approval of an additional 2.2 million square feet of 

additional development at the University, only a portion of which has yet been realized. The DPZ is 

implemented though the County’s issuance of site specific Conditional Use Permit approvals. 

 

The California Coastal Commission considered the University’s long-term plans in the form of a Long 

Range Development Plan.  On January 11, 1990, the Coastal Commission approved the LRDP and 

adopted its final Revised Findings.  The LRDP sets standards for new development of facilities and uses, 

polices for campus growth, and allows for up to 5,000 FTE students. In total, the LRDP allows an 

additional 1.2 million square feet of development at the campus.  Although the top three pads of the 

Graduate Campus portion of the development plans have been constructed, a substantial portion of the 

lower campus infill development approved in the LRDP has not yet been realized.  The LRDP is 

                                                
1
 Zoning Case 5687-(4), Ordinance 10,262. 

2
 Conditional Use Permit Case No. 133-(4), Variance Case No. 82-(4)., Conditional Use Permit Case No. 538-(4). 

3
 Previous to the passage of the Coastal Act, Commission approvals were required under the California Coastal Zone 

Conservation Act of 1972. 
4
 See County of Los Angeles Zoning Case Number 85-007, and Ordinance Number 87-0106Z. 
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implemented through facility-specific requests for Notices of Impending Development.  Changes to the 

LRDP are processed through requests to amend the LRDP.   

 

Since the 1990 approval of these long range plans, the University has been implementing the plans at a 

slower rate than originally contemplated. The University has only requested four Conditional Use Permits 

to implement the DPZ over the past 20 years and there are still numerous facilities that have not been 

realized.  Specifically, CUP 91-156-(3) allowed Pepperdine to increase its enrollment to 3,000 FTE 

students, add temporary and permanent student housing facilities, gymnasium facilities, 268 additional 

parking spaces, and to continue the previously granted campus-parking ratio of one space per FTE.  In 

1997, the County approved CUP 96-049 and CUP 96-050.  The two CUPs allowed for construction of 

previously approved academic, recreation, and parking facilities, resulting in a combined on-site building 

square footage increase of 268,800 square feet. 

 

In 1998, the University realized the previously approved plans for a graduate campus through the approval 

of the Graduate Campus Project (GCP) under CUP No. 97-191-(3).  The County’s CUP approved build-

out of the University’s graduate campus with approximately 385,000 square feet of residential, academic, 

and support facilities as conceptually approved in the DPZ and the LRDP.  CUP No. 97-191-(3) 

specifically increased the campus enrollment to 3,500 FTE, and continued the University’s requirement of 

one parking space per FTE.  As described above, development under each County CUP is required to 

obtain a corresponding Coastal Commission approval.  

 

Plans, Policies, and Ordinances5 

Development entitlements for the project site and Pepperdine University (Malibu campus) property are 

subject to the jurisdiction of the County of Los Angeles and California Coastal Commission. 

 

County of Los Angeles 

Development of the CLP is subject to the County of Los Angeles General Plan, Malibu Local Coastal 

Program Land Use Plan, the Los Angeles County Zoning Code (Title 22), and the DPZ. 

 

County of Los Angeles General Plan and Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 

The County of Los Angeles General Plan was adopted on November 25, 1980, with various elements 

being amended since 1986.  It consists of those Countywide Chapters and Elements mandated by the 

California Government Code, as well as a series of Community-wide plans that set forth more detailed 

growth and development policies for specific unincorporated communities.  The General Plan has not been 

comprehensively updated since its adoption in 1980; however, the County is currently in the process of 

doing so in compliance with Government Code Sections 65300.7, 65301, and 65302.  The multi-year 

planning effort is intended to reflect changes in demographics, growth, and infrastructure conditions in the 

County.  The General Plan update has not yet been completed/adopted and as such the applicable General 

Plan for purposes of this analysis is the existing General Plan. 

 

The Los Angeles County General Plan sets forth goals and objectives to guide growth and development 

within the County and provides policy framework for achieving these goals and objectives.  Policies 

concerning land use are set forth in the Land Use element of the plan.  These policies are designed to 

                                                
5
 Regional plans that may apply to the proposed project are identified and discussed in applicable sections of the EIR.  For 

example, the County’s Congestion Management Plan (CMP) is included in Section 5.8 (Transportation/Circulation) and 

SCAQMD’s Air Quality Management Plan is included in Section 5.4 (Air Quality).   
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address identified critical needs, including the need to use land more efficiently; ensure compatibility of 

development; conserve resources and enhance environmental quality; improve the land-use decision-

making process; and improve interagency coordination and land use planning. 

 

The County adopted the Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan in 1986 to serve as the General 

Plan’s local plan and satisfy the requirements of California State Planning Law (California Government 

Code Section 65300 et. seq.).  The CLP sites are designated as (P) Public/Semi-Public by the General Plan 

and as Institutional/Public Facilities by the Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan.  Both 

designations permit public facilities and private uses including educational institutions.
6
  The 1986 Malibu 

Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan map can be found on the Los Angeles County DRP website and is 

provided in Figure 5.11-2.
7
  The County is currently preparing an updated County Land Use Plan and 

complete Local Coastal Program for this area.  The proposed plan includes some of the policies of the 

1986 Land Use Plan, new policies, and many policies from the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan.
8
  

The proposed Local Coastal Plan is still in draft form and has not been adopted by the County.  Therefore, 

the 1986 Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan is still the governing document.
9
 

 

Applicable goals and policies in the elements of the General Plan and Malibu Local Coastal Program 

Land Use Plan are listed below in the policy consistency assessment provided in the impacts analysis 

(Section 5.12.3). 

 

Los Angeles County Zoning Code (Title 22) 

The component sites, as well as the balance of the Pepperdine University Malibu campus, is designated A-

1-1-DP (Light Agriculture, 1-acre minimum lot size-Development Program) by the Zoning Code. The A-

1-1 zone permits the development of colleges and universities, including appurtenant facilities, with a 

CUP.  The DPZ allows for tiered development (as shown in Figure 5.11-3) of the University’s long-term 

development plans as conceptually approved by the County of Los Angeles by the DPZ ordinance. In 

accordance with the DPZ’s tiered development approach, the CLP will require a CUP from the County. 

 

California Coastal Commission 

Long Range Development Plan 

The LRDP was adopted by the Coastal Commission in 1990.  Pursuant to California Coastal Act Section 

30605, the LRDP sets forth the conceptual development of the University (Figure 5.11-4). At present, 

numerous conceptually approved facilities that comprise approximately 670,000 sq. ft. of development, in 

the LRDP have never been realized. For development of LRDP facilities, Pepperdine University must first 

secure a CUP from the County and then submit to the Coastal Commission for a determination of the 

project’s consistency with the LRDP or consideration of an amendment.   
 

                                                
6  County of Los Angeles General Plan Land Use Policy Diagram (insert) and Malibu Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan 

page 61. 
7
 Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning Map Catalog accessed on August 27, 2008 from 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/gis/maps.  Map confirmed by Jarod Nygren, County of Los Angeles Department of Regional 

Planning, Calabasas/Malibu Office on May 27, 2009. 
8
   Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning.  Accessed on May 28, 2009 from: http://planning.lacounty.gov/coastal. 

9
  Telephone communication between Envicom Corporation and Jarod Nygren, County of Los Angeles Department of Regional 

Planning, Calabasas/Malibu Office on May 27, 2009. 
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5.11.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The proposed project’s land use impacts would be significant if: 

 

• The proposed land uses are found to be incompatible with surrounding or internal uses. 

• The proposed project is found to be in substantial conflict with applicable land use policies and/or 

regulations. 

 

5.11.3 PROJECT IMPACTS 

Implementation of the proposed CLP would result in new infill and replacement facilities as well as the 

renovation of existing facilities.  The proposed CLP will involve development and improvements to 

athletic and recreational facilities, student housing, parking structures and other facilities situated within 

the already-developed campus core (refer to Section 3.0 Project Description).  The following identifies 

potential land use impacts attributable to this development. 

 

Land Use Compatibility 

Onsite 

The CLP is made up of six components within the existing core campus. The CLP consists of proposed 

improvements involving athletic and residential facilities, parking structures, and other facilities situated 

within the already-developed campus core.  The proposed athletic, recreational, student housing, and 

support facilities would continue the types, mix, density, intensity, massing, and organization of uses that 

have historically been established as part of the developed University.  In addition, the CLP would not 

substantially alter the existing arrangement of land uses on campus in a way that would introduce on-site 

compatibility impacts among internal uses.  As a consequence, the project would result in a less than 

significant impact to on-site land uses (Class III). 

 

Adjacent Land Uses 

With the exception of the single-family residences comprising the MCE, all other off-site residential, 

commercial, public uses, parklands and open spaces are separated from the CLP components by a 

substantial distance.  The proposed CLP components are infill projects located within the interior of the 

developed campus among existing campus structures and facilities and will not introduce any new uses to 

the University.  Construction of the proposed CLP would upgrade existing student housing, athletic and 

recreation fields, and parking facilities.  In addition, the proposed Athletics/Events Center would relocate 

events to a more interior campus location, which is farther away from MCE, as compared to the Firestone 

Fieldhouse venue.  Implementation of the proposed improvements would increase the density of student 

housing, event visitors, and parking spaces.  The CLP provides additional residential housing (i.e., 468 

additional beds) without increasing enrollment, thereby eliminating the daily commutes of approximately 

468 students.  Under typical operation, the CLP would eliminate 744 daily trips from local roadways.  This 

reduction of daily trips would result in a reduction of existing University traffic, along with its associated 

noise and air emissions.  Other air, noise, and traffic impacts associated with events and stationary sources 

on the adjacent MCE are anticipated to be less than significant as discussed in Sections 5.4, 5.5, and 5.8. In 

addition, off-site lighting impacts are also anticipated to be less than significant (see Section 5.7.2).  

Consequently, the proposed project would not result in a significant land use compatibility impact with 

respect to adjacent land uses (Class III). 
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Consistency with Governing Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 

County of Los Angeles 

General Plan 

The County’s General Plan land use designation for the proposed CLP site is (P) Public/Semi-Public.   

This designation allows for “major existing and proposed public and semi-public uses, including airports 

and other major transportation facilities, solid and liquid waste disposal sites, utilities, public buildings, 

public and private educational institutions, religious institutions, hospitals, detention facilities and 

fairgrounds.”  The CLP’s proposed uses (i.e., parking, athletic, recreational, housing, and other facilities 

for a private education institution) are permitted by the County’s General Plan (P) Public/Semi-Public land 

use designation.   

 

Table 5.11-1 identifies applicable Los Angeles County General Plan policies and assesses the project’s 

consistency with each.  This discussion identifies whether or not the project would conflict with policy and 

thereby result in an environmental impact or prevent the avoidance or mitigation of environmental effects 

intended by the policy.  As discussed in detail in Table 5.11-1, the CLP would be generally consistent with 

all applicable General Plan policies.  As such, project impacts are considered to be less than significant 

(Class III).  

 

 

Table 5.11-1 

Consistency with Los Angeles County General Plan Policy 

General Goals and Policies – Environmental Protection 

Goal: Conservation of resources and environmental protection. 

15:  Protect areas that have significant natural 

resources and scenic values, including 

significant ecological areas, the coastal zone, 

and prime agricultural lands. 

The proposed CLP components would be compatible with 

the visual quality and character of the existing campus and 

would be mostly sited out of view from adjacent areas as 

they would be hidden from view by intervening terrain, 

existing structures, and landscaping. The proposed CLP is 

located within the existing developed campus and therefore 

would not be located within or in close proximity, (the 

nearest Malibu Canyon SEA is 1,700 feet from CLP), to 

any significant ecological areas or prime agricultural lands. 

As discussed in Section 5.3, mitigation measures have been 

identified to reduce impacts to sensitive biological areas to 

less than significant levels.  With the implementation of 

these measures, the project would be consistent with this 

policy.  

16:  Protect cultural heritage resources. No cultural resources were identified within the project 

impact area; however, one cultural resource (19-0024-72) 

was found within 100-feet of the Component 5 site. The 

one known cultural resource, site 19-002472, consists of a 

wall constructed from sandstone slabs about 40 cm in 

height and approximately 800 cm long. While not located 

within the development envelope of the CLP mitigation is 

provided in section 5.6 to provide for site 9-002472’s 

protection Additionally, given the overall sensitivity of the 
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General Goals and Policies – Environmental Protection 

area, the project impact area is considered to be sensitive 

for cultural resources. With the implementation of 

Mitigation Measures 5.6-1 through 5.6-4 (see Section 5.6), 

these impacts would be reduced to less than significant 

levels and the project would be consistent with this policy. 

17:  Conserve energy to ensure adequate 

supplies for future use. 

The proposed project would comply with the Los Angeles 

County Drought-Tolerant Landscaping, and Green Building 

Ordinances.  The proposed CLP components would be built 

to Los Angeles County Green Building Standards, which 

include guidelines for energy conservation, outdoor water 

conservation, indoor water conservation, resource 

conservation, and tree planting.  Pepperdine incorporates 

energy efficiency with measures including an energy 

management system, energy efficient lighting (e.g., LED 

and high compact fluorescents, gas fired hydronic heating 

systems, and chiller water cooling).  These measures would 

continue to be implemented as part of the CLP.  As such, 

the proposed project is consistent with this policy.  

18:  Conserve the available supply of water 

and protect water quality. 

As discussed in Section 5.10.1 Water Supply, the proposed 

CLP fits within the existing available capacities of the 

potable or reclaimed water supplies of the purveyors.  

Furthermore, the project would not require the expansion or 

acquisition of new off-site water supply or distribution 

facilities.  As previously indicated above, the CLP 

components would be built to Los Angeles County Green 

Building Standards, which include guidelines for both 

indoor and outdoor water conservation.  Water conservation 

shall be continued by the University including the 

continued use of reclaimed water for irrigation purposes.  

The conservation program presently employed saves 

approximately 95.9 million gallons per year of potable 

water resources (2008).  This accounts for 99.1%, by 

volume, of campus irrigation. The University also utilizes a 

Hydrogeological Monitoring Program  (HMP) to track all 

water applied to the campus. This sophisticated irrigation 

monitoring program conserves water, minimizes runoff, 

and ensures no negative impact results from irrigation 

practices. The HMP accomplishes this through a model and 

monitoring physical measurements of soil moisture content 

and groundwater levels. Irrigation amounts are prescribed 

by zone according to current climactic conditions, 

evapotranspiration rates, and soil moisture content. The 

CLP will continue these water conservation and quality 

practices. As such, the proposed project is consistent with 

this policy. 
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General Goals and Policies – Environmental Protection 

19:  Restore and protect air quality through the 

control of industrial and vehicular emissions, 

improved land use management, energy 

conservation, and transportation planning. 

As discussed in Section 5.8 Traffic and Access, The 

proposed project by transitioning 468 commuter students 

into residential students, eliminates an average of 744 daily 

trips from local roadways.  As such, operational-related 

exhaust emissions would be commensurately reduced.  

While the number of University owned vehicles would 

slightly increase, emissions are well below the anticipated 

reduction realized through the elimination of daily trips. 

Temporary air quality impacts associated with the 

construction of the CLP would be reduced to less than 

significant levels with the implementation of all required 

mitigation (see Section 5.4 Air Quality).  In addition the 

proposed project would comply with County “green” 

ordinances. Pepperdine will continue its operation of a 

rideshare program that includes incentives and subsidies for 

carpools, vanpools, mass transit, as well as a carshare 

program and regular shuttles both on- and off-campus. As 

such, the proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

20:  Promote more effective recycling and 

reuse of resources, especially those that are 

nonrenewable. 

The University has a comprehensive recycling program, 

which sorts all refuse generated.  The program captures 

traditional recyclables as well as non-traditional recyclables 

such as food and green waste, which is composted for use 

in place of fertilizer. The program currently diverts 78% of 

all refuse generated on-campus from landfills. The 

proposed CLP would participate in the existing recycling 

program.  In addition, the CLP would incorporate LA 

county green building standards into the building designs.  

As such, the proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

34:  Preserve sound residential areas and 

protect them from intrusion of incompatible 

uses. 

As discussed in this section, the proposed project would be 

consistent with the types, mix, density, intensity, massing, 

and organization of uses that have historically been 

established and planned as part of the developed 

University.  The improvements are within the core campus, 

and the substantial surrounding buffer open spare areas are 

protected.  With the exception of the MCE single-family 

residences, which were constructed after the University was 

developed all other residential uses are separated from CLP 

components at a substantial distance.  For the development 

of the proposed CLP, locations of LRDP-approved facilities 

have been changed to minimize impacts to MCE.  Land use 

compatibility impacts are less than significant.  Thus, the 

proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

43:  Maintain a balance between increased 

intensity of development and the capacity 

of needed facilities such as 

transportation, water, and sewage 

As discussed in Section 5.10 Utilities, although the 

proposed project would require some onsite upgrades to 

increase pumping capacities, it would not require the 

expansion of existing offsite water supply and conveyance, 
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systems. wastewater treatment, or solid waste facilities.  In addition, 

the proposed project would reduce traffic congestion at 

nearby intersections during the A.M. and P.M peak hour 

periods on normal days (see Section 5.8 Traffic and 

Access).  As such, it is anticipated that the existing 

transportation and utility systems would be able to 

accommodate the CLP.  Therefore the project would be 

consistent with this policy. 

Land Use Element – Quality, Compatible Design 

Goal:  To encourage high quality design in all development projects, compatible with, and sensitive to, the 

natural and manmade environment. 

14:  Assure that new development is 

compatible with the natural and manmade 

environment by implementing appropriate 

locational controls and high quality design 

standards. 

As described above, the proposed CLP consists of 

proposed improvements involving athletic and recreational 

facilities, parking structures, and other facilities situated 

within the previously developed campus. The proposed 

CLP components resemble the form and function of the 

existing institutional structures and activity areas that 

characterize the campus.  As discussed in Section 5.7 

Visual Resources and Aesthetic Qualities the architectural 

style of the proposed CLP components are in character 

with the existing on-site university campus facilities.  In 

addition, the sizes and heights of the proposed project’s 

structural components are generally compatible with the 

distribution and scale of existing campus facilities.  The 

anticipated growth associated with the CLP would remain 

compatible with natural and manmade environment with 

the implementation of all the mitigation measures found 

within this EIR.  As such, with the implementation of these 

measures the proposed project would be consistent with 

this policy. 

15:  Protect the character of residential 

neighborhoods by preventing the intrusion of 

incompatible use that would cause 

environmental degradation such as excessive 

noise, noxious fumes, glare, shadowing, and 

traffic. 

The proposed CLP consists of proposed improvements 

involving athletic and recreational facilities, parking 

structures, and other facilities situated within the previously 

developed campus core. It is anticipated that the proposed 

project would result in beneficial traffic congestion 

impacts, which includes an improved volume to capacity 

(V/C) ratio at John Tyler Drive/PCH intersection due to the 

elimination of 744 daily trips resulting from locating 

additional housing on campus (see Section 5.8).  In turn, air 

quality emissions associated with exhaust emissions would 

decrease, while noise impacts associated with traffic would 

not increase as a result of the proposed project.  In addition, 

as discussed in Section 5.4 Noise stationary noise impacts 

associated with the six project components would be less 

than significant.  Construction impacts associated with air 

quality and noise would be reduced to less than significant 
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levels upon implementation of the mitigation measures 

identified in Sections 5.4 and 5.5.  As discussed in Section 

5.7.1, all new lighting sources that may be introduced on-

site in support of nighttime operations (i.e. pedestrian 

walkway lighting and event lighting) shall be screened and 

directed to prevent undesirable off-site spillover lighting 

effects on adjacent residential areas. The project is thus 

consistent with this policy. 

Land Use Element - Energy Conservation and Improved Air Quality 

Goal:  To foster compatible land use arrangements that contribute to reduced consumption and improved 

air quality. 

22:  Promote land use arrangements that will 

maximize energy conservation. 

The proposed project components would be built to Los 

Angeles County Green Building Standards, which include 

standards for energy conservation.  In addition, the 

proposed project would locate 468 additional student beds 

on campus without increasing enrollment; thereby, 

reducing the number of off-campus commuters by 468 and 

as a result conserving energy and reducing vehicle 

emissions.  Thus, the proposed project is consistent with 

this policy. 

Land Use Element - Efficient Use of Land 

Goal:  To encourage more efficient use of land, compatible with, and sensitive to, natural ecological, scenic, 

cultural, and open space resources. 

30:  Prevent inappropriate development in 

areas that are environmentally sensitive or 

subject to severe natural hazards, and in areas 

where essential services and facilities do not 

exist and are not planned. 

Pepperdine University is located within an area subject to 

wildfire and geologic hazards and containing 

environmentally sensitive habitats; however, the proposed 

CLP components are located in already developed areas of 

the Malibu campus.  Infill and replacement facilities are 

appropriate development at these locations. With the 

implementation of the mitigation measures discussed in 

Section 5.1 Geology and Soils, 5.3 Biological Resources, 

and 5.9.1 Fire Protection, impacts would be reduced to less 

than significant levels and the project would be consistent 

with this policy.    Public service and utilities capacities 

would be adequate to accommodate the anticipated 

demands generated by the proposed project (as discussed in 

Sections 5.9 and 5.10).   

 

The developed campus core, where the CLP components 

are proposed to be located, also serves an important role in 

wildfire protection.  As described in further detail in 

Section 5.9, the best defense of the developed areas in the 

mountains generally and for the protection of all structures 

along the urban/wildland interface is the presence of a 

defensible space in the form of a cleared fuel break and/or 

mandated fire clearance area.  Pepperdine performs an 
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invaluable public service that protects structures against 

wildfire by establishing and maintaining well-designed fuel 

breaks/fire clearance areas around the perimeter of the 

developed campus area. 

 

Also, as described in Section 5.9, Public Services, in times 

of fire, designated University officials convene an 

Emergency Operations Committee (EOC) whose 

responsibility it is to implement the University’s 

Emergency Fire Response Plan.  The EOC officials work in 

close cooperation with the LACFD to make available 

campus buildings, water storage facilities, and open space 

areas of the campus to support fire-fighting efforts.  

Campus buildings have been made available to serve as fire 

control and command centers on numerous occasions; the 

lawns and open space areas of Alumni Park and other 

campus athletic fields have served as staging areas for men 

and equipment; the University’s water tanks and the open 

surface reclaimed water reservoirs near Alumni Park on 

campus have served as water sources for replenishment of 

water loads for emergency vehicles and helicopters; and the 

gymnasium and food service facilities on campus have been 

employed to provide places to feed and house fire fighters.  

The project is therefore consistent with this policy. 

31:  Promote compatible land use 

arrangements that reduce reliance on the 

private automobile in order to minimize 

related social, economic, and environmental 

codes.  

Pepperdine University currently offers a number of 

alternative transportation modes, which can be utilized in 

lieu of private automobiles. These include: off-site shuttle 

service to local shopping areas in Malibu, incentives for 

carpooling, vanpooling, Metro public transportation 

subsidies, as well as car sharing programs.  These programs 

would continue during and after the implementation of the 

CLP.  MTA bus stops are also located immediately outside 

of the campus on Malibu Canyon Road and Civic Center 

Way.  In addition, the proposed CLP would include the 

addition of 468 on-campus beds; thereby, reducing the 

number of daily commutes and the reliance on private 

automobiles.  Therefore, the proposed project is consistent 

with this policy. 

Circulation Element – Responsive Systems 

Goal:  To achieve a transportation system that is responsive to economic, environmental, energy 

conservation and social needs at the local community, area and countywide levels. 

14:  Plan and develop bicycle routes and 

pedestrian walkways. 

The proposed CLP provides a pedestrian-friendly walkway 

network that allows ingress and egress to and from each of 

the six component sites. The University provides access 

and amenities for bicycles; however, they are not a popular 

mode of transportation among students and faculty due to 
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substantial elevation differences on campus.  The proposed 

project is consistent with this policy. 

18: Support use of non-vehicle improvements 

(e.g. improved signalization, parking 

management) to reduce peak-hour congestion. 

 

24:  Encourage the efficient use and 

conservation of energy used in transportation. 

The CLP provides additional residential housing (468 

additional beds) without increasing enrollment; thereby, 

eliminating the daily commutes for up to 468 students and 

conserving energy.  The CLP eliminates an average of 744 

daily trips from local roadways and reduces traffic 

congestion at nearby intersections during the A.M. and 

P.M. peak hour periods.  Therefore, the CLP would create a 

net traffic benefit at these peak hour times for area 

intersections.  The University will continue to implement 

an event management plan in order to effectively and 

efficiently handle additional traffic created by larger events.  

In addition, the University would continue to implement a 

number of transportation demand management (TDM) 

strategies, which are also policies of its LRDP, which 

includes the following practices: 

• Stagger its classes throughout the day to keep peak 

hour volumes at a minimum; 

• Encourage students, faculty, and staff to use its 

onsite shuttle services for intra-campus trips, 

encourage students, faculty, and staff who live off-

campus to use vanpools and car pool; and 

• Evaluate and implement when needed shuttle 

service from parking lots to University facilities 

and nearby Civic Center areas. 

Provide virtual classes and meetings to students, 

faculty, and staff to reduce vehicular trips to and 

from campus. 

For more information see consistency discussion under 

General Goals Policy #19 and Land Use Element Policy 

#31 above. By reducing trips through additional residences 

and rideshare programs, energy used in transportation is 

conserved. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent 

with these policies.  

Circulation Element – Efficient and Balanced System 

Goal:  To achieve an efficient, balanced, integrated, multimodal transportation system that will satisfy short 

and long-term travel needs for the movement of people and goods. 

37:  Support traffic-operation improvements 

for improved flow of vehicles. 

The proposed growth under the CLP would generate a 

beneficial traffic impact to area intersections during am and 

pm peak hours on normal days; thus complementing all 

transportation investments in the area.  For more 

information see consistency discussion under Circulation 

Element Policy #18 and #24 above. As such, the proposed 

project would be consistent with this policy. 
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38:  Develop alternative transportation 

systems and procedures, which will effectively 

reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by 

automobiles. 

As described above, the University offers a number of on-

campus and off-campus alternative transportation systems 

to reduce VMT by private automobiles.  For more 

information see consistency discussion under Land Use 

Element Policy #31, Circulation Element Policy #24, and 

General Goals Policy #19, above. 

Scenic Highways Element – Aesthetic Resources 

Goal:  Preservation and enhancement of aesthetic resources scenic corridors. 

9:  Protect and enhance aesthetic resources 

within corridors of designated scenic 

highways. 

10:  Develop and apply standards to regulate 

the quality of development within corridors of 

designated scenic highways. 

The LRDP, adopted by the Coastal Commission, sets forth 

the amount and character of development that is permitted 

on the University’s Malibu campus.  As discussed in Table 

5.11-4 (LRDP Consistency Discussion) the CLP would be 

consistent with all LRDP policies, including those 

pertaining to visual resources.  As discussed in Section 5.7, 

the proposed CLP has been designed to ensure that visual 

resources would be protected and would not result in the 

obstruction of views of the Pacific Ocean, the shoreline, 

and geologic formations including adjacent ridgelines.  In 

addition, the CLP components would be located in the 

existing campus envelope.  As such, the proposed CLP 

would not involve substantial landform alteration or 

modification of the natural environment.  The proposed 

project would result in a less than significant impact on 

visual resources.  Therefore, the proposed project is 

consistent with these policies. 

Conservation, Open Space and Recreation Element – Air Quality 

Goal:  To support local efforts to improve air quality. 

1:  Actively support strict air quality 

regulations for mobile and stationary sources 

and continued research to improve air quality.  

Promote vanpooling, carpooling, and 

improved public transportation. 

Pepperdine University has implemented several programs 

to promote the use of alternative modes of transportation 

and reduce traffic and parking demands generated by 

students, faculty, and staff, including but not limited to 

vanpool, metro, carpool, and car share programs, as well as 

off- and on-campus shuttle services. The University’s fleet 

also includes electric and hybrid vehicles. For more 

information see consistency discussion under Land Use 

Element Policy #31 and Circulation Element Policy #24, 

and General Goals Policy #19, above. 

Conservation, Open Space and Recreation Element – Water 

Goal:  To conserve water and protect water quality. 

4:  Protect ground water recharge and 

watershed areas, conserve storm and reclaimed 

water, and promote water conservation 

programs. 

As discussed in Section 5.2 Water Quality, the proposed 

project is not expected to result in a significant impact 

related to groundwater recharge and therefore would be 

consistent with this policy.  In addition, the proposed 

project would be built in accordance with Los Angeles 

County Green Building Standards, which include 

guidelines for water conservation that minimize stormwater 
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runoff and pollution. The University will also continue to 

monitor all reclaimed and potable water used in irrigation 

through its Hydrogeologic Monitoring Program (HMP), as 

it has since 1987. This sophisticated irrigation monitoring 

program conserves water, minimizes runoff, and ensures no 

negative impact results from irrigation practices. The HMP 

accomplishes this through a model and monitoring physical 

measurements of soil moisture content and groundwater 

levels.  Irrigation amounts are prescribed by zone according 

to current climactic conditions, evapotranspiration rates, 

and soil moisture content. This has continuously and 

conclusively shown that Pepperdine’s irrigation practices 

have not been deep percolating water and has therefore not 

contributed to a rise in groundwater levels that could affect 

existing off-site down-gradient slope instability.  Reclaimed 

water accounts for 99.1% of campus irrigation.  

Pepperdine’s existing HMP, therefore, will continue to 

promote water conservation goals in accordance with this 

policy.  For more information see consistency discussion 

under General Goal Policy #18, as well as Section 5.2, 

Water Quality and Section 5.1, Geology and Soils.  . 

5:  Encourage the maintenance, management 

and improvement of the quality of imported 

domestic water, ground water supplies, natural 

runoff and ocean water. 

As discussed in Section 5.2 Water Quality, prior to the 

issuance of a grading permit, the University shall comply 

with the requirements of the NPDES General Construction 

Permit, including the preparation of a SWPPP and a 

SUSMP incorporating BMPs for construction and post-

construction control of runoff.  In addition, the proposed 

project would implement treatment measures in compliance 

with Los Angeles County Low Impact Development 

Standards.  For more information see consistency 

discussion under General Goal Policy #18.  

6: Encourage the maintenance of landscaped 

areas and pollution-tolerant plants in urban 

areas.  Integrate landscaping and open space 

into housing, commercial and industrial 

developments especially in urban 

revitalization areas.  Use drought-resistant 

vegetation 

A detailed landscape plan utilizing drought tolerant plants 

that is designed to provide aesthetically compatible 

accenting to and/or visual screening of hardscape features 

and walls for each component of the CLP will be submitted 

to and approved by the County of Los Angeles Department 

of Regional Planning and Fire Department.   

Conservation, Open Space and Recreation Element – Ecological Resources 

Goal:  To preserve and protect prime agricultural lands, forests, fisheries, significant ecological areas and 

other biotic resources. 

8:  Preserve significant ecological areas by 

appropriate measures, including preservation, 

mitigation, and enhancement. 

The significant ecological area as identified on the LRDP 

campus map will be preserved in perpetuity.  None of the 

CLP components would impact or be located within 1,700 

feet of SEA 5.  As such, the proposed project is consistent 

with this policy. 
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13:  Protect watershed, streams, and riparian 

vegetation to minimize water pollution, soil 

erosion and sedimentation, maintain natural 

habitats, and aid in ground water recharge. 

As discussed in Sections 5.3 (Biological Resources) and 5.2 

(Water Quality), the proposed project impacts are reduced 

to less than significant levels with implementation of 

mitigation measures identified in theses sections.  For more 

information see consistency discussion under General Goal 

Policy #18. For additional information on how the 

University’s HMP serves to further goals related to water 

conservation, refer to the discussion under General Goal 

Policy  #4 and Section 5.2, Water Quality and Section 5.1, 

Geology and Soils.  The project would therefore be 

consistent with this policy.  

15:  Maintain natural watershed processes by 

regulating development in tributary 

watersheds. 

As discussed in Section 5.2 (Water Quality), the proposed 

project would result in the potential for water quality 

impacts on tributaries to which the project site drains.  

However, with the identified mitigation measures, in 

addition to the water conservation and quality practices 

such as those described under General Goal Policy #4, 

these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant 

level and the project would be consistent with this policy. 

16:  Minimize increased runoff, erosion, 

siltation of streambeds that would limit the 

uses of streams and water bodies for recreation 

and other beneficial water-related uses. 

Mitigation measures stipulated in Sections 5.1 (Geology 

and Soils) and 5.2 (Water Quality) would reduce the 

project’s impacts regarding erosion to less than significant 

levels. For more information see consistency discussion 

under General Goal Policy #18. With the identified 

mitigation measures and continuation of water conservation 

and quality practices such as those described under General 

Goal Policy #4, the proposed project would be consistent 

with this policy.  

Conservation, Open Space and Recreation Element – Cultural 

Goal:  To preserve and protect sites of historical, archaeological, scenic and scientific value. 

19:  Protect the visual quality of scenic areas 

including ridgelines and scenic views from 

public roads, trails and key vantage points. 

As discussed in Section 5.7 (Visual Resources and 

Aesthetic Qualities), the CLP is anticipated to have a less 

than significant impact on visual resources, scenic views, 

visual character/quality/compatibility, and terrain 

modifications.  As discussed in Section 5.1 (Geology and 

Soils), none of the components that propose grading that 

would alter existing topographic (ground) elevations are 

currently in a natural condition.  As the visual quality of 

scenic areas including ridgelines and scenic views from 

public roads, trails and key vantage points would be 

preserved upon completion of the CLP, the CLP is 

consistent with this policy.   

20:  Protect cultural heritage resources, 

including historical, archaeological, 

paleontological and geological sites, and 

significant architectural structures. 

Although no cultural resources were identified within the 

project impact area, one cultural resource (19-0024-72) was 

found within the 100-foot area potential effect (APE).  The 

project impact area is considered to be sensitive for cultural 
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resources.  With the implementation of Mitigation 

Measures 5.6-1 through 5.6-4, these impacts would be 

reduced to less than significant levels and the project would 

be consistent with this policy. 

Conservation, Open Space and Recreation Element – Hazards 

Goal: To reduce the risk of life and property from seismic occurrences, flooding, erosion, wildland fires and 

landslides. 

28:  Manage development in hillside areas to 

protect their natural and scenic character and 

to reduce the risks from fire, flood, mudslides, 

erosion and landslides. 

The mitigation measures in Sections 5.1 Geology and Soils 

and 5.2 Water Quality address the concerns and reduce the 

project’s risks of erosion, mudslides, flooding, and 

landslides.  As discussed in Section 5.7 Visual Resources 

and Aesthetic Qualities, the proposed project located within 

the existing developed campus and is anticipated to have a 

less than significant impact on visual resources, scenic 

views, visual character/quality/compatibility, and terrain 

modifications.  As such, the proposed CLP would be 

consistent with this policy. 

Noise Element - Compatible Land Uses 

Goal:  Establish compatible land use adjacent to transportation facilities. 

11:  Reduce the present and future impact of 

excessive noise from transportation sources 

through judicious use of technology, planning 

and regulatory measures. 

The CLP would result in 744 fewer daily trips.  Therefore, 

as discussed in Section 5.5 Noise, the project would 

decrease vehicle-induced noise on local roadways.  

Additionally, as discussed above, the University provides 

programs that reduce vehicle trips to and from the campus.  

These programs include ride sharing, shuttle busses, car 

sharing and carpooling among others.   The CLP would not 

increase ambient noise levels on any analyzed road 

segment and would even reduce ambient noise levels at 

certain locations.  As such, the proposed CLP would be 

consistent with this policy. 

Safety Element - Seismic Hazards 

Goal:  Minimize injury and loss of life, property damage, and the social, cultural, and economic impacts 

caused by earthquake hazards. 

2:  Review projects proposing expansion of 

existing development and construction of new 

development, especially critical facilities, and 

encourage them to avoid localities exposed to 

high earthquake hazards through such 

techniques as cluster development and transfer 

of development rights. 

3:  Continue enforcement of stringent site 

investigations (such as seismic, geologic, 

hydrologic, and soils investigations) and 

implementation of adequate hazard mitigation 

measures for development projects in areas of 

high earthquake hazard, especially those 

The proposed project will adhere to all required standards 

for safety.  Please refer to Sections 5.9 Public Services and 

5.10 Public Utilities for a description of fire prevention and 

emergency response preparedness, and Section 5.1 Geology 

and Soils for seismic safety.  With adherence to these 

standards and mitigation measures identified in these 

sections, the proposed project would be consistent with 

these policies. 
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involving critical facilities.  Do not approve 

proposals and projects, which cannot mitigate 

safety hazards to the satisfaction of responsible 

agencies. 

 

Safety Element - Geologic Hazards 

Goal:  Protect public safety and minimize the social and economic impacts from geologic hazards. 

8:  Review proposals and projects proposing 

new development and expansion of existing 

development in areas susceptible to land 

sliding, debris flow, and rockfalls, and in areas 

where collapsible or expansive soils are a 

significant problem; and disapprove projects 

which cannot mitigate these hazards to the 

satisfaction of responsible agencies. 

9:  Continue to improve and enforce stringent 

slope investigation and design standards, and 

to apply innovative hazard mitigation and 

maintenance plans for development in hillside 

areas. 

The proposed project would be located within areas of 

existing development and adhere to all standards and 

requirements for safety.  Please refer to Section 5.1, 

Geology and Soils. With adherence to these standards and 

mitigation measures identified in these sections, the 

proposed project would be consistent with this policy. 

Safety Element – Wildland and Urban Fire Hazards 

Goal:  Reduce threats to public safety and protect property from wildland and urban fire hazards. 

17:  Continue efforts to reduce all fire hazards, 

with special emphasis on reducing hazards 

associated with older buildings, multistory 

structures, and fire-prone industrial facilities; 

and maintain an adequate fire prevention 

capability in all areas. 

18:  Expand and improve vegetation 

management efforts in wildland fire hazard 

areas. 

The various CLP components would constitute infill that 

would be sited amid existing development within areas of 

the campus that are already accessible by emergency 

vehicles, allowing for the use of standard firefighting 

techniques.  Fuel modification and/or brush clearance up to 

200 feet on adjacent terrain would also be required by the 

LACFD.  Each of the components of the CLP would be 

served by an existing water system within the developed 

portion of the campus that meets County fire flow 

requirements for the project’s structures.  Fire-safety 

measures would be required of all the new development to 

prevent the accidental occurrence and/or spread of 

wildfires along the wildland interface of the developed 

campus.  In addition, the newer structures would be built to 

higher fire safety standards than the older structures being 

replaced.  Upon implementation of the mitigation measures 

listed in Section 5.9.1 Fire Protection the project’s 

cumulative impacts related to wildfire hazards and increase 

demands for fire protection would be reduced to less than 

significant levels.  The CLP would thus continue existing 

successful efforts to reduce all fire hazards, as described in 

further detail in Section 5.9.1, with special emphasis on 

reducing hazards associated with older buildings, 

multistory structures, and fire-prone industrial facilities. 

The CLP is therefore consistent with this policy. 
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19:  Promote improved watershed 

management practices to reduce the risk of 

damaging runoff and debris movement into 

urban areas. 

As discussed in Section 5.2 Water Quality, the hydraulic 

analysis of the proposed CLP indicates that the peak flow 

rate will be increased from 1,190 cfs for the existing 

condition to 1,250 cfs for the proposed improvements. 

Although the downstream arch structure at PCH has the 

capacity to carry the additional flow, the drainage regime, 

nature, and velocity of the flow would be altered by the 

proposed CLP improvements.  Upon implementation of 

mitigation measures, the project’s impacts on offsite 

drainage facilities would be reduced to less than significant.  

As such, with the implementation of these measures the 

proposed project would be consistent with this policy.  For 

additional information on how the University’s HMP serves 

to further this goal, refer to the discussion under General 

Goal Policy  #4, and Section 5.2 (Water Quality).   

Public Facilities Element - Improvements to the Systems 

Goal:  Improved systems of resource use, recovery and reuse 

14:  Facilitate the recycling of wastes such as 

metal, glass, paper, and textiles 

The construction and operation of the CLP would comply 

with all applicable County recycling ordinances.  As 

discussed in Section 5.10.3 (Solid Waste) the University 

currently participates in a successful recycling program, for 

more information see the consistency discussion under 

General Policy #19, above.  As required by Mitigation 

Measure 5.10.3-1, the University shall implement a 

recycling program for the operational phase of the CLP in 

compliance with the University’s current recycling 

program, which has a 78% diversion rate.  Adequate 

storage areas shall be located within the CLP sites for the 

collection and removal of recyclable materials.  The 

University’s HMP, as described in Section 5.2, Water 

Quality and Section 5.1, Geology and Soils, also furthers 

this policy.  As such, the proposed project would be 

consistent with this policy. 

16:  Encourage development and application 

of water conservation, including recovery and 

reuse of storm and wastewater. 

As discussed in Section 5.10.1 Water Supply, the majority, 

(i.e., 99% by volume) of the water used for irrigation on 

the Pepperdine University Malibu campus is reclaimed 

water, which would continue after the implementation of 

the CLP. For more information see the consistency 

discussion under General Policy #18, above. For additional 

information on how the University’s HMP serves to further 

goals related to water conservation, refer to the discussion 

under General Goal Policy  #4 and Section 5.2, Water 

Quality and Section 5.1, Geology and Soils.  Finally, the 

proposed CLP components would be built to Los Angeles 

County Green Building Standards, which include 
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guidelines for outdoor and indoor water conservation.  As 

such, the proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

Public Facilities Element - Water Quality 

Goal:  A high quality of coastal, surface, and ground waters. 

21:  Protect public health and prevent 

pollution of ground water through the use of 

whatever alternative is necessary. 

22:  Provide protection for ground water 

recharge areas to ensure water quality and 

quantity. 

23:  Avoid or mitigate threats to pollution of 

the ocean, drainage ways, lakes, and ground 

water reserves. 

As discussed in Section 5.2 Water Quality, the proposed 

project would not result in significant groundwater supply 

impacts.  

 

For more information see the consistency discussion under 

General Policy #18, above. 

 

The mitigation measures identified in this section would 

mitigate water quality impacts to less than significant 

levels.  With implementation of these measures, the 

proposed project would be consistent with these policies. 

24.  Design flood control facilities to minimize 

alteration of natural stream channels. 

The proposed CLP components are located on already 

disturbed, developed sites and does not propose to alter 

natural stream channels.  The enhanced recreation area is 

located at the site of an existing intramural field, debris 

basin, stockpile, and parking lots.  The creation of the new 

recreation field and debris basin will be located within the 

footprint of the existing development.  The proposed 

project would be consistent with this policy. 

 

 

Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 

The CLP’s proposed uses, (i.e., parking, athletic, recreational, housing, and other related academic 

facilities), are permitted by the Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan’s Institution and Public 

Facilities land use designation (category 11).  

 

Table 5.11-2 identifies applicable Los Angeles County Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 

policies that are related to the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and assesses the 

project’s consistency with each policy.  The purpose of this discussion is to identify whether or not the 

project would conflict with policy and thereby result in an environmental impact or prevent the avoidance 

or mitigation of environmental effects intended by the policy.  As discussed in Table 5.11-2, the CLP 

would be generally consistent with all applicable General Plan policies.  As such, project impacts are 

considered to be less than significant (Class III). 
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Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 

General Goals and Polices- Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 

RECREATION AND COASTAL ACCESS 

P1:  Provide recreational opportunities to meet the 

variety of recreation demands. 

The CLP would improve on-campus recreational 

opportunities to meet existing University recreational 

demands and reduce the need for students to seek 

similar amenities off-campus. The University also 

hosts special program camps available to the public. 

 Some of the camps offered serve disadvantaged 

youth from Los Angeles and San Fernando Valley 

including children who are homeless and living in 

foster care. Some of these children, have never 

before seen the Pacific Ocean despite living in Los 

Angeles County until they participate in the 

Pepperdine camps. Camp subjects include sports, 

arts, swimming, scuba diving, CPR, and youth 

mentoring opportunities.  

P2:  Provide for passive and educational, as well as 

active, recreational opportunities. 

See the consistency discussion in Policy P1, above.  

In addition to the active recreational opportunities 

provided through the construction of the 

Athletics/Events Center, Upgraded NCAA Soccer 

Field, and Enhanced Recreation Area, the CLP 

would provide passive recreational activities for 

existing students through the creation of quad areas 

with the construction of the proposed Student 

Housing Rehabilitation and Town Square 

components. The University also hosts summer 

camps available to the public.  Recent examples 

include the Camp Cinderella, a two-week camp for 

young women in foster care who have been victims 

of neglect and abuse. 

P25:  Protect adjacent neighborhood areas, to the 

extent feasible, from noise, visual and traffic 

impacts from new recreation areas. 

As discussed in Section 5.5 Noise, construction and 

operation of the CLP would not result insignificant 

noise impacts to adjacent neighborhood areas.  The 

Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field is the closest CLP 

component to an adjacent neighborhood. 

Construction of this component will require 

mitigation to reduce the noise levels associated with 

heavy equipment to less than significant levels. As 

discussed in Section 5.7 Visual Resources, the CLP 

components would not intrude into the mountain 

skyline and no coastal views would be interfered 

with.  As such, visual impacts are considered to be 

less than significant. The proposed CLP would 

decrease traffic and generate beneficial impacts on 

the area roadway network under typical conditions 
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by an average of 744 daily trips (see Section 5.8 

Traffic and Access).  Lastly, the University would 

develop a traffic and parking management plan for 

events that exceed 3,500 attendees in order to 

minimize congestion and provide a higher level of 

safety for motorists and pedestrians before and after 

large events.  

P37:  Design and locate trails and/or adjacent 

development so that neither intrudes unnecessarily 

on the environment of the other. 

The proposed CLP would not intrude on the Mesa 

Peak and Coastal Slope trails, nor would it obstruct 

any ocean views from the trails.  As discussed in 

Section 5.7 Visual Resources and Aesthetic 

Qualities, the proposed project would result in a less 

than significant impact on views from designated 

hiking or riding trails. 

MARINE AND LAND RESOURCE PROTECTION 

P68:  Environmentally sensitive habitat areas 

(ESHAs) shall be protected against significant 

disruption of habitat values, and only uses 

dependent on such resources shall be allowed 

within such areas.  Residential use shall not be 

considered a resource dependent use. 

 

P69:  Development in areas adjacent to 

environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs) 

shall be subject to the review of the Environmental 

Review Board, shall be sited and designed to 

prevent impacts, which would significantly degrade 

such areas, and shall be compatible with the 

continuance of such habitat areas. 

None of the proposed project components would be 

located within or adjacent to an ESHA included 

within the LUP.  Storm water runoff during 

construction and operational phases have the 

potential to contain pollutants that could adversely 

impact sensitive biological resources within the 

riparian areas of Marie Canyon Creek to the south of 

the PCH and the Malibu Coastline Significant 

Ecological Area (SEA) #1.  This impact would be 

reduced to a level of insignificance with the 

implementation of a Storm Water Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP), Standard Urban Storm 

Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), observance of 

proper Best Management Practices (BMPs), and 

compliance with treatment measures in compliance 

with the County’s Low Impact Development 

Ordinance.  These measures are found in Section 5.2 

Water Quality. 

P74:  New development shall be located as close as 

feasible to existing roadways, services, and existing 

development to minimize the effects on sensitive 

environmental resources. 

The proposed CLP components are infill projects 

located within the interior of the developed campus 

among and/or adjacent to existing campus structures 

and facilities.  All direct and indirect impacts to 

sensitive environmental resources would be reduced 

to less than significant levels with the 

implementation of mitigation found in Section 5. 

P76:In accordance with Section 30236 of the 

Coastal Act, channelizations, dams or other 

substantial alterations of stream sources shown as 

blue line streams on the latest available USGS map 

should incorporate the best mitigation measures 

feasible, and be limited to (1) necessary water 

supply projects, (2) flood control projects where no 

The proposed CLP components are located on 

already disturbed, developed sites and does not 

propose to alter natural stream channels.  The 

enhanced recreation area is located at the site of an 

existing intramural field, debris basin, stockpile, and 

parking lots.  The creation of the new recreation field 

and debris basin will be located within the footprint 
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other method for protecting existing structures in 

the floodplain is feasible and where such protection 

is necessary for public safety or to protect existing 

development, or (3) developments where the 

primary function is the improvement of fish and 

wildlife habitat. 

of the existing development.  Development within 

the channel beyond the existing debris basin footprint 

would be limited to construction of flood control 

facilities for the purposes of public safety and 

protecting the existing campus. 

P81:  To control runoff into coastal waters, 

wetlands and riparian areas, as required by Section 

30231 of the Coastal Act, the maximum rate of 

storm water runoff into such areas from new 

development should not exceed the peak level that 

existed prior to development. 

The hydraulic analysis of the proposed CLP indicates 

that the peak flow run off rate will be increased from 

1,190 cubic feet per second (cfs) for the existing 

condition to 1,250 cfs for the proposed CLP 

improvements.  Implementation of Mitigation 

Measures 5.2-1 through 5.2-3 (see Section 5.2 Water 

Quality) would reduce runoff to existing levels.  For 

additional information on how the University’s HMP 

serves to further this goal, refer to the discussion 

under General Goal Policy  #4, Section 5.2, Water 

Quality and Section 5.1, Geology and Soils.   

P82:  Grading shall be minimized for all new 

development to ensure the potential negative 

effects of runoff and erosion on these resources are 

minimized. 

All grading activities are limited to the developed 

portions of the campus. However, storm water runoff 

caused by construction activities can result in erosion 

and siltation. This impact would be reduced to a level 

of insignificance with the implementation of a Storm 

Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), Standard 

Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), 

observance of proper Best Management Practices 

(BMPs), and implementation of treatment measures 

in compliance with County’s Low Impact 

Development Ordinance.  These measures are found 

in Section 5.2 Water Quality. 

P84:  In disturbed areas, landscape plans shall 

balance long-term stability and minimization of 

fuel load.  For instance, a combination of taller, 

deep-rooted plants and low-growing ground covers 

to reduce heat output may be used.  Within ESHAs 

and Significant Watersheds, native plant species 

shall be used, consistent with fire safety 

requirements. 

As described in Section 5.9.1 Fire Protection, the 

proposed project would incorporate fire retardant 

ornamental and/or native vegetation into the 

landscape plans.  

P85: Earthmoving operations within 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas, 

Significant Watersheds, and other areas of high 

potential erosion hazard (including areas with a 

slope exceeding 2:1) shall be prohibited between 

November 1 and March 31 unless a delay in 

grading until after the rainy season is determined 

by the Planning Director to be more 

environmentally damaging.  Where grading begins 

before rainy season, but extends into the rainy 

See the consistency discussion under Policy P82.  In 

addition, prior to the issuance of a grading permit, 

the University would be required to comply with the 

requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction 

Permit, including the preparation of SWPPP and a 

SUSMP incorporating BMPs for construction and 

post-construction of runoff.  As required by 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-10, to the maximum degree 

feasible, grading activities within the CLP site shall 
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season for reasons beyond the applicant’s control, 

measures to control erosion must be implemented 

at the end of each day’s work. 

be planned to occur during the southern California 

dry season (normally April through October).  

Grading during the remainder of the year shall occur 

only to the extent necessary to maintain the surface 

water quality standards of the SWPPP (see Section 

5.2 Water Quality). 

P86:  A drainage control system, including on-site 

retention or detention where appropriate, shall be 

incorporated into the site design of new 

developments to minimize the effects of runoff and 

erosion.  Runoff control systems shall be designed 

to prevent any increase in site runoff over pre-

existing peak flows.  Impacts on downstream 

sensitive riparian habitats must be mitigated. 

See the consistency discussion under Policy P68. 

P91:  All new development shall be designed to 

minimize impacts and alterations of physical 

features, such as ravines and hillsides, and 

processes of the site (i.e., geological, soils, 

hydrological, water percolation and runoff) to the 

maximum extent feasible. 

The CLP has been designed to minimize impacts and 

alterations of physical features.  The CLP 

components are to be located in previously disturbed 

areas.  Mitigation is offered to ensure compatibility 

with the natural terrain.  As discussed in Section 5.2 

Water Quality, existing on-site storm drain system 

and facilities would not require improvements, 

upgrades, or replacement.   

P93:  Where grading is permitted during the rainy 

season (i.e., November 1 March 31), sediment 

basins (including debris basins, desilting basins, or 

silt traps) shall be required on the project site prior 

to or concurrent with the initial grading operations 

and maintained through the development process to 

minimize sediment from runoff waters during 

construction.  All sediment should be retained on-

site unless removed to an appropriate approved 

dumping location. 

See the consistency discussion under Policies P82 

and P85. 

P95:  Where construction will extend into the rainy 

season, temporary vegetation, seeding, mulching, 

or other suitable stabilization methods should be 

used to protect soils subject to erosion.  The 

appropriate methods should be approved by the 

County Engineer. 

The CLP would be required to implement a Storm 

Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), Standard 

Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), that 

includes proper Best Management Practices (BMPs), 

and treatment measures in compliance with the 

County’s Low Impact Development Ordinance.  

These measures are found in Section 5.2 Water 

Quality. 

P96:  Degradation of the water quality of 

groundwater basins, nearby streams, or wetlands 

shall not result from development of the site.  

Pollutants, such as chemicals, fuels, lubricants, raw 

sewage, and other harmful waste shall not be 

discharged into or alongside coastal streams or 

wetlands. 

The proposed project would be required to prepare 

and implement a SUSMP and SWPPP for the CLP 

subject to review and approval by the County.  The 

SUSMP will include BMPs for controlling and 

treating polluted runoff in accordance with the 

requirements of the Los Angeles Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (LARWQCB).  The 
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construction of the CLP would result in less addition 

of minerals or nutrients to the aquifer than exists 

under the current conditions.  Thus, impacts to 

groundwater quality are not expected (see Section 5.2 

Water Quality for more information). 

P125:  New development shall be sited and 

designed to protect public views from LCP-

designated scenic highways to and along the 

shoreline and to scenic coastal areas, including 

public parklands.  Where physically and 

economically feasible, development on sloped 

terrain should be set below road grade. 

As discussed Section 5.7 Visual Resources, CLP 

components do not block views from PCH, State and 

Federal lands, and Malibu Bluffs Community Park.  

This is largely due to the limited visibility of the 

component sites from off-site locations. 

P129:  Structures should be designed and located 

so as to create an attractive appearance and 

harmonious relationship with the surrounding 

environment. 

The architectural style and sizes of the proposed CLP 

structural components are in character with the 

existing on-site University campus facilities and 

manufactured terrain features.  Thus, the CLP is 

attractively designed to create a harmonious 

relationship with the surrounding environment. 

P130:  In highly scenic areas and along scenic 

highways, new development (including buildings, 

fences, paved areas, signs, and landscaping) shall: 

• be sited and designed to protect views to and 

along the ocean and to and along other scenic 

features, as defined and identified in the 

Malibu LCP. 

• minimize the alteration of natural landforms. 

• be landscaped to conceal raw-cut slopes. 

• be visually compatible with and subordinate 

to the character of its setting. 

• be sited so as not to significantly intrude into 

the skyline as seen from public viewing 

places. 

See the consistency discussions under P125 and 

P129.   The proposed project is sited to protect views 

to and along the ocean and to and along other scenic 

features. In addition, none of the CLP components 

would significantly intrude into the skyline as seen 

from public viewing places. 

P131:  Where feasible, prohibit placement of 

structures that will break the ridgeline view, as seen 

from public places. 

None of the CLP structures would break a ridgeline 

view as seen from public places. 

P134:  Structures shall be sited to conform to the 

natural topography, as feasible.  Massive grading 

and reconfiguration of the site shall be discouraged. 

The proposed CLP components are infill projects 

located within the interior of the developed campus 

among existing campus structures and facilities and 

will not result in reconfiguration of the site. 

P135:  Ensure that any alteration of the natural 

landscape from earthmoving activity blends with 

the existing terrain of the site and the surroundings. 

See the consistency discussion under Policy P134. 

P136:  New development in existing communities 

shall respect the prevailing architectural and visual 

character of existing structures. 

See the consistency discussion under Policy P129. 
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P137:  Clustering of development in suitable areas 

shall be encouraged as a means to facilitate greater 

view protection. 

The proposed CLP components are infill projects 

located within the interior of the developed campus 

among and/or adjacent to existing campus structures 

and facilities.  In addition, see the consistency 

discussion under P125 and P129. 

P138b:  Buildings located outside of the Malibu 

Civic Center shall not exceed three (3) stories in 

height, or 35 feet above the existing grade, 

whichever is less. 

CLP component 1, Student Housing Rehabilitation, 

would renovate or replace existing two-story 

structures with three-story structures.  However, both 

of these structures, as would the Athletics/Events 

Center, would exceed 35 feet above grade. However, 

the proposed buildings heights are set forth in the 

University’s LRDP and County’s DPZ, and 

modifications to those heights will be proposed as 

part of the County and Coastal Commission approval 

process, if necessary.  Additionally, several existing 

buildings exceed 35 feet.  These include the 

Thornton Administrative Center, Tyler Campus 

Center and the Keck Science Center.  The proposed 

buildings would be in scale with existing structures.  

P147:  Continue to evaluate all new development 

for impact on, and from, geologic hazard. 

Geologic hazard impacts are evaluated in Section 5.1 

Geology and Soils.  With the implementation of all 

required mitigation, impacts are reduced to less than 

significant levels. 

P152:  Prohibit buildings within areas subject to 

inundation or erosion unless proper mitigation 

measures are provided to eliminate flood hazard. 

The campus area that will encompass the proposed 

CLP components does not lie within a designated 

FEMA flood hazard zone.  Since drainage devices 

can be added and properly located to accommodate 

the changed hydrologic conditions and prevent 

flooding of existing facilities, regional flooding 

would not occur.  In addition, the risk of inundation 

from a seiche-induced water tank failure is a less 

than significant impact.  Impacts related to debris 

dam failure are considered to be a potentially 

significant impact, which can be mitigated to less 

than significant levels through proper design 

methods, earthwork construction, and inspection. 

P156:  Continue to evaluate all new development 

for impact on, and from, fire hazard. 

Fire hazard impacts are evaluated in Section 5.9.1 

Fire Protection. As stated therein, the various CLP 

components would constitute infill that would be 

sited amid existing development within areas of the 

campus that are already accessible by emergency 

vehicles, allowing for the use of standard firefighting 

techniques.  Fuel modification and/or brush clearance 

up to 200 feet on adjacent terrain would also be 

required by the LACFD.  Each of the components of 

the CLP would be served by an existing water system 

within the developed portion of the campus that 
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meets County fire flow requirements for the project’s 

structures.  Fire-safety measures would be required 

of all the new development to prevent the accidental 

occurrence and/or spread of wildfires along the 

wildland interface of the developed campus.  In 

addition, the newer structures would be built to 

higher fire safety standards than the older structures 

being replaced.  Upon implementation of the 

mitigation measures listed in Section 5.9.1 Fire 

Protection the project’s cumulative impacts related to 

wildfire hazards and increase demands for fire 

protection would be reduced to less than significant 

levels.  The CLP would thus continue existing 

successful efforts to reduce all fire hazards, as 

described in further detail in Section 5.9.1, with 

special emphasis on reducing hazards associated with 

older buildings, multistory structures, and fire-prone 

industrial facilities. The CLP is therefore consistent 

with this policy. 

P157:  Continue present requirements for fire 

retardant roofing in fire hazardous areas (Fire Zone 

4).  

The proposed CLP will comply with all applicable 

Uniform Fire Code (UFC) and Los Angeles County 

Fire Department (LAFD) ordinance requirements for 

development located in high fire danger areas. 

P159:  Continue present requirements on all new 

development for emergency vehicle access and 

fire-flow water supply as determined by the 

Forester and Fire Warden until such time as 

alternative mitigation measures providing an 

equivalent degree of safety are developed and 

implemented. 

The proposed project will comply with requirements 

pertaining to building construction, site access, water 

mains, and the adequacy of fire flows, as dictated by 

the LAFD, Prevention Bureau. 

P160:  Require residential structures in fire hazard 

areas to utilize fire resistant building materials and 

designs (i.e., one-hour fire resistant walls and 

enclosed eaves, double pane windows, and 

improved vent requirements). 

The proposed CLP will comply with all applicable 

UFC and LAFD ordinance requirements for 

development located in high fire danger areas 

including the use of fire resistant building materials 

and designs. 

P169:  Site surveys performed by qualified 

technical personnel should be required for projects 

located in areas identified as 

archaeologically/paleontologically sensitive.  Data 

derived from such surveys shall be used to 

formulate mitigating measures for the project. 

A Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation was 

performed for the Campus Life Project.  Data derived 

from the survey was used to formulate mitigation 

measures for the project (see Section 5.6 Cultural 

Resources). 

P178:  Minimize the flow of sediment and other 

polluting materials into groundwater recharge 

areas. 

As discussed in Section 5.2 Water Quality, the 

construction would result in less addition of minerals 

or nutrients to the aquifer than exists under the 

current conditions. In addition, the University’s HMP 

tracks all water applied to the campus. This 
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sophisticated irrigation monitoring program 

conserves water, minimizes runoff, and ensures no 

negative impact results from irrigation practices. The 

Hydrogeological Monitoring Program accomplishes 

this through a model and monitoring physical 

measurements of soil moisture content and 

groundwater levels. Irrigation amounts are prescribed 

by zone according to current climactic conditions, 

evapotranspiration rates, and soil moisture content. 

P180:  Assure that urban development over 

groundwater recharge areas minimizes impervious 

coverage and maximizes the amount of water, 

which can enter the aquifer zone below ground. 

As discussed in Section 5.2 Water Quality, modeling 

estimates indicate that the build-out of the CLP will 

lead to a small decrease in groundwater recharge 

under a high rainfall water year scenario.  As no 

beneficial uses of groundwater are identified in the 

immediate vicinity of Pepperdine University, the 

anticipated impacts to groundwater recharge are 

considered less than significant. For additional 

analysis, see the consistency discussion under Policy 

P178, above. 

PUBLIC WORKS 

P233:  Continue to require all new developments to 

demonstrate that an adequate potable water supply 

is available to each parcel. 

As discussed in Section 5.10.1 Water Supply, the Los 

Angeles County Waterworks District (LACWWD) 

No. 29 will have sufficient potable water to supply 

the CLP.  LACWWD No. 29 has issued a “Will 

Serve” letter for the CLP (see Appendix J). 

P234:  Continue to require all new developments to 

demonstrate that an adequate water supply for fire 

protection is available based on the location of 

development, type of construction, spacing of 

structures, fire hazards, and so on. 

See the consistency discussion under Policy P159. 

P236:  All new developments shall be encouraged, 

where feasible, to best utilize the existing water 

facilities. 

As discussed in Section 5.10.1 Water Supply, 

Existing on- and off-campus water supply and 

conveyance systems would be adequate to serve the 

CLP. 

P241:  Require all new development in existing 

developed areas to be in accordance with a water 

conservation program. 

The CLP would be integrated into the University’s 

existing water conservation programs. As identified 

by the University’s Center for Sustainability
10

, the 

campus engages in a number of practices to 

maximize water conservation on campus.  These 

include using reclaimed water for 99% of campus 

landscape irrigation, operating an irrigation 

monitoring program to conserve water and reduce 

runoff, installing water saving fixtures such as dual 

flush toilets, and landscaping with drought tolerant 

                                                
10

 Pepperdine University Center for Sustainability Website, 2010.  URL http://www.pepperdine.edu/sustainability, accessed 

March 2, 2010. 
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species.  In addition, the proposed project would be 

required to comply with the water conservation 

requirements of the Los Angeles County Municipal 

Code (Ordinance No. 91-0046U). See also the 

consistency discussion under Policy P178. 

NEW DEVELOPMENT 

P271:  New Development in the Malibu Coastal 

Zone shall be guided by the Land Use Plan Map 

and all pertinent overlay categories.  The land use 

plan map is inserted in the inside back pocket.  All 

properties are designated for a specific use.  These 

designations reflect the mandates of the California 

Coastal Act, all policies contained in this Local 

Coastal Plan, and the constraints and sensitivities of 

resources present in the coastal zone.  All existing 

zoning categories will be modified as necessary to 

conform with and carry out the LCP land use plan. 

The CLP’s proposed uses are permitted by the 

Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan’s 

Institutional and Public Facilities land use 

designation (category 11).   

P273:  Development shall conform to Chapter 3, as 

amended, of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

Future development of the Pepperdine campus, 

including the CLP, is governed by the LRDP 

previously approved by the California Coastal 

Commission.  On January 11, 1990, the Commission 

certified the LRDP and adopted findings providing 

that the LRDP meets the requirements of and 

conforms with the policies of Chapter 3, as amended, 

of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

 

Los Angeles County Zoning Code (Title 22) 

The CLP’s proposed uses (i.e., parking, athletic, recreational, housing, and other facilities) are permitted 

by the County Zoning Code designation of A-1-1-DP.  Under the DPZ designation, the proposed CLP will 

be submitted to the County for a CUP in consideration of environmental analyses regarding traffic, 

sewage, views, public infrastructure costs, alternatives and other subjects that are contained in this EIR.  

The County will also consider consistency with the conceptual long-term development plans of the 

University as set forth in the Pepperdine University Specific Plan for Development (1982-1997) and as 

approved through the DPZ. As detailed in Table 5.11-3, the CLP components include uses and densities 

that fit within the University’s long-term development plans as previously conceptually approved by the 

County.  The proposed CLP, with 37.9 acres and 394,137 net new square feet of facilities, covers fewer 

acres and includes fewer facilities than approved under the DPZ, which currently allows approximately 

640,000 square feet of structures that have never fully been realized.  Consequently, the proposed project 

would be consistent with the County’s Zoning Code (Class III). 

 

California Coastal Commission 

Long Range Development Plan 

Consistency with LRDP Land Use Allocations 

The 1990 approved LRDP includes approval of numerous facilities and approximately 1.2 million square 

feet of new University development and support facilities for up to 5,000 FTE students.  Only a portion of 
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the approved facilities have been constructed, leaving approximately 670,000 square feet of approved 

LRDP development that has not been realized within the campus. 

 

The six proposed CLP components include a total of 394,137 square feet of infill development, which fits 

within the uses and square footages approved within the Coastal Commission’s LRDP.  Table 5.11-3 

summarizes the proposed Coastal Commission LRDP allocation for the buildings associated with the first 

five components of the CLP (Student Housing Rehabilitation, Athletics/Events Center, Upgraded NCAA 

Soccer Field, Enhanced Recreation Area, and Town Square).  Table 5.11-3 summarizes the proposed 

County DPZ and Coastal Commission LRDP allocation for the School of Law Parking Structure 

(Component #6), as well as the parking facilities associated with the Athletics/Events Center and Town 

Square.  The proposed CLP includes infill academic, athletic, parking and support facilities that are 

contemplated within the LRDP and include a total infill development of 394,137 net new square feet, 

which is significantly below the approximately 670,000 square feet of remaining development approved in 

the LRDP.  Any modifications to the LRDP to update facilities to reflect exact CLP locations and size will 

be processed by the Coastal Commission, but the types of uses and level of development were 

contemplated by the LRDP.  Accordingly, the University will request an amendment to the LRDP to allow 

the specific adjustments to implement the CLP, including but not limited to the following: 

• Certain buildings have been consolidated and relocated to the interior of the campus to minimize 

impacts and provide an efficient design. 

• In a few instances, heights have been adjusted to accommodate the as-designed building heights 

and architectural elements of the CLP components. 

• The specific configuration and uses of a few facilities have been altered slightly to provide for 

more efficient uses. 

• Parking has been consolidated where possible. 

• Where components require incremental additional square footage above that included for a certain 

building in the LRDP, surplus unused density available under other LRDP facilities will be 

reallocated to the CLP component to account for the deficit. 

The proposed allocation of certain LRDP facilities to the CLP would also relocate the approved land uses 

associated with those facilities to the CLP component areas.  Figure 5.11-5 highlights the approved LRDP 

components that are utilized for the CLP allocation, while Figure 5.11-6 shows the configuration of the 

LRDP facilities after the implementation of the proposed project.  A description of the DPZ and LRDP 

allocation for each CLP component is included below. 

 

Student Housing Rehabilitation   

The Student Housing Rehabilitation proposes to upgrade and provide additional capacity to two separate 

existing housing areas that are critical to the core campus (i.e., Standard Precinct and Outer Precinct).  

Originally constructed in the early 1970s and included in the DPZ and LRDP as Facility 100 (Student 

Housing Buildings), the existing Standard Precinct consists of sixteen residence hall buildings located 

between Upper and Lower Dorm Roads along the slopes in the middle of the campus core.  The CLP 

proposes to renovate, expand, and/or replace the sixteen residential halls, add support facilities, and 

provide four new community buildings in the Standard Precinct area.  Upon rehabilitation, the Standard 

Precinct buildings would increase in area from 145,952 square feet to 255,537 square feet (a net increase 

of 109,585 square feet which, combined with a net increase of 41,107 square feet at Outer Precinct, results 

in 150,692 net new square feet).  The buildings would be approximately 43 feet in height above grade.  

The Standard Precinct would provide a net increase of 300 student beds.  The number of parking spaces 

within the Standard Precinct would be increased from 5 to 15. 
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Table 5.11-3 

Proposed County DPZ and Coastal Commission LRDP Allocation for the CLP  

CLP Component 
Square Feet 

Proposed (Net) 

Corresponding LRDP / 

DPZ Facility 

Square Feet Utilized 

from Approved 

Facilities 

#159:  Student Housing 75,000 

#161:  Student Housing 36,000 

Student Housing 

Rehabilitation
1
 

150,692 

#254:  Housing Reception 

Center 

4,000 

#252:  Auditorium 70,000 

#258; Student Union 75,000 per the DPZ 

(100,000 per the 

LRDP) 

Athletics/Events Center
1
 235,845 

#355:  Gymnasium 

Facilities 

32,000 

Upgraded NCAA Soccer 

Field 

1,500 #452:  Maintenance 

Facility
1
 

 

178,000 

Enhanced Recreation Area
2
 1,600   

Town Square  4,500 #267:  University 

Reception Center
3
 

17,800 

Total LRDP / DPZ Square 

Footage Used for CLP
4
 

487,800 square feet (512,800 sf per the LRDP) 

Total Proposed CLP Square 

Footage 

394,137 square feet 

Extra Square Footage of 

LRDP Facilities Used for 

CLP but Remaining Unbuilt
5
 

93,663 square feet (118,663 sf per the LRDP) 

1. Square footage from the LRDP Facility #452 (Maintenance Facility) will also be allocated to the Student Housing 

Rehabilitation (35,692 square feet) and Athletics/Events Center (58,845 square feet) components.  Remaining square footage 

from LRDP Facility #452 (81,963) would be retained at its existing planned location for possible future campus projects. 

2. The Enhanced Recreation Area has not been conceptually planned by DPZ or LRDP.  However, this component is proposed 

for an area of the campus that has long served as a recreation area and stockpile/retention basin site.  

3. Remaining square footage from LRDP Facility #267 (13,300 square feet) would be retained at its existing planned location 

for possible future campus projects.  

4. The amount in the table denotes the amount available to the CLP from the corresponding LRDP facilities for the County 

DPZ.  Under the LRDP, 100,000 square feet is available for Facility #258, which would result in a total of 497,500 square 

feet that is available for the proposed CLP from the corresponding LRDP facilities.  Currently, the County DPZ and the 

LRDP permit a total of approximately 655,792 square feet and 684,292 square feet, respectively, of new residential, 

academic, recreational, and support facilities. 

5. As stated, the County DPZ and the LRDP include approximately 640,000 square feet and 670,000 square feet, respectively, 

of future residential, academic, recreational, and support facilities that are not yet realized.  Following completion of the 

CLP, there will be a total of approximately 245,000 square feet (approximately 275,000 square feet per the LRDP) of 

facilities that are previously approved but not yet realized, for use in future residential, academic, recreational, and support 

facilities on the Malibu campus.  

 

 



LRDP Facilities to be Utilized for the CLP
PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY CAMPUS LIFE PROJECT EIR

ENVICOM
CORPORATION

FIG
UR

E5.11-5FE
ET

2,0001,0000

Significant
Ecological Area #5
(Open Space)

Combined Mesa
Peak and Coastal
Slope Trails
(Dedicated)

Coastal Slope Trail

Pacific Coast Highway

M
ali

bu
 C

an
yo

n R
oa

d

Hu
nts

inger C
ir.

John Tyler Dr.

Banowsky Blvd

Seaver Dr.

Revised: Feb 5, 2010

DD

109
107

104
104A

407

F

253
205

201
200

2
C

D

E
250
410

103A
103

100
101

P

N
306
306A 351

473

K 305
354

403

453 451

157

156
265

264

O

The shapes on the map are not reflective of the actual entitlements. The map is only to show the general location of each facility in the context of the campusNote:

Temporary modular facilities
not shown on map.

–

472

450
300 353

301

Y

J

307

RB

R

359

401

401A

A

B 266

1 1A

266
202A / 202B

202

154
354

355

303
304

308
404
405

EE

108
406

100

100

259 257

210
102

151
152

106
AA105

112

111

110
256

255

209

251

X

W

Z

BB
CC

204

206 /207208
206A

JJ

KK
GG

261

262

470
OO

357
480

153

157158+MM

471

158+L 160

G

J

H

V

U

T

FF

Q

Malibu
Country
Estates

302 /302A

258

161

252

267

254

159

452

355

LEGEND

Existing Facilities

Existing Facilities to be Modified
Approved But Not Yet Built LRDP Facilities
LRDP Facilities to be used by CLP

Note: Number and letter labels refer to specific
LRDP facilities.



LRDP after CLP Approval
PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY CAMPUS LIFE PROJECT EIR 

ENVICOM
CORPORATION

FIG
UR

E5.11-6FE
ET

2,0001,0000

Significant
Ecological Area #5
(Open Space)

Combined Mesa
Peak and Coastal
Slope Trails
(Dedicated)

Coastal Slope Trail

Pacific Coast Highway

M
ali

bu
 C

an
yo

n R
oa

d

Hu
nts

inger C
ir.

John Tyler Dr.

Banowsky Blvd

Seaver Dr.

Revised: Apr. 30, 2010

DD

109
107

104
104A

407

253
205

201
200

2
C

D

E
250

103A
103

N
306
306A

351

473

K 305

354

403

453 451

157

156
265

264

O

The shapes on the map are not reflective of the actual entitlements. The map is only to show the general location of each facility in the context of the campusNote:

Temporary modular facilities
not shown on map.

–

472

450
300 353

301

Y
R

359

401

401A

A

B 266

1 1A

266
202A / 202B

202

154
354

304
303

308
404
405

EE

108
406

259
257
210

151
152

106
AA105

112

111

110
256

255

209

251

X

W

Z

BB
CC

204

206 /
206A

207
208

JJ

KK
GG

261

262

470 OO 357

357

153

157158+MM

471

158+L 160

J

V

FF

Malibu
Country
Estates

LEGEND

Existing Facilities

Existing Facilities to be Modified

Approved But Not Yet Built LRDP Facilities

Note: Number and letter labels refer to specific
LRDP facilities.

267

Q

480

452

302 /302A

161 / 452A

252
258
355

452B

307

452C

452C

100
452A

159
254

267A

G / H / F

J

U

RB

Recreation
Field

452C



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.11  Land Use 

 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 Page 5.11-37 

The Outer Precinct area was approved in the DPZ and LRDP as Facility 100, Facility 101 (Housing 

Director Residence) and Facility 102 (Student Housing Building).  It was also constructed in the early 

1970s.  The CLP would replace and upgrade the six existing buildings and the existing Upsilon Parking 

Lot to provide upgraded residential buildings, a student quad, and a café/convenience store.  The Outer 

Precinct would also provide additional support amenities such as open green space, common gathering 

spaces, multi-purpose classroom space, recreation lounges, game rooms, outdoor barbeque grills, and 

space for open seating.  This aspect of the CLP would result in a net addition of 41,107 square feet to the 

Outer Precinct buildings.  The new buildings would be approximately 48 feet in height.  The Outer 

Precinct would provide a net increase of 168 beds.  

 

In order to achieve this additional, more efficient use of the Standard and Outer precinct areas, CLP will 

require that existing, but never constructed DPZ and LRDP housing facilities be shifted and consolidated 

to the Standard and Outer Precinct areas and that maximum heights be increased to 43’ for Standard 

Precinct and 48’ for Outer Precinct.  Specifically, the DPZ and LRDP envisioned two buildings containing 

75,000 square feet of additional housing located along Seaver Drive in the area across from the Law 

School (Facility 159).  An additional 36,000 square feet of housing was planned for the area between the 

existing Upsilon Parking Lot and John Tyler Drive (Facility 161), and a 4,000 square-foot housing 

reception center was planned to be located at the southernmost tip of the Standard Precinct area (Facility 

254).  Together, the facilities result in a total of 115,000 square feet of development approved for student 

housing in the long term planning documents, as well as numerous additional beds (discussed below).  The 

Student Housing Rehabilitation would relocate the additional housing approved for construction along 

Seaver Drive to an existing interior campus housing location in order to reduce impacts and consolidate the 

student housing.   

 

The Student Housing Rehabilitation also fits well within the housing densities envisioned in the 

University’s long-term plans.  The University’s approved long term plans set a goal of 668 student housing 

units on campus, housing a total of 3,678 students, as well as 103 units for married students. At present, 

the University provides 2,025 beds on campus.  The Student Housing Rehabilitation proposes to add 468 

student beds, resulting in a total of 2,493 students beds on campus, which is below the maximum on-

campus housing envisioned in the DPZ and the LRDP.  With the additional 468 beds, the University will 

meet its goal of housing at least 75% of undergraduate students on campus.  As mentioned above, the 

Student Housing Rehabilitation does not propose to increase the University’s FTE student enrollment, 

which at present is substantially less than approved under its long-term plans.   

 

In sum, this component will require an amendment to the LRDP for several aspects of the project 

including:   

 

• Locations:  As approved, Facility 159 is located along Seaver Drive in the area across from the 

Law School, Facility 161 is planned for the area between the existing Upsilon Parking Lot and 

John Tyler Drive, and Facility 254 is located at the southernmost tip of the Standard Precinct area.  

This component will relocate the approved housing to an existing interior campus location in order 

to achieve a consolidated, more efficient use of the Standard and Outer precinct areas. 

• Height:  The Standard Precinct buildings will reach a height of approximately 43 feet above 

grade; buildings at the Outer Precinct will be approx. 48 feet in height.  These heights exceed the 

height limits associated with the approved facilities (e.g., 36 ft. – Facility 254, and 40 ft. – Facility 

159 and 161).   
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• Square feet:  This component will require a total of 150,692 net new square feet.  The 

consolidated square footage of Facilities 159, 161, and 254 is 115,000 square feet.  As this 

component will require incremental additional square feet above that which is approved for 

development, surplus square footage available under other CLP components will be reallocated to 

this component. 

• Use of Reception Center facility:  As approved, Facility 254 was planned as the expansion of a 

student housing office building that would house additional office and lounge facilities.  As part of 

the CLP, this facility will feature mainly residential uses. 

 

Athletics/Events Center 

The CLP proposes a multi-purpose Athletics/Events Center that would satisfy the campus’ need for a 

NCAA regulation volleyball and basketball competition venue with ancillary event and practice amenities.  

The facility is being proposed in the center of campus in the location of a current surface parking lot that 

has long been slated in the DPZ and LRDP for expansion. The proposed Athletics/Events Center includes 

an area of approximately 107,400 square feet, with a height of approximately 75 feet and architectural 

elements extending to 90 feet. The Athletics/Events Center would include 5,000 permanent seats.  During 

select special events, approximately up to 470 additional folding chairs may be temporarily placed on the 

event floor, raising the maximum seating capacity to 5,470.
11

  An adjacent parking structure with 2 

subterranean and 5 aboveground levels would provide 831 parking spaces.  This proposed parking falls 

within the 900 spaces allowed in this location as Lot Q in the approved DPZ and LRDP.  

 

This component proposes to consolidate and relocate several previously approved DPZ and LRDP 

facilities to a central event and student union location.  The DPZ and LRDP currently allow for a 70,000 

square foot auditorium with 3,500 seats totaling 75 feet in height in a location that fronts John Tyler Drive 

directly across from the Malibu Country Estates residences (Facility 252), in close proximity to the 

existing 3,100-seat Firestone Fieldhouse. The CLP would relocate this facility away from the Malibu 

Country Estates and existing Firestone Fieldhouse to the northern campus interior, rather than having all 

6,600 seats in close proximity to Malibu Country Estates homes, as approved in the DPZ and LRDP.  The 

DPZ and LRDP also currently contain two new facilities at the site of the proposed Athletics/Events 

Center: (1) a 50,000 square-foot Gymnasium (Facility 355);
12

 and (2) a 100,000 square-foot (75,000 square 

feet in the DPZ) Student Union (Facility 258).  The CLP will seek to consolidate these three approved 

facilities (Auditorium Facility 252, Gymnasium Facility 355, and Student Union Facility 258) into one 

consolidated location. 

 

This component will therefore require an amendment to the LRDP for the following:   

 

• Locations:  As approved, Facility 252 is located in the area that fronts John Tyler Drive directly 

across from the Malibu Country Estate residences, in close proximity to the existing Firestone 

Fieldhouse.  Facility 258 and 355 are proposed along Huntsinger Circle.  In order to minimize 

impacts to adjacent neighbors and move the Athletics/Events Center away from the Fieldhouse 

venue, this component will relocate the facilities to a single consolidated interior campus location. 

                                                
11

 The proposed Athletics/Events Center seating would replace the existing available at Firestone Fieldhouse, which currently 

provides 3,104 permanent seats and up to 470 temporary seats, thus resulting in a net increase of 1,900 permanent seats. 
12

 18,000 sq. ft. of facility 355 has been previously reallocated to the Firestone Field expansion project.  The remaining 32,000 sq. 

ft. is allocated to the Athletics/Events Center. 
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• Height:  The Athletics/Events center will be approximately 75 feet tall, but with architectural 

elements extending to 90 feet.  This would exceed the height limit approved for Facilities 258 

(approx. 60 feet), 355 (40 feet), and 252 (75 feet). 

• Square feet As proposed, the component will require 235,845 net new square feet.  The 

consolidated square footage of Facilities 252, 258, and 355 is 177,000 square feet (202,000 per the 

DPZ).  As this component will require additional square feet above that which is approved for 

development, surplus square footage available under other CLP components will be reallocated to 

this component. 

 

Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field  

The Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field would meet the institutional needs of the University’s soccer program.  

This includes providing a NCAA-compliant competition field to meet the needs of the existing women’s 

soccer team and a possible future men’s team.  The existing field is inadequate for NCAA tournament play 

because of insufficient lighting and size, as well as overcrowding from other activities that have a high 

demand for use of the field. The proposed field would be large enough to provide sufficient interior space 

to accommodate an appropriately sized soccer field.  The playing field would measure 240 feet by 360 

feet, and provide an additional 20-foot “runoff area” along the sides of the field.  The elevation of the field 

would be approximately ten feet higher than the level of the existing track and field.  The component also 

provides 1,000 permanent spectator seats on the northern side of the field (currently, portable bleacher 

seating is relied upon to provide seating for up to 1,000 spectators), and a 1,500 square foot restroom and 

storage space  

 

The Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field is proposed for an area of the campus that has long served as the site of 

a running track and soccer field (Facility 307).  The CLP would update Facility 307 to meet currently 

athletic needs of the University.  As approved in the DPZ and LRDP, Facility 452 consists of a multi-level 

complex of approximately 200,000 square feet that would reach a height of approximately 40 feet.  At 

present, approximately 22,000 square feet allocated under this Facility are being used as temporary trailer 

space to house the University’s Business Services and Facilities Management & Planning operations, 

leaving 178,000 square feet originally approved for Facility 452.  As the Upgraded Soccer Field 

component would result in a surplus of 176,500 square feet of approved development, the remaining 

square footage would be reallocated to the other CLP components as needed, with the remaining amount 

retained for future non-CLP campus enhancement projects.  

This component will therefore require an amendment to the LRDP for the following:   

 

• Location:  As approved, Facility 452 was planned to be located at the north end of the campus 

along Huntsinger Circle.  This CLP component will utilize a small portion of the square footage 

approved for this facility and relocate it to the existing Tari Frahm Rokus Field and Stotsenberg 

Track, located further south along John Tyler Drive. 

• Configuration and use:  Facility 452 was envisioned to consist of a multi-level maintenance and 

storage facility.  As part of the CLP, this component will include a 1,500 square foot restroom and 

storage space, however, the primary function will be to enhance existing recreational uses.   

• Parking spaces:  This component will replace the existing Track Lot (Lot N) with a new surface 

lot containing 43 spaces, resulting in a net increase of 12 additional parking spaces for Lot N under 

the LRDP / DPZ. 
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Town Square  

The Town Square component would consist of two levels of underground parking with a landscaped quad 

and Welcome Center on the third, or street-level adjacent to Seaver Drive.  The Welcome Center would 

reach a height of approximately 26-30 feet and have a total area of 4,500 square feet.  Construction of the 

369-space subterranean parking structure and quad would replace the existing 166 space Seaver Main 

Parking Lot, resulting in a net addition of 203 spaces.    

 

The Town Square represents the partial realization of long term plans for a central reception area on 

campus.  The County’s DPZ and Coastal Commission’s LRDP include a 25,000 square foot University 

Reception Center (Facility 267) that would be constructed on the left-hand side of Seaver Drive as one 

enters the campus.  Recognizing the need for additional space within the Howard A. White student housing 

office and reception center, in May 1991, Pepperdine reallocated 7,200 square feet of floor area from 

Facility 267 in order to improve and update the student housing office.  Thus, of the 25,000 square feet 

originally approved for the Town Square/Reception Center component of the University, 17,800 square 

feet of development remains.  This component proposes to use less square footage and relocate the facility 

to the area that is now the Seaver Main Parking Lot, thereby providing the University a centrally located 

quad area. The remaining 13,300 square feet would be reallocated to other CLP components as needed or 

retained for future non-CLP campus enhancement projects. 

 

This component will therefore require an amendment to the LRDP for the following:   
 

• Location:  Facility 267 was envisioned to be located along the left-hand side of Seaver Drive 

immediately to the north of the campus entrance on Malibu Canyon Road.  The component 

relocates the facility slightly to a location further north on Seaver Drive, near the existing Main 

Parking Lot. 

• Configuration and use:  As approved, Facility 267 was to consist of a multi-level building 

housing mainly office and support uses.  As part of the CLP, this component will consist of two 

levels of underground parking with a landscaped quad on the third, or top level, and a street-level 

Welcome Center. 

• Consolidation of parking and number of spaces:  Two parking lots were envisioned for this area 

containing a total of 325 spaces (Lots G and H).  The component will consolidate these two 

surface lots into a two level subterranean parking structure, resulting in a total of 369 spaces in this 

location. 

 

Enhanced Recreation Area  

The CLP proposes an improved and expanded grass recreation area on the site of an existing recreational 

field and debris basin and stockpile.  The field would provide sufficient space to accommodate a playing 

field consistent with the size requirements for student recreation needs and intramural sports.  Currently 

there is a lack of adequate fields to accommodate the demand for athletic program, intramural and 

recreational use.  The existing recreation field is of insufficient size for current recreational needs, (e.g., 

intramural rugby and lacrosse), or to allow for more than one game at a time.  The proposed field would 

help meet the University’s goal to provide for on-campus recreation options to encourage health and well 

being of students.  A new debris basin providing capacity for approximately 10,000 cubic yards of debris 

would replace an existing debris basin located east of the existing intramural field.  An existing stockpile 

located north of Huntsinger circle would be reduced in size and have capacity for the stockpiling of 

approximately 4,500 cubic yards of fill.  The component also provides a 1,600 square foot one-story 

structure containing storage space and restrooms. 
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The Enhanced Recreation Area is proposed for an area of the campus that was initially approved as a 

recreation area (Facility 357), and currently houses a stockpile (Facility 480) and detention basin site 

(Facility RB).  The University built the detention basin and associated facilities in 1972 during initial 

campus grading and construction.  The area was originally contemplated in the DPZ and LRDP to consist 

of a 6,000 square foot equestrian center and office uses under Facility 357.  The location of the campus 

riding ring and stable was later adjusted slightly, and as of approximately 1999, the University’s 

Equestrian Program was discontinued.  A portion of the Facility is currently being utilized as a recreational 

play field for student use and office space for Landscape and Irrigation Services.  In 1998, the University 

updated the LRDP map to allow for the construction of an approximately 37,000 square foot stockpile site 

(with a capacity of 23,000 cubic yards of fill) and drainage improvements.  The Enhanced Recreation Area 

would utilize a portion of the oversized retention basin and enhance the existing play field and uses. 

Approximately 1,600 square feet available from LRDP Facility 452 would be reallocated to this 

component, with any remaining square footage at Facility 452 retained for future use.   

 

This component will therefore require an amendment to the LRDP for the following:   

 

• Configuration and use:  The Enhanced Recreation Area has not been conceptually planned by the 

DPZ or LRDP, but the area has long served as a recreation area and stockpile/retention basin site.  

The area was contemplated to consist of an equestrian center with associated office uses under 

Facility 357.  In 1998, the University updated the LRDP map to allow for the construction of an 

approx. 37,000 square foot stockpile site and drainage improvements.  The component proposes an 

expanded grass recreation area, recreational lighting sufficient for nighttime use, and a 1,600 

square foot structure containing storage space and restrooms.  An underground, chilled water 

storage tank is proposed to be located within the earth fill required to create the area.  A new 

debris basin will be located north of the area and would replace the current debris basin structure.  

A portion of an existing stockpile would be retained in its existing location, but the remaining area 

would be reduced in size.   

 

School of Law Student Parking Structure  

In order to address current and long-term parking needs, the CLP proposes to replace the School of Law 

Student Lot, with a multi-level parking structure.  The School of Law Parking Structure would remove 291 

existing parking spaces to provide 724 new spaces on three levels (a net difference of 433 spaces).  Upon 

completion the proposed School of Law Parking Structure would have a maximum height of 33 feet.  

 

This component realizes the University’s goal of providing convenient parking by enhancing existing uses.  

The parking proposed as part of this component is well within the DPZ and LRDP’s previously approved 

limits.  The School of Law lot is conceptually approved in the DPZ and the LRDP as a decked lot 

containing 493 spaces (Lot U).  The existing lot contains 291 spaces, which would be reallocated to the 

School of Law parking structure.  Completion of the structure would therefore result in a net increase of 

231 parking spaces. 

 

This component will therefore require an amendment to the LRDP for the following:   

 

• Consolidation of parking and number of spaces:  This component would replace the existing 

surface School of Law parking lot with a three-level parking structure providing a net increase of 

433 parking spaces for a total of 724 spaces in this location.   
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• Height:  Facility U was approved as 1 level approximately 9 ft above the existing lot.  This 

exceeds the height of the proposed structure, which would reach a maximum of 33 feet. 

 

LRDP Policy Consistency 

Detailed consideration of the consistency of the proposed CLP development with applicable policies 

contained in the Pepperdine University LRDP is contained in Table 5.11-4.  As explained in Table 5.11-4, 

the CLP would be substantially consistent with all applicable LRDP policies, and therefore no significant 

policy consistency impacts would result (Class III). 

 

As shown in the LRDP facilities map (Figure 5.11-4) and explained in the proposed LRDP allocation for 

the CLP, infill projects representing the CLP components have long been conceptually approved for inner 

campus development.  Certain modifications have been made and locations of the approved facilities have 

also been changed to minimize impacts and to reflect existing needs.  Table 5.11-3 shows the DPZ and 

LRDP facility reallocations for each CLP component.  The proposed CLP would require an amendment of 

the approved LRDP to reflect modifications and reallocations of 394,137 net new square feet of 

construction and 831 net new parking spaces, as well as the proposed upgrades to the existing soccer field 

and Enhanced Recreation Area.   

 

The University is requesting an amendment to the LRDP to address only the specific adjustments that will 

be required to implement the CLP; as such, no significant impacts would result (Class III).  The 

amendment consists of the following: 

 

• Certain buildings have been consolidated and relocated to minimize impacts and provide an 

efficient design 

• In a few instances, heights have been adjusted to accommodate the as-designed building heights 

and architectural elements of the CLP components 

• The specific configuration and uses of a few facilities have been altered slightly to provide for 

more efficient uses 

• Parking has been consolidated where possible 

• Where components require incremental additional square footage above that which is approved for 

development, surplus unused density available under other CLP components will be reallocated to 

account for the deficit 

As discussed below, the proposed CLP is substantially consistent with LRDP policies.  Therefore, no 

significant adverse land use impacts would be generated by the CLP (Class III).  
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Table 5.11-4 

LRDP Consistency Analysis 

Policy Consistency Discussion 

For Further 

Reference: EIR 

Section No. 

I.  Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 

a. No grading will be allowed except for purposes of restoration 

and/or trail construction within the areas shown on the LRDP 

campus map as a significant ecological area.  

Consistent. 

The CLP components are located within the currently developed 

areas of campus.  None of the components are planned for the areas 

shown on the LRDP campus map as a significant ecological areas 

(SEAs).  In fact, the closest CLP component would be located 

1,700 feet from the Malibu Canyon SEA boundary.  Accordingly, 

no grading will be allowed within such areas.  For more detailed 

discussion, refer to Section 5.3, Biological Resources. 

5.3 

b. Vehicle access will be prohibited (except for emergency vehicles 

required by governmental agencies).  

Consistent. 

The CLP does not propose nor facilitate access to areas any areas 

shown on the LRDP campus map as SEAs.  As described in Section 

5.9, Public Services, the use of non-emergency motorized vehicles 

in the naturally vegetated areas of Pepperdine University property 

is generally prohibited.  The University will therefore continue to 

comply with this policy. 

5.3, 5.9 

c. Low intensity recreational and conservation uses, e.g., equestrian 

and hiking trails, will be allowed.  

Consistent. 

The CLP proposes no modifications to allowable uses in these 

areas.  As described in Section 5.9, Public Services, such areas are 

restricted to low-intensity uses.  The University will therefore 

continue to comply with this policy. 

5.9 

d. Selected, appropriate scientific research may be allowed-provided 

it is done in a manner, which is consistent with protection of the 

resources and the requirements of the open space designation. 

Consistent. 

The CLP does not propose to expand, restrict, or otherwise alter 

any existing or planned scientific research projects conducted in 

protected resource areas.  The CLP will not affect the University’s 

continued compliance with this policy and its on-going research 

programs for academic purposes, which include native plant 

research and other programs that utilize the University’s vast 

undeveloped property for academic purposes. 

3.0 
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Policy Consistency Discussion 

For Further 

Reference: EIR 

Section No. 

e. Controlled burning will be allowed as determined by the County of 

Los Angeles Fire Department.  

Consistent. 

The CLP does not propose nor restrict controlled burn activities 

mandated by the County of Los Angeles Fire Department.  As 

further described in Section 5.9, Public Services, the development 

plans for the CLP components are required to conform with all 

applicable County and State Fire Codes.  

5.9 

f. The potential for impacts on the ESHA will be considered in the 

planning and design of development in adjacent areas.  

Consistent. 

The University considered the potential for impacts on ESHA in the 

planning and design of the CLP components.  As described in 

further detail in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, none of the CLP 

component sites contain ESHA, as each is within the University’s 

developed campus area and, therefore, contains existing facilities or 

is subject to regular use or routine maintenance.  Also, native 

vegetation occurring at the Component 5 site is not ESHA, as these 

areas have a history of disturbance and weed infestation, and are 

permitted for existing development and are not contiguous with 

large pristine areas.  Moreover, none of the CLP components are 

proposed to be located in areas shown on the LRDP campus map as 

a Significant Ecological Area. The closest of the CLP components 

would be located 1,700 feet from the Malibu Canyon SEA 

boundary and would not entail activities that would impact the area.  

Nevertheless, to further ensure that the potential for impacts on 

ESHA will be minimized, several Mitigation Measures will be 

implemented as part of the CLP.  For further analysis, see Section 

5.3, Biological Resources. 

5.3 

g. All development which alters either Marie Canyon blue line 

stream or any tributary stream corridors of Marie Canyon stream 

shall be mitigated onsite.  

Consistent. 

As discussed in greater detail in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, 

all development which alters either Marie Canyon blue line stream 

or any tributary stream corridors of Marie Canyon stream will be 

mitigated onsite.  Specifically, the removal and filling of 0.48 acres 

of CDFG jurisdictional habitat and 0.35 acres of ACOE non-

wetland waters of the United States shall require enhancement of 

5.3 
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Policy Consistency Discussion 

For Further 

Reference: EIR 

Section No. 

jurisdictional areas at a 1:1 ratio.  Due to the overlap of impacted 

jurisdictional areas, a total of 0.48 acres shall be mitigated, 

consisting of 0.13 acres of CDFG jurisdictional habitat and 0.35 

acres of non-wetland waters/CDFG jurisdictional habitat. This shall 

be accomplished on-site on University property within upper Marie 

Canyon, Winter Canyon, and an unnamed ephemeral drainage.  

Mitigation in these areas shall involve removal of invasive species 

and planting of appropriate native species where invasive species 

have been removed.   

h. Where development will adversely impact environmentally 

sensitive areas as defined by Section 30107.5 of the Coast Act or 

where development will result in the removal of upland vegetation, 

a restoration/enhancement plan which includes maintenance, 

monitoring and reporting shall be provided on site to serve to 

mitigate and minimize said impacts.  Future development on 

campus may necessitate offsite mitigation. 

 

Consistent. 

As discussed in Consistency Discussion (f) above, none of the CLP 

component sites contain ESHA.  Nevertheless, potential adverse 

impacts to water quality in stormwater runoff to the Malibu 

Coastline SEA #1 and marine ESHAs along the coastline could 

occur.  In accordance with this policy, such impacts will be 

mitigated to less than significant levels with the implementation of 

the required Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), 

Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), and Best 

Management Practices (BMPs).  These plans provide maintenance, 

monitoring, and reporting requirements to mitigate and minimize 

said impacts.  Please refer to Section 5.2, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, and Section 5.3, Biological Resources, for further details.  

In addition, the University will compensate for fuel modification 

impacts to upland chaparral with on-site mitigation, as discussed in 

Section 5.3, Biological Resources.   

5.2, 5.3 
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Policy Consistency Discussion 

For Further 

Reference: EIR 

Section No. 

i. All restoration/enhancement projects performed shall submit to the 

Coastal Commission Executive Director and to L.A. County 

Environmental Review Board a final report prepared by a qualified 

biologist, ecologist or resource specialist, a minimum of five years 

after project start.  The report shall indicate whether the restoration 

project has, in part, or in whole, been successful based on 

performance standards required of said project.  Projects involving 

re-vegetation solely for the purpose of erosion control, ornamental 

landscaping or student research shall not be subject to the 

provision of this policy. 

Consistent. 

As discussed in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, Mitigation 

Measure 5.3-2 satisfies this policy requirement. 

5.3 

j. All project mitigation shall occur prior to or concurrent with 

construction of the development that it is serving to mitigate.  

Consistent. 

As discussed in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, all project 

mitigation will occur prior to or concurrent with construction of the 

CLP component that it is serving to mitigate. 

5.3 

II.  Conservation and Open Space    

a. The natural environment and open spaces will be preserved and 

enhanced for those attending and working at the University as well 

as for the general public. 

Consistent. 

The University will continue to preserve and enhance the natural 

environment and open spaces of the campus for those attending and 

working at the University, as well as for the general public.  As 

stated in further detail in Section 3, Project Description, the CLP is 

intended to improve opportunities for the public and campus 

community to make better use of the campus site.  Moreover, the 

improvements will take place in the currently developed campus 

area.  Finally, the CLP includes a number of Mitigation Measures, 

as set forth in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, and Section 5.7, 

Visual Resources and Aesthetic Qualities, intended to reduce any 

potential impacts on natural and open space areas on campus.  

Therefore, the CLP will not interfere with the continued 

preservation of existing natural and open space areas on campus. 

3.0, 5.3, 5.7 
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Policy Consistency Discussion 

For Further 

Reference: EIR 

Section No. 

b. All planning and new development will be consistent with the 

LRDP. 

Consistent. 

As stated in Section 5.11, Land Use, the CLP is consistent with the 

LRDP with regard to its conservation and open space policies. 

5.11 

c. The Coastal Slope Lateral Trial and the Mesa Peak Lateral Trail 

will be re-routed as needed, around new development.  

Consistent. 

The proposed development of the CLP would not interfere with the 

re-routing of the Coastal Slope Lateral Trail or the Mesa Peak 

Lateral Trail.  For more information on the trails, see Section 5.7, 

Visual Resources and Aesthetic Qualities. 

5.7 

d. The University shall offer to dedicate a public trail easement, 

limited to pedestrian and equestrian access only, over the Coastal 

Slope and Mesa Peak trails which cross the subject property.  The 

trail routes may be realigned provided it is done in such a manner 

that provides for equivalent use, can be safely used and minimized 

impacts to sensitive resources.  Final route selection shall include 

consultation with the Santa Monica Mountains Trails Council and 

the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation, 

subject to review and approval of the Executive Director of the 

Coastal Commission.  

Consistent.   

The University has complied with its obligations under this policy.  

The proposed development of the CLP would not interfere with the 

University’s compliance.  For more information on the trails, see 

Section 5.7, Visual Resources and Aesthetic Qualities. 

 

Not Applicable 

e. Spray irrigation sectors will be allowed provided there are no 

significant direct erosion impacts.  

Consistent. 

The Project does not include the addition of spray irrigation sectors.   

Not applicable 

f. The University shall permanently preserve, in the form on open 

space easement, that portion of the campus as generally described 

as a significant ecological area as identified on the LRDP.  The 

easement shall allow for trail improvements as specified in the 

policy below and shall allow for scientific research and the public 

and university serving activities provided they are done in a 

manner which is consistent with protection of the resources.  

Consistent. 

The CLP will not result in any direct impacts to significant 

ecological areas on campus.  The SEA No. 5 located on the 

University’s property has been dedicated, and such easement 

dedication contains the required use restrictions.  For further 

information, refer to Section 5.3, Biological Resources.  The CLP 

will not affect the University’s continued compliance with this 

policy. 

5.3 

III.  Archaeological and Paleontological Resources 

a. Any activities that would disturb archeological or paleontological 

resources such as vehicle use and unauthorized collecting of 

artifacts, will be prohibited.  

Consistent. 

The University will continue to prohibit any activities that disturb 

archeological or paleontological resources.  The CLP is not 

expected to affect any archaeological or paleontological resources, 

5.6 
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Policy Consistency Discussion 

For Further 

Reference: EIR 

Section No. 

nevertheless, all construction will take place in a manner consistent 

with the LRDP policies regarding such resources.  For more 

discussion on the potential for the project to impact such resources, 

see Section 5.6, Cultural Resources. 

b. If archaeological or paleontological resources are discovered 

during construction, any activity which could damage the 

resources will be suspended until the site is examined by an 

archaeologist recognized by the State Office of Historic 

Preservation and mitigation measures, if needed, are developed. 

Consistent. 

As required by the Mitigation Measures set forth in Section 5.6, 

Cultural Resources, in the event that unknown archaeological or 

paleontological resources are discovered during project 

construction, work in the immediate vicinity shall be suspended, 

until a qualified archaeological or paleontological monitor has 

inspected the resources, identify appropriate treatment, and 

document as necessary.   

5.6 

c. Where archaeological resources will be affected by development, 

the project will be designed to minimize impacts on the resources. 

Consistent. 

The CLP is not expected to affect any archaeological or 

paleontological resources, nevertheless, all construction will take 

place in a manner consistent with the LRDP policies regarding such 

resources.  For more discussion on the potential for the project to 

impact such resources, see Section 5.6, Cultural Resources. 

5.6 

d. Any activity which could adversely affect archaeological or 

paleontological resources will be reported to the Office of Public 

Archaeology and Native Americans.  

Consistent. 

The CLP is not expected to adversely affect archaeological or 

paleontological resources.  However, in the event that unknown 

archaeological or paleontological resources are discovered during 

project construction, work in the immediate vicinity shall be 

suspended, until a qualified archaeological or paleontological 

monitor has inspected the resources, identify appropriate treatment, 

and document as necessary.  In the event that human remains are 

discovered, during construction or any other phase of development, 

work in the area of the discovery must be halted in that area and 

directed away from the discovery.  No further disturbance shall 

occur until the county coroner makes the necessary findings as to 

origin pursuant to Public Resources Code 5097.98-99, Health and 

Safety Code 7050.5.  If the remains are determined to be Native 

5.6 
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Policy Consistency Discussion 

For Further 

Reference: EIR 

Section No. 

American, then the Native American Heritage Commission 

(NAHC) would be notified within 24 hours as required by Public 

Resources Code 5097.  The NAHC would notify the designated 

Most Likely Descendants who would provide recommendations for 

the treatment of the remains within 24 hours.  The NAHC mediates 

any disputes regarding treatment of remains.  

IV.  New Development 

a. All future developments will incorporate measures to mitigate 

and/or prevent significant damage to the environment. 

Consistent. 

The CLP has been designed to minimize damage to the 

environment.  The improvements will take place in a currently 

developed area of campus, and have been designed to be 

compatible with the existing building and surrounding 

development.  Numerous mitigation measures are proposed in the 

EIR to further reduce the potential for damage to the environment. 

5.1-5.12 

b. All new developments will incorporate energy efficiency 

components. 

Consistent. 

The CLP will incorporate energy efficient components that would 

meet or exceed all federal, state, and local requirements.  As 

described in further detail in Section 5.12, Global Climate Change, 

building energy efficiency measures (as required by the Los 

Angeles County Green Building Ordinance) include overall 

building energy performance equivalent to at least 15 percent below 

the current Title 24 standard.  At most facilities, the CLP would 

also exceed energy efficiency measures required by the Los 

Angeles County Green Building Ordinance that require reduction in 

electricity consumption.   

5.12 

c. The University shall be required to pay its fair share of the costs of 

traffic improvements to adjacent coastal access road intersections 

when improvements are made necessary by the proposed 

construction of development permitted by the LRDP.  

Improvements shall be made necessary when development 

permitted pursuant to the LRDP will result in a significant impact 

Consistent. 

The proposed project would generate a beneficial impact to area 

intersections; thus, the University is not responsible for cost sharing 

or implementation of improvements.   

 

 

5.8 
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at an adjacent coastal access road intersection that exceeds a 

volume to capacity ratio (Intersection Capacity Utilization) of 

0.85. 

 

 Proposed improvements shall be reviewed by a transportation 

committee to be established by the University in conjunction with 

the County of Los Angeles.  The transportation committee shall 

advise the University and Los Angeles County on transportation 

improvements necessary to mitigate significant impacts of 

development permitted pursuant to the LRDP.  Such 

improvements shall be subject to the review and approval of the 

Coastal Commission as necessary for the County of Los Angeles 

to obtain project permits to implement these improvements. 

  

The University shall assist the committee and shall provide its 

facilities for meetings of the committee.  The committee shall be 

an independent body composed of community representatives, 

adjacent landowners, and affected governmental agencies, with 

membership approved by Los Angeles County, Pepperdine 

University, and the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission. 

Consistent with this policy, Pepperdine University has established a 

transportation committee in conjunction with the Coastal 

Commission and Los Angeles County to advise the University on 

necessary transportation improvements related to the CLP.  The 

transportation committee convened at Pepperdine University in 

December 2008 and August 2009 to review and comment on the 

CLP. The committee was provided an overview of the project, 

information on traffic related impacts stemming from the project, 

and the opportunity to ask questions and provide comments. The 

committee will be notified when the EIR is ready for public 

circulation.  
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d. Alternative transportation modes will be encouraged. Consistent. 

As described in further detail in Section 5.8, Traffic and Access, the 

University has implemented several programs to promote the use of 

alternative modes of transportation and reduce traffic and parking 

demands generated by students, faculty, and staff.  Such alternative 

transportation services include financial incentives that subsidize mass 

transit, vanpool and carpool programs, and a free on and off-campus 

shuttle services.  MTA bus stops are also located immediately 

outside of the campus on Malibu Canyon Road and Civic Center 

Way.  A car-sharing initiative by the University began in January 

2009 and currently provides four fuel-efficient vehicles for use by 

the campus community encouraging students not to bring vehicles 

to school.  For more details on alternative transportation modes on 

the campus, see the Consistency Discussions for New Development 

Policy (d) and Transportation and Circulation IX., as well as 

Section 5.8, Traffic and Access. 

5.8 

e. Adequate spray irrigation sectors will be maintained to efficiently 

accommodate the volume of treated water produced by the Malibu 

Mesa Wastewater Reclamation Plant – consistent with the 

Hydrogeological Monitoring Program.  

Consistent. 

The proposed CLP is consistent with this policy as it proposes to 

continue to the HMP. The University continues to monitor all 

reclaimed and potable water used in irrigation through its HMP, as 

it has since 1987. This sophisticated irrigation monitoring program 

conserves water, minimizes runoff, and ensures no negative impact 

results from irrigation practices. The HMP accomplishes this 

through a model and monitoring physical measurements of soil 

moisture content and groundwater levels.  Irrigation amounts are 

prescribed by zone according to current climactic conditions, 

evapotranspiration rates, and soil moisture content. This has 

continuously and conclusively shown that Pepperdine’s irrigation 

practices have not been deep percolating water and has therefore 

not contributed to a rise in groundwater levels that could affect 

existing off-site down-gradient slope instability.  Reclaimed water 

accounts for 99.1% of campus irrigation.  Pepperdine’s existing 

5.2 
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HMP, therefore, will continue to accommodate the volume of 

treated water produced by MMWRP.   

f. All land divisions shall be consistent with the density designated 

by the Los Angeles County Land Use Plan Map and all parcels to 

be created shall contain a sufficient area to site a dwelling or other 

principal structure consistent with the LRDP.  All land divisions 

shall be considered to be a conditional use. 

 

 All single family residential faculty and staff housing units 

proposed as future development under the certified LRDP Master 

Plan Facilities that require the division of land shall be deed 

restricted to use for faculty/staff housing under the same terms and 

conditions, including resale restriction, as other Pepperdine 

University on-campus housing, subject to the review and approval 

of the Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission. 

 In the event that the above stated deed restriction is removed, the 

cumulative impacts of the development with respect to build-out 

of the Santa Monica Mountains shall adequately be mitigated by 

extinguishing the development rights for residential use on the 

same number of building sites/lots as those created.  The building 

sites/lots shall be located in the Santa Monica Mountains Coastal 

Zone.   

The method used to extinguish the development rights shall be 

either a Transfer of Development Credit type transaction, a lot 

retirement/lot purchase program (as described in the Malibu/Santa 

Monica Mountains Land Use Plan, Policy 272, 2-6), or the 

retirement of habitat or watershed land, located outside the 

boundary of the University owned property, in an amount that is 

equivalent to the number of building sites, as determined by the 

Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission.  

Consistent. 

The CLP does not involve any land division.  Nevertheless, the 

improvements are consistent with the density designated by the Los 

Angeles County Land Use Map and, therefore, are consistent with 

this policy. 

 

Not applicable 
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g. Pursuant to PRC Section 30610 no Coastal Commission review or 

Notice of Impending Development as specified in Sections 13549 

and 13550 of the California Code of Regulations shall be required 

for the following: 

Improvements to an existing structure which (1) involve no risk of 

adverse environmental effect, (2) adversely affect public access, or 

(3) involve a change in use in accordance with Section 13253 of 

the California Code of Regulations.  

 

Repair and maintenance activities that do not result in addition to, 

or enlargement or expansion of, the object of those repair or 

maintenance activities, and for which there is no potential adverse 

environmental impacts or adverse effects on public access to or 

along the coast in accordance with Section 13252 of the California 

Code of Regulations. 

 

The replacement of any structure destroyed by a disaster.  The 

replacement structure shall conform to applicable existing zoning 

requirements, shall be for the same use as the destroyed structure, 

shall not exceed either the floor area, height, or bulk of the 

destroyed structure by more than 10 percent, and shall be sited in 

the same location on the affected property as the destroyed 

structure. 

Consistent. 

The University will submit a complete package to the Coastal 

Commission for review of the CLP in accordance with the LRDP 

and California Coastal Act. 

 

Not applicable 

V.  Architecture 

a. New structures will be compatible in design and appearance with 

existing structures and will be attractively designed and distinctive 

so as to prevent visual monotony. 

 

Consistent. 

The CLP components will be designed to appear as a contiguous 

extension of the existing campus in terms of style, scale, and 

density, with sufficient diversity in heights and design character to 

avoid visual monotony.  For more information regarding the 

architectural style of the CLP, see Section 5.7, Visual Resources 

and Aesthetic Qualities. 

5.7 
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b. New structures will be designed to achieve maximum energy 

efficiency and to provide adequate views of the environment, and, 

to the extent possible, not obstruct existing views. 

Consistent. 

The CLP is designed to achieve maximum energy efficiency and to 

provide adequate views of the environment and, to the extent 

possible, not obstruct existing views.  As discussed in Section 5.12, 

Global Climate Change, the project incorporates a wide range of 

project design features would reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 

enhance water use and building energy efficiency, and provide solid 

waste diversion.   

 

As discussed in Section 5.7, Visual Resources and Aesthetic 

Qualities, the CLP sites collectively represent infill projects in the 

form of rehabilitation of aged buildings and/or intensifications of 

use on existing underutilized sites.  Therefore, none of the CLP 

components would interfere with existing views of ocean or 

shoreline features from designated public viewing locations, nor 

would the CLP block or interfere with public views of the elevated 

ridgelines that are officially recognized as scenic features or 

viewshed ridgelines in the Santa Monica Mountains to the north of 

the developed core of the campus.   

5.7, 5.12 

c. New structures will be designed and constructed only with 

essential alteration of the existing terrain. 

Consistent.   

The CLP’s proposed new structures are designed and constructed 

with only essential alteration of existing terrain.  As discussed in 

Section 5.1, Geology and Soils, several components do not propose 

any grading that would alter the existing terrain, and none of the 

component areas that would involve such alteration are currently in 

a natural condition.  Each area has been modified significantly by 

past grading, by the import of artificial fill, or by building 

placement, therefore there are no unique existing geologic or 

topographic features are present on these component sites that 

could be affected.  The University will therefore continue to 

comply with this policy. 

5.1 
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VI.  Landscaping 

a. Native vegetation will be preserved in areas that will not be 

impacted by development.  

 

Consistent. 

The proposed CLP components would primarily introduce new 

structures and modify existing ones that would be situated within 

the currently developed core area of the campus.  The CLP does not 

place new structures immediately adjacent to undeveloped areas 

containing native vegetation.  As discussed in further detail in 

Section 5.9, Public Services, the University will continue to 

preserve native vegetation in areas that will not be impacted by the 

CLP.   

5.9 

b. Introduced species of plants will be maintained in areas adjacent to 

structures, and other non-natural landscaped areas. 

Consistent.  

The CLP will be appropriately landscaped with the proper plant 

species, and any introduced species will be limited to areas adjacent 

to the CLP structures and other non-natural landscaped areas. 

5.3, 

5.9 

c. Landscaping plants will be restricted to native or introduced 

species which are known to grow well in the Malibu area. 

Consistent.   

Landscaping plants introduced as part of the CLP will be restricted 

to native or introduced species which are known to grow well in the 

Malibu area.  Mitigation measures proposed in Sections 5.3 

(Biological Resources), 5.7 (Visual Resources and Aesthetic 

Qualities), and 5.9 (Public Services) of the EIR will ensure that 

appropriate noninvasive plant species are used in project 

landscaping.   

5.5, 5.7, 

5.9 

d. Where feasible, fire resistant plants will be planted on the margin 

of the developed area of the campus. 

Consistent.   

Where feasible, the CLP will utilize fire resistant plants on the 

margin of the developed area of the campus.  AS discussed in 

Section 5.9, Public Services, wherever new manufactured slopes 

may be created at any of the campus development sites, they will be 

planted with fire retardant ornamental and/or native vegetation.    

Fire-safety measures would also be required of all the new 

development to prevent the accidental occurrence and/or spread of 

wildfires along the wildland interface of the developed campus.  

5.5, 5.7, 

5.9 
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The proposed CLP will conform with all L.A. County Fire 

Department standards, including the brush clearance requirements 

and the use of fire retardant plant species. 

e. High evapotranspiration plants will be used to the maximum 

extent feasible in spray irrigation sectors.  

Not applicable. 

The CLP does not propose to modify or expand spray irrigation 

sectors. 

Not applicable 

f. Treated water from the Malibu Mesa Wastewater Reclamation 

Plant, and/or other sources, will be used to irrigate campus 

landscaped areas as described in the Spray Irrigation Management 

Plan (SIMP), as modified by the Hydrogeological Monitoring 

Program. 

 

Consistent.   

The CLP will not affect the University’s continued use of treated 

water from MMWRP to irrigate campus landscaped areas, 

consistent with the HMP.  As discussed in Section 5.2, Water 

Quality, and 5.10.2, Sewage Disposal, treated water will be used to 

irrigate CLP landscaping.  Because the proposed project sites are 

located within the existing developed campus area, no additional 

spray irrigation sectors are proposed. The University will thus 

continue to comply with this policy.  See also Consistency 

Discussion for New Development Policy (e). 

5.2, 5.10.2 

VII.  Housing 

a. At maximum buildout, 668 single student units for 3,678 students, 

103 married student units, and 120 faculty staff and administration 

units will be provided. 

Consistent. 

The CLP does not propose any increase in FTE enrollment or 

additional married student and/or faculty staff or administrative 

housing.  The 468 net new student beds proposed as part of the 

CLP will result in a total of 2,593 single students living on-campus, 

which is within the 3,678 total specified in the LRDP.   

3.0 

b. Architectural compatibility of the living units with the existing 

campus structures will be maintained. 

Consistent. 

The living units associated with the CLP have been designed to 

appear as a contiguous extension of the existing campus in terms of 

style, scale, and density, with sufficient diversity in heights and 

design character to avoid visual monotony.  For additional details 

regarding the architectural compatibility of the housing proposed as 

part of the CLP, see Section 5.7, Visual Resources and Aesthetic 

Qualities. 

5.7 
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c. The quality of existing and future campus living units will be 

maintained through proper maintenance. 

Consistent. 

Pepperdine University will continue to maintain the quality of 

existing housing, and will maintain the housing proposed for the 

CLP through proper maintenance. 

5.7 

d. The University will seek financial aid/housing assistance support 

to make married student and staff living units available to those of 

low and moderate incomes. 

Consistent. 

Although faculty and married student housing is not proposed as 

part of the CLP, the University will continue to seek financial 

aid/housing assistance support to make married student and staff 

housing available to those of low and moderate incomes.  The 

University will thus continue to comply with this LRDP policy. 

Not applicable 

VIII.  Utilities and Public Works 

a. A comprehensive capacity program will be developed so that all 

new public works facilities will be sized to provide academic and 

operational facilities for up to the level of enrollment allowed by 

the Pepperdine University Long Range Development Plan as 

modified by the California Coastal Commission. 

Consistent. 

Student enrollment is not planned to increase as a result of the CLP.  

For that reason, demands on the University’s utilities and public 

works infrastructure will change not as a result of a change in 

population, but as a result of a change in the manner that the 

existing population spends its time at the University.  As discussed 

in further detail in Section 5.10, Public Utilities, significant adverse 

impacts to the University’s utilities and public works infrastructure 

will not occur as a result of the proposed project.  

5.10 

b. All new development shall have a permanent method of sewage 

disposal, to the level of tertiary treatment, by the following 

methods, subject to the review and approval of the Los Angeles 

County Department of Public Works and/or the Department of 

Health Services, other affected governmental agencies and the 

Coastal Commission:  (1) the Malibu Mesa Wastewater 

Reclamation Plant  (“Malibu Mesa”), (2) by contract with the Las 

Virgenes Municipal Water District’s Tapia Wastewater Treatment 

Facility (“Tapia”), (3) a regional sewer system, or (4) any 

combination of the above three methods. 

 

 

Consistent. 

Consistent. 

The CLP has been designed to utilize the existing sewage disposal 

methods for the campus, which include sending wastewater to the 

Malibu Mesa Wastewater Reclamation Plant (“Malibu Mesa”) for 

tertiary treatment.  Wastewater from the proposed Project would 

receive tertiary treatment at either Malibu Mesa or the Tapia 

Wastewater Reclamation Facility  (“Tapia”). Sewage disposal for 

CLP will be through a combination of Malibu Mesa and Tapia, 

which together have sufficient capacity to serve the CLP and do not 

result in a need to upgrade or expand the existing systems. 

 

5.10 
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The MMWRP may be expanded from its current 200,000 gpd 

capacity to 500,000 gpd, as previously approved by the Coastal 

Commission, when the following conditions are fulfilled to the 

satisfaction of the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission: 

1. The County of Los Angeles certifies that it has abandoned its 

plans for a regional sewer system, or has otherwise granted 

express permission for the University to expand the MMWRP, 

and 

2. The LVMWD certifies that it will accept transmission of 

treated water attributable to the expanded capacity of the 

MMWRP through the existing pipelines between the LVMWD 

and the MMWRP. 

In the event that the University seeks amendment of these 

conditions, further consideration by the Commission including 

further environmental analysis of alternative disposal methods 

shall be required. 

b. The University shall maintain the recently installed 

Hydrogeological Monitoring Program to determine 

whether the spray irrigation of effluent/domestic water is 

causing or contributing to deep percolation and instability 

on-and off-site.  Semi-annual monitoring reports shall be 

submitted to the Executive Director of the Coastal 

Commission and shall contain an analysis of the data 

collected during each water year and discuss the impacts 

of spray irrigation on the groundwater beneath the 

campus and a portion of the mesa between Malibu Road 

and Pacific Coast Highway, and necessary revisions to 

the program. 

 

The University shall also allow one hydrogeologic consultant for 

the Malibu Road Property Owners’ Association to monitor water 

Consistent. 

For discussion of the HMP, please refer to Section 5.2, Water 

Quality and Section 5.1, Geology and Soils.  The CLP will not 

result in any change to the University’s HMP.  The University will 

continue to comply with this LRDP policy. 

5.1, 5.2 
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levels in wells located on the mesa south of Pacific Coast Highway 

simultaneously with the University’s consultants. 

IX.  Transportation and Circulation 

a. One parking space will be available for each FTE-student. Consistent. 

As discussed in Section 3, Project Description, buildout of the 

proposed CLP would not result in an increase in FTE enrollment.  

The CLP would provide an additional 796 new net parking spaces 

to accommodate the CLP facilities.  The proposed additional spaces 

ensure that the University’s parking meets campus demand under 

even worst case scenario assumptions.  With CLP, the parking ratio 

will be 1.8 FTE: 1 Parking space, which is generally consistent with 

the goals and meets demand. For further information, please refer 

to Section 5.8, Traffic and Access.   

3.0, 5.8 

b. Class offerings will be staggered to keep peak hour traffic volumes 

at a minimum. 

Consistent. 

As stated in Section 5.8, Traffic and Access, the goal of the CLP is to 

enhance the quality of campus life by providing additional student 

housing and amenities that improve the existing campus environment 

without increasing student enrollment.  The improvements, therefore, 

will not affect the scheduling of classes and will not affect 

Pepperdine’s continued compliance with this policy.  

5.8 

c. Use of personal motor vehicle transportation for intra-campus trips 

will be discouraged. 

Consistent. 

Pepperdine University will continue to discourage use of personal 

motor vehicle transportation for intra-campus trips.  Pepperdine 

currently operates a free on-campus shuttle service that transports 

students, staff, and faculty throughout the campus on a regular 

schedule throughout the day.  The shuttle system will continue to 

serve the University upon completion of the CLP.  Pepperdine will 

therefore continue to encourage students, faculty, and staff to use 

the shuttle service for intra-campus trips.  See also Consistency 

Discussion for New Development Policy (d) and Section 5.8, 

Traffic and Access. 

5.8 
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d. Use of vanpools, carpools, etc. for students, faculty, and staff 

living off-campus will be encouraged. 

Consistent. 

Upon completion of the CLP, the University will continue to 

encourage students, faculty and staff who live off-campus to use 

vanpools, carpools, mass transit, and car-share.  As described in 

further detail in Section 5.8, Traffic and Access, the University has 

implemented several programs to promote the use of alternative 

modes of transportation and reduce traffic and parking demands 

generated by students, faculty, and staff living off-campus.  Such 

alternative transportation services include financial incentives, 

vanpool and carpool programs, and a free on and off-campus shuttle 

services.  See also Consistency Discussion for New Development 

Policy (d) and Section 5.8, Traffic and Access. 

5.8 

e. Shuttle service from the parking areas to the various University 

facilities and nearby Civic Center areas will be evaluated and 

implemented when needed. 

 

Consistent. 

Pepperdine University will continue to provide its free on and off-

campus shuttle services, which transport students, staff, and faculty 

to the various University facilities as well as the nearby Civic 

Center area, upon completion of the CLP. See also Consistency 

Discussion for New Development Policy (d) and Section 5.8, 

Traffic and Access. 

5.8 

f. Periodic traffic studies will be completed to determine and 

mitigate transportation problems, e.g., addition of traffic control 

features, street widening, etc. 

Consistent. 

The proposed project by transitioning 468 commuter students into 

residential students, eliminates an average of 744 daily trips from 

local roadways. Nevertheless, the University will continue to 

conduct periodic traffic studies to identify and mitigate 

transportation problems associated with campus traffic. For 

example, as discussed in further detail in Section 5.8, Traffic and 

Access, prior to any events at the new AEC, the University will 

develop a traffic and parking management plan to ensure efficient 

management of events with certain attendance numbers. 

5.8 
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g. Multi-story parking structures will be built on-campus when 

needed and they will be architecturally consistent with the existing 

campus structures. 

Consistent. 

The CLP has been designed to include parking structures that 

would be consistent with the architectural character of the existing 

core campus structures.  The CLP proposes several multi-story 

parking structures, including the Athletics/Events Center structure, 

which would consist of two subterranean and five above-ground 

levels.  Town Square would also include two levels of underground 

parking with a landscaped quad on the third, or top, level.  The 

School of Law Student Parking Lot also proposes a three-level 

parking structure.  All of the parking structures are intended to 

blend in with and compliment the existing colors and building 

material textures in common use on the campus.  For further 

details, refer to Section 3.0, Project Description, Section 5.7, Visual 

Resources and Aesthetic Qualities, and Section 8, Traffic and 

Access. 

3.0, 5.7, 5.8 

X.  Recreation and Community Uses 

a. Structured and unstructured general public recreational uses of the 

campus will be encouraged.  

 

Consistent.  

As part of the CLP, structured and unstructured public recreational 

uses on the campus will continue to be encouraged.  As explained 

in detail in Section 3, Project Description, one of the CLP's 

objectives is to encourage the local community to attend the 

University's cultural and athletic events.  The CLP also aims to 

provide a high quality academic, recreational, and environmental 

experience in the California Coastal Zone for young people from 

the United States and around the world.  

3.0 

b. Natural open spaces will be maintained for organized and 

unorganized individual and group recreational activities.  

 

Consistent. 

As stated in further detail in Section 3, Project Description, the CLP 

will improve the recreational opportunities for individuals and 

groups as well as allow recreational users and student-athletes to 

make better use of the shared space. 

 

The improvements will take place in the currently developed area 

campus.  Therefore, the CLP will not interfere with the continued 

3.0 
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preservation of existing recreational and open space areas on 

campus. 

c. Existing and new recreational facilities will be maintained to 

facilitate efficient use.  

 

Consistent. 

The proposed CLP will better meet the recreational needs of the 

broader campus community and it will also alleviate the 

overcrowded conditions at the existing athletic facilities.  For 

example, the proposed Athletics/Events Center would satisfy the 

campus’ need for a NCAA Division I regulation volleyball and 

basketball competition venue with ancillary event amenities and 

additional practice facilities for both sports.  The facility would also 

provide a unified location for the Athletics department offices that 

are currently spread across campus.  This would enhance 

communication, efficiency, and collegiality in the department as 

well as allow for better interactions of Athletics with players, 

recruits, and their families. 

 

The proposed Enhanced Recreation Field would also help meet the 

University’s goal to provide for on-campus recreation options to 

encourage health and well being of students.  The field would 

provide sufficient space to accommodate a playing field consistent 

with the size requirements for student recreation needs and 

intramural sports, thus providing efficient use of the space.  See 

Section 3, Project Description, for further details. 

3.0 

d. Public supported events will be held in University facilities 

provided they do not conflict with academic programs or 

University policies.  

Consistent. 

Public supported events will continue to be held in University 

facilities provided they do not conflict with academic programs or 

University policies.  In fact, the CLP will enhance the opportunity 

for public supported events on the campus.  For example, in 

addition to athletic competitions and practices, the proposed 

Athletics/Events Center will also host campus and community 

events.  The Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field would also serve to 

better facilitate a number of athletic camps (e.g., soccer, volleyball, 

3.0 
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basketball, baseball) that the local community participates in at the 

Pepperdine campus.  Refer to Section 3, Project Description, for 

additional information. 

XI.  Hazards and Safety 

a. All available safety standards, regulations and related research 

information will be incorporated into the planning and design of 

all new developments. 

Consistent. 

The planning and design of the CLP has been conducted in 

conformance with all available safety standards, regulations, and 

related research information.   The CLP components have been 

designed (and will be required) to conform with applicable safety 

standards and regulations, including the Uniform Building Code 

and Uniform Fire Code.   

 

As described in further detail in numerous Sections and Appendices 

to the DEIR, including Sections 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.7, and 5.9.1 and the 

technical reports included as appendices for those sections, project-

specific measures have been incorporated into the CLP design 

based on various research information and studies (i.e., 

geotechnical, hydrological, etc.). 

5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.7, 

5.9.1 

b. All structures will be constructed in accordance with Los Angeles 

County codes. 

Consistent. 

The proposed CLP has been designed (and will be required) to 

conform will all applicable Los Angeles County codes.  For further 

analysis of the project’s compliance with County codes, see Section 

5.2, Water Quality, 5.3, Biological Resources, Section 5.7, Visual 

Resources and Aesthetic Qualities, and Section 5.9, Public 

Services. 

5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.7, 

5.9 

c. New University developments will have adequate escape routes, 

emergency vehicular access and water supply for fire protection as 

determined by the Los Angeles County Fire Department. 

Consistent. 

The proposed CLP has been designed to utilize the existing fire 

protection methods for the campus, which include escape routes, 

emergency vehicular access and water supplies.  As described in 

Section 5.9, Public Services, the improvements are consistent with 

Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) requirements. 

5.8, 5.9, 5.10 
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d. Arrangements will be made to facilitate use of the treated water in 

the storage lakes by the Los Angeles County Fire Department 

during major fires in the Santa Monica Mountains. 

Consistent. 

Pepperdine University will continue to allow the LACFD to use 

treated water from the storage lakes during major fires in the Santa 

Monica Mountains.  As described in further detail in Section 5.9, 

Public Services, reclaimed water from the University’s storage 

lakes at Alumni Park will continue to be used for fire suppression 

purposes as needed by campus Public Safety officers and the 

LACFD. 

5.9.1 

f. All structures shall be setback fifty (50) feet from the Malibu 

Coast Fault or any active splays of the fault.  On potentially active 

splays the setback requirement may be lessened as determined by a 

detailed geotechnical investigation. 

Consistent. 

The CLP component sites are located approximately one-half mile 

south of the Malibu Coastal Fault.  As stated in Section 5.1, 

Geology and Soils, none of the fault splays within the campus area 

are active or potentially active. 

5.1 

XII. Visual Resources 

a. Visual resources will be preserved to the maximum degree 

possible during the planning and design phases of any new 

development. 

Consistent.  

The proposed CLP has been planned and designed to ensure that 

visual resources will be preserved to the maximum degree possible.  

As discussed in further detail in Section 5.7, Visual Resources and 

Aesthetic Qualities, the CLP would result in less than significant 

impacts on visual resources, scenic views, visual 

character/quality/compatibility, and terrain modification.  

5.7 

b. Construction will be designed to generally complement the unique 

area landforms and to preclude any development requiring major 

modification of the natural environment. 

Consistent. 

The CLP is designed to generally complement the unique area 

landforms and does not require major modification of the natural 

environment.  As discussed in further detail in Section 5.1, Geology 

and Soils, all of the components that propose grading that would 

alter existing topographic (ground) elevations are located on 

already developed and utilized sites.  The CLP does not involve 

significant landform alteration as the component sites are not in a 

natural condition; rather, the improvements are being made to 

already modified topography.   

 

5.1, 5.7 



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.11  Land Use 

 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010 

 Page 5.11-65 

Policy Consistency Discussion 

For Further 

Reference: EIR 

Section No. 

The proposed CLP would also be contiguous with and resemble in 

form and density the existing institutional and residential structures, 

so as to avoid major modification of the natural environment.  As 

discussed in further detail in Section 5.7, Visual Resources and 

Aesthetic Qualities, exterior walls would be stucco and pitched 

roofs would consist of terra cotta tiles, as is common throughout the 

rest of the developed campus.   

c. New developments will be designed so as to leave as much of the 

natural environment intact as possible. 

Consistent. 

The CLP components have been carefully planned to leave as much 

of the natural environment intact as possible and to minimize 

damage to the environment.  As discussed in further detail in 

Section 5.1, Geology and Soils, and Section 5.3, Project 

Description, the CLP project component areas are located on 

already developed and utilized sites.  As discussed in Section 5.7, 

Visual Resources and Aesthetic Qualities, the components have 

been designed to be compatible with the existing building and 

surrounding development.  

5.1, 5.3, 5.7 

d. The view of significant geological formations from Pacific Coast 

Highway will not be obstructed by new developments on the 

campus. 

Consistent. 

The proposed CLP would not obstruct existing views of significant 

geologic formations, including adjacent ridgelines.  As discussed in 

further detail in Section 7, Visual Resources and Aesthetic 

Qualities, the CLP components would not intrude to block views of 

geologic terrain or natural vegetation features considered as scenic 

in northerly views of the Santa Monica Mountains from PCH.  

Only the tops of the proposed light standards at Component 3 

(Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field) would be visible from a relatively 

short segment of PCH (approximately 1,300 feet in length).  This 

limited visibility would not intrude into the skyline and would not 

block views of scenic rock formations or natural vegetation.  The 

view of significant geological formations from PCH would thus not 

be obstructed.  

5.7 
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e. The view of major ridgelines from Pacific Coast Highway will not 

be obstructed by new developments on the campus. 

Consistent. 

Existing views of major ridgelines from PCH would not be 

obstructed by the CLP components.  As discussed further in Section 

7, Visual Resources and Aesthetic Qualities, the CLP would not 

block or interfere with public views of the elevated ridgelines that 

are officially recognized as scenic features or viewshed ridgelines 

in the Santa Monica Mountains to the north of the developed core 

of the campus from PCH. 

5.7 

f. Development of the site and facilities identified as 160 and EE (16 

units of Faculty/Staff housing and its associated parking) on the 

1989 Proposed Land Use Map (Exhibit 3) shall be in manner 

which minimizes to the greatest extent feasible the visual impacts 

of the development.  This shall be accomplished by a combination 

of limiting the maximum height of all structures to 35 feet above 

existing grade, increased setbacks to accommodate landscaping to 

further screen the visual impact of the development, and/or use of 

compatible colors, textures, materials, and design.  

Not applicable. 

The CLP does not propose changes to development of the site and 

facilities identified as 160 and EE on the 1989 Proposed Land Use 

Map. 

Not applicable 

XIII.  Community Participation 

a. The University will establish citizens’ advisory groups to facilitate 

better understanding of University programs and local citizens 

concerns.  

 

Consistent. 

The CLP will not affect Pepperdine’s continued commitment to 

engage in dialogue with Malibu Country Estates, the City of Malibu 

as well as the City of Calabasas, which will continue during 

construction of the improvements as well as after completion of the 

improvements to continue good relationships.   

 

To further the public’s understanding of the CLP and to ensure that 

local citizens’ concerns are addressed, the University has already 

taken several affirmative steps.  As discussed in Section 2, 

Introduction, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was issued for the 

project on April 24, 2008 and publicly circulated until May 25, 

2008 with a public scoping meeting held on May 14, 2008.  

Comments were solicited on the proposed content of the EIR until 

June 3, 2008.  Following circulation of the NOP, the EIR’s scope 

2 
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was adjusted to include the issues raised by agencies and the 

general public in response to the NOP.   

 

The University and MCE also convened a community-oriented 

working group to discuss the CLP and local citizenry concerns. 

Dialogue between the University, MCE, and the City of Malibu 

will continue during the construction of the project as well as after 

completion of the project.   

 

The University has also held two meetings of its Advisory 

Transportation Committee (ATC).  The ATC is made up of 

representatives from the following organizations: Los Angeles 

County Department of Regional Planning, Los Angeles County 

Department of Public Works, Traffic and Lighting Division, 

Malibu Country Estates Caltrans, Los Angeles County 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Malibu Chamber of 

Commerce, Campus View I Condominium Homeowners 

Association, Campus View II Condominium Homeowners 

Association, City of Malibu Department of Public Works, 

California Department of Parks and Recreation, Los Angeles 

County Sheriff’s Department, Serra Canyon Property Owners 

Association, City of Malibu Planning Division .  To solicit input 

from these organizations on the CLP process, the ATC reconvened 

on December 17, 2008 and August 31, 2009. 

b. The University will continue to encourage members of the faculty, 

staff and administration to participate in local civic and local 

government groups.  

Consistent. 

The CLP will not affect the University’s continued commitment to 

encourage its faculty, staff, and administration to participate in 

local civic and local government groups. 

Not applicable 
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Southern California Association of Governments Regional Policies 

Pepperdine University is located within the Las Virgenes subregion of the six-county Southern California 

Association of Governments (SCAG) region.  SCAG is a “joint powers agency” with responsibility 

relative to regional issues that cross jurisdictional boundaries.  The SCAG region encompasses a 

population exceeding 18 million persons in an area of more than 38,000 square miles.13  The six 

neighboring counties that comprise the SCAG region include:  Orange, Riverside, Ventura, Los Angeles, 

San Bernardino, and Imperial counties.  In 2009, SCAG’s Community, Economic, and Human 

Development (CEHD) Committee and Regional Council took action to accept the 2008 Regional 

Comprehensive Plan (RCP), which shall serve as the advisory document for local governments in the 

SCAG region.14  The RCP is a major advisory plan prepared by SCAG that addresses important regional 

issues like housing, traffic/transportation, water, and air quality.  The 2008 RCP serves as a voluntary 

advisory document to local agencies within the Southern California region for use in preparing local plans 

and/or addressing local issues of regional significance. The RCP identifies voluntary best practices to 

approach growth and infrastructure challenges in a method that is both integrated and comprehensive.  It 

is important to note that the 2008 RCP, although accepted by the CEHD Committee and the Regional 

Council, has not been formally adopted.  Because of its advisory nature, the RCP is not utilized in 

SCAG’s Inter-Governmental Review (IGR) process.15As such, the Regional Council directs government 

staff to not use the 2008 RCP for consistency reviews of regionally significant projects. In the interim, the 

SCAG website offers a table of regional policies that lead agencies can utilize to demonstrate a project’s 

consistency with SCAG policies.16  The consistency analysis below, provided in Table 5.11-5, indicates 

that the proposed CLP is generally consistent and supportive of SCAG policies.  

 

 

Table 5.11-5 

CLP Consistency with SCAG Policies 

Number Policy/Goal Policy Discussion 

Regional Transportation Policies 

Regional Transportation Plan Goals 

RTP G1 Maximize mobility and accessibility for 

all people and goods in the region. 

Consistent.  The CLP provides additional residential 

housing (468 additional beds) without increasing 

enrollment thereby eliminating the daily commutes for 

up to 468 students equal to 744 daily trips. The 

reduction in daily commutes would result in a reduction 

of traffic congestion at nearby intersections during the 

A.M. and P.M peak hour periods.  Therefore, the CLP 

would create a net traffic benefit at these peak hour 

times for area intersections.  The University will 

continue to implement an event management plan in 

order to effectively and efficiently handle additional 

traffic created by larger events.  In addition, the 

University would continue to implement a number of 

                                                
13

 Southern California Association of Governments, “About Us,” accessed on July 27, 2009 from: 

http://www.scag.ca.gov/about.htm. 
14

 The 2008 Regional Comprehensive Plan shall replace the 1996 Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG).  In the 

interim, SCAG recommends a review of regional policies contained on their website at http://www.scag.ca.gov/index.htm.   
15

 E-mail communication with Jennifer Brost Samecki, Senior Regional Planner,  SCAG, June 25, 2009. 
16

 Ibid. 
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transportation demand management (TDM) strategies, 

which are also policies of its LRDP, which includes the 

following practices: 

• Stagger its classes throughout the day to keep peak 

hour volumes at a minimum; 

• Encourage students, faculty, and staff to use its 

onsite shuttle service for intra-campus trips; 

• Encourage students, faculty, and staff who live off-

campus to use vanpools and car pools; and 

• Evaluate and implement when needed shuttle 

service from parking lots to University facilities 

and nearby Civic Center areas. 

 

Pepperdine University uses a shuttle system within the 

campus. The University also provides off-site shuttle 

service to local shopping areas in Malibu.  MTA bus 

stops are also located immediately outside of the 

campus on Malibu Canyon Road and Civic Center 

Way. The University also provides incentives for car-

pooling, and subsidizes a vanpool program and mass 

transit. A car-sharing initiative by the University began 

in January 2009 and currently provides four fuel-

efficient vehicles for use by the campus community 

encouraging students not to bring vehicles to school. 

RTP G2 Ensure travel safety and reliability for all 

people and goods in the region. 

Consistent.  The proposed project would be accessed via 

the existing circulation system, which does not include 

known hazardous conditions.  In addition, please see the 

discussion under policy number RTP G1, above. 

RTP G3 Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional 

transportation system. 

Consistent.  The proposed project’s reduction of 468 

daily commutes would result in a reduction of traffic 

congestion at nearby intersections during the A.M. and 

P.M peak hour periods.  Please see the discussion under 

policy number RTP G1, above. 

RTP G4 Maximize the productivity of our 

transportation system. 

Consistent.  The proposed project would increase 

productivity of the existing transportation system 

through the elimination of 744 daily trips.  Please see 

the discussion under policy number RTP G1, above. 

RTP G5 Protect the environment, improve air 

quality and promote energy efficiency. 

Consistent.  The proposed project would decrease the 

amount of the students commuting to campus by adding 

468 new student beds and thereby reducing traffic 

emissions onsite.  Furthermore, the proposed project 

would incorporate energy efficient components that 

would meet all federal, state, and local requirements. 

Please see the discussion under policy number RTP G1, 

above. 
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RTP G6 Encourage land use and growth patterns 

that complement our transportation 

investments and improves the cost-

effectiveness of expenditures. 

Consistent.  The proposed growth under the CLP would 

generate a beneficial traffic impact to area intersections, 

thus complementing all transportation investments in the 

area.  As such, the University would not be responsible 

for cost sharing or implementation of improvements.  

Please see the discussion under policy number RTP G1, 

above. 

RTP G7 Maximize the security of our 

transportation system through improved 

system monitoring, rapid recovery 

planning, and coordination with other 

security agencies. 

Consistent.  Please see the consistency discussion under 

policy number RTP G1, above. 

Compass/Growth Visioning Principals 

Principal 1:  Improve mobility for all residents 

GV P1.1 Encourage transportation investments and 

land use decisions that are mutually 

supportive. 

Consistent.  Please see the consistency discussion under 

policy number RTP G1, above. 

GV P1.2 Locate new housing near existing jobs 

and new jobs near existing housing. 

Consistent.  A primary objective of the project is to 

expand on campus housing for students, which would 

alleviate traffic conditions by eliminating the 

commuting travel of 468students.  While the proposed 

CLP would also create new jobs on campus, those are 

expected to number only 49FTE and 15 contract 

employees.  As such, the project would not result in a 

substantial job/housing imbalance or result in a 

substantial increase in vehicles miles traveled (VMT). 

GV P1.3 Encourage transit-oriented development. Consistent.  “Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) is 

moderate to higher density development, located within 

an easy walk of a major transit stop, generally with a 

mix of residential, employment, and shopping 

opportunities designed for pedestrians without excluding 

the auto.”
17

 Pepperdine University currently uses a 

shuttle system within the campus.  The University also 

provides off-site shuttle service to local shopping areas 

in Malibu.  MTA bus stops are also located immediately 

outside of the campus on Malibu Canyon Road and 

Civic Center Way.  The CLP would also offer students 

additional amenities (e.g. recreational and athletic 

activities), which would reduce the necessity for them to 

seek similar amenities off campus. 

GV P1.4 Promote a variety of travel choices. Consistent.  Pepperdine University currently provides 

and will continue to offer a variety of travel choices in 

lieu of personal vehicles (i.e. carpooling, vanpooling, 

and car sharing options).  Pepperdine University also 

promotes walking by providing pedestrian-friendly 

paths and sidewalks. Furthermore, as mentioned above, 

Pepperdine University provides both on and off campus 

                                                
17

 California Department of Transportation, Transit-Oriented Development (TOD), accessed on July 27, 2009 from:  

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/MassTrans/tod.html. 
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shuttles, in addition to the public transportation services 

offered by the MTA. Please see the discussion under 

policy number RTP G1, above. 

Principal 2:  Foster Livability in All Communities 

GV P2.1 Promote infill development and 

redevelopment to revitalize existing 

communities. 

Consistent.  The CLP components consist of infill 

upgrades and facilities for the Pepperdine University 

Malibu campus.  The proposed project is intended to 

revitalize and enhance the campus life experience of its 

students and community by providing new and upgraded 

athletic, recreation, parking, wellness, operational, and 

residential facilities without increasing student 

enrollment. 

GV P2.2 Promote developments that provide a mix 

of uses. 

Consistent.  The proposed CLP improvements provide a 

variety of uses including replacement and/or renovated 

athletic and residential facilities, parking structures, and 

other facilities situated within the already-developed 

campus core without exceeding the densities of existing 

long-term plans for the campus. 

GV P2.3 Promote “people scaled,” pedestrian-

friendly (walkable) communities. 

Consistent.  The proposed CLP provides a pedestrian-

friendly walkway network that allows ingress and egress 

to and from each of the six component sites.   

GV P2.4 Support the preservation of stable, single-

family neighborhoods. 

Consistent.  Implementation of the proposed CLP would 

not displace or remove any single-family 

neighborhoods.  In addition, the proposed CLP has been 

designed with the intent to be compatible with the 

surrounding community. The proposed Athletics/Events 

Center relocates event facilities to an interior campus 

location, which is farther away from adjacent residential 

neighbors, as compared to the Firestone Fieldhouse 

venue.  In addition, the proposed parking structures 

would be located in an interior portion of the campus 

and provide additional parking spaces in close proximity 

to core campus functions in order to ensure that 

Pepperdine students, employees, and visitors continue to 

not park in the surrounding neighborhoods. 

Principal 3:  Enable Prosperity for all people 

GV P3.1 Provide, in each community, a variety of 

housing types in each community to meet 

the housing needs of all income levels. 

Consistent.  The CLP would provide additional housing 

in order to allow 468 additional students to maintain 

residence on school property and would be consistent 

with the policies contained in the LRDP.  As described 

in Section 3.0 (Project Description), the proposed 

Student Housing Rehabilitation component would offer 

different housing designs to accommodate the needs of 

freshman and non-freshman students.  Although faculty 

and married student housing is not proposed as part of 

the CLP, Pepperdine University will continue to seek 

financial aid/housing assistance support to make married 

student and staff housing available to those of low and 

moderate incomes. 
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GV P3.2 Support educational opportunities that 

promote balanced growth. 

Consistent.  The project enhances the existing 

University educational environment. 

GV P3.3 Ensure environmental justice regardless 

of race, ethnicity or income class. 

Consistent.  Environment Justice refers to the fair and 

equitable treatment of people regardless of race or 

income level in the implementation of environmental 

laws, regulations, and policies.
18

  The proposed project 

will not expose the population, regardless of race, 

ethnicity, or class, to any significant health and/or 

environmental hazard.   

GV P3.4 Support local and state fiscal policies that 

encourage balanced growth. 

Consistent 

The transition from commuter to resident students will 

likely stimulate the local and regional economy. 

Although these students are already enrolled at the 

University, they will now reside on-campus and spend 

money at local retail and commercial establishments.  

GV P3.5 Encourage civic engagement. Consistent.  The University has kept an open 

interchange with the community to facilitate a better 

understanding of University programs and local citizens 

concerns.  The project applicant held a scoping meeting 

during the Draft EIR process on May 14, 2008.  The 

applicant has also solicited input from neighbors, 

faculty, staff, and students.  The University has formed a 

community working group with representatives from the 

Malibu Country Estates.  In addition, community 

meetings with the Malibu Chamber and Township 

Council and the Malibu Knolls Home Owners 

Associates have been held. Dialogue between the 

University, Malibu Country Estates, and the City of 

Malibu will continue during the construction of the 

project as well as after completion of the project.  

 

The University also has an ongoing commitment to civic 

engagement in the form of community groups. One such 

group is the Crest Advisory Board, which is made up of 

community members who support Pepperdine 

University by bringing the local community and the 

university closer through community outreach projects 

and events. Pepperdine representatives also serve on 

multiple community boards including the Malibu 

Chamber of Commerce, the Malibu Optimists, and the 

Malibu Rotary. 

                                                
18

 Ronald E. Bass et al, The NEPA Book, April 2001, Page 147. 
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Principal 4:  Promote Sustainability for Future Generations. 

GV P4.1 Preserve rural, agricultural, recreational 

and environmentally sensitive areas. 

Consistent. The University has existed in this location 

since the 1970s and contains a core campus that remains 

by surrounded by hundreds of acres of undisturbed, 

pristine open space. Implementation of the proposed 

project would preserve recreational and environmentally 

sensitive areas.  Future residents of the proposed project 

would have access to an adequate amount of private 

recreational facilities that already exist on campus and 

those that would be provided on campus as part of the 

proposed CLP.  In addition, with the implementation of 

the mitigation identified in Section 5.3 Biological 

Resources would reduce biology impacts to a less than 

significant level. 

GV P4.2 Focus development in urban centers and 

existing cities. 

Consistent.  The CLP is an infill/rehabilitation project.  

All components would be located on existing disturbed 

parcels utilized for campus recreation, athletic, 

residential, and parking facilities. 

GV P4.3 Develop strategies to accommodate 

growth that uses resources efficiently, 

eliminate pollution and significantly 

reduce waste. 

Consistent.  Pepperdine University currently implements 

strategies to reduce waste and conserve natural 

resources, including but not limited to using reclaimed 

water for landscape irrigation and recycling programs to 

divert solid waste.  These strategies would continue 

upon implementation of the proposed project.  

Furthermore, the project would be constructed in 

accordance with all Los Angeles County Ordinances 

that utilize “green” development techniques to reduce 

GHG emissions and conserve natural resources.  

GV P4.4 Utilize “green” development techniques. Consistent.  The project would comply Drought-

Tolerant Landscaping, and Green Building Ordinances.  

The proposed CLP components will be built to Los 

Angeles County Green Building Standards, which 

include guidelines for energy conservation, outdoor 

water conservation, indoor water conservation, resource 

conservation, and tree planting. Pepperdine’s current 

sustainable building practices include high-efficiency 

fluorescent lighting, recycled carpet tiles, minimized 

grading techniques, energy management systems, chiller 

water cooling, hydronic gas heating systems, solar 

reflective film, low-flow bathroom fixtures, optimal 

solar orientation, natural ventilation, low-VOC building 

materials, LED lights, and a construction project 

diversion rate of over 80%. 
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5.11.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS   

The development of the CLP in concert with the related development within the surrounding sub-region 

(listed in Section 4.5) would result in the modest intensification of prevailing land uses.  The campus core 

would be infilled with educational, recreational, housing, parking, and supporting facilities in accordance 

with the LRDP.  Outside of the Pepperdine University property and outside of the University’s control, 

the related projects indicate that additional residential units would be developed along the coastal terrace 

flanking PCH east and west of the project site.  Their types, density, and distribution would replicate 

existing residential development patterns–either as single units on large lots or clustered development 

surrounded by open space.  The most intensive and significant land use changes are anticipated to be the 

proposed 179,000 square-foot hotel northeast of the PCH–Malibu Canyon Road intersection, the Legacy 

Park Project, and retail, office, residential, and other development in the Malibu Civic Center.  

Cumulatively, these would establish a more intensive area that is intended to function as the “core” of the 

Malibu Community.  The proposed project would not result in significant land use compatibility impacts 

when considered in combination with the related projects anticipated in the area. No significant 

cumulative impacts are anticipated (Class III).   

 

5.11.5 MITIGATION MEASURES 

There would be no significant land use impacts resulting from development of the CLP sites; therefore, 

no mitigation measures are required.  It is noted that the mitigation measures listed in other sections of 

this EIR are required to ensure policy consistency with the Los Angeles County General Plan, LRDP, and 

SCAG. 

 

5.11.6 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

There would be no residual adverse land use impacts resulting from the implementation of the proposed 

CLP (Class III).   
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5.12 GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE  

5.12.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Introduction/Background 

Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate (such as temperature, 

precipitation, or wind) lasting for an extended period (decades or longer).  The Earth's climate has 

changed many times during the planet's history due to natural conditions, with events ranging from ice 

ages to long periods of warmth.  However, beginning late in the 18th century, human activities 

associated with the Industrial Revolution have also changed the composition of the atmosphere and 

therefore very likely are influencing the Earth's climate.
1
 

 

Historical Climate Patterns 

Climate has changed throughout the Earth’s history.  Scientists have been able to piece together a 

picture of the Earth's climate dating back to millions of years ago by analyzing a number of measures of 

climate from ice cores, boreholes, tree rings, glaciers, pollen residues, and ocean sediments; and by 

studying changes in the Earth's orbit around the Sun.  From these analyses, it is clear that the Earth has 

undergone intervals of both warming and cooling.  

 

Causes of past climate change prior to the Industrial Era (pre-1780) include: 

 

• Changes in the Earth’s orbit; 

• Changes in the Sun's intensity; and  

• Volcano eruptions (releasing aerosols and carbon dioxide into the atmosphere). 

 

These climate change “drivers” often trigger additional changes within the climate system that can 

amplify or dampen the climate's initial response to them (whether the response is warming or cooling).  

Examples of this include: 

 

• Changes in greenhouse gas concentrations; and 

• Changes in ocean currents. 

 

The heating or cooling of the Earth's surface can cause changes in concentrations of gases associated 

with climate change (these gases are identified and described further below). Specifically, when global 

temperatures warm, the oceans release carbon dioxide (CO2).  When changes in the Earth's orbit trigger 

a warm period, increasing concentrations of CO2 may amplify the warming by enhancing the 

greenhouse effect (described further below).  When temperatures become cooler, CO2 enters the ocean 

and contributes to additional cooling.  During at least the last 650,000 years, CO2 levels tended to track 

the glacial cycles.  Therefore, during warm interglacial periods, CO2 levels have been high and during 

cool glacial periods, CO2 levels have been low.  The heating or cooling of the Earth's surface can cause 

changes in ocean currents as well.  As ocean currents play a significant role in distributing heat around 

the Earth, changes in these currents can bring about substantial changes in climate from region to 

region. 

 

                                                
1
 Environmental Protection Agency. http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/fq/science.html#2 and 

http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/basicinfo.html, accessed May 6, 2008. 
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The climate of the Earth during the last 2,000 years has been relatively stable.  Three departures from 

this stability have been identified by scientists and include: 

 

• The Medieval Climate Anomaly (between roughly 900 and 1300 AD, evidence suggests that 

Europe, Greenland and Asia experienced relative warmth and the American West experienced 

very dry conditions around this time); 

• The Little Ice Age (average temperatures were possibly up to two degrees Fahrenheit (°F) 

colder than today, but varied by region); and 

• The Industrial Era (an additional warm period has emerged in the last 100 years, coinciding 

with substantially increasing emissions of greenhouse gases). 

 

According to the National Research Council (2006), there is a high level of confidence that the global 

average temperature during the last few decades was warmer than any comparable period during the 

last 400 years.
2
   

 

Greenhouse Effect 

The temperature on Earth is regulated by a system commonly known as the greenhouse effect. Climate 

change pollutants (greenhouse gases), primarily water vapor, CO2, methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide 

(N2O) absorb heat radiated from the Earth's surface.  As the atmosphere warms, heat is radiated back to 

the surface to create the greenhouse effect.  The Earth's surface temperature would be about 34 degrees 

Celsius (°C) (or 61°F) colder than it is now if it were not for the natural heat trapping effect of climate 

change pollutants like CO2, CH4, N2O, and water vapor.
3
  Greenhouse gases (GHG) emitted by human 

activity are implicated in global climate change, commonly referred to as global warming.  However, 

according to the National Academy of Sciences, the phrase 'climate change' is growing in preferred use 

to 'global warming' because it helps convey that there are other changes in addition to rising 

temperatures.
4
 GHG contribute to an increase in the temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere by 

transparency to incoming short wavelength visible sunlight, but near opacity to outgoing terrestrial long 

wavelength heat radiation.  Water vapor is the most abundant greenhouse gas.  While humans are not 

significantly increasing its concentration, it contributes to the enhanced greenhouse effect because the 

warming influence of greenhouse gases leads to a positive water vapor feedback.
5
  In the United States, 

energy-related activities account for over three-quarters of human-generated greenhouse gas emissions, 

mostly in the form of CO2 emissions from burning fossil fuels.  More than half the energy-related 

emissions come from large sources such as power plants and factories, while about a third comes from 

transportation.  Industrial processes (such as the production of cement, steel, and aluminum), 

agriculture, other land use, and waste management are also important sources of greenhouse gas 

emissions in the United States.
6
 

 

Primary GHG Emissions 

For the purposes of this analysis, GHG emissions are the six gases identified in the California Climate 

Action Registry (CCAR) General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.1 (January 2009): CO2, N2O, CH4, 

                                                
2
  Environmental Protection Agency. http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/science/pastcc.html, accessed May 6, 2008. 

3
 California Climate Action Team.  Climate Action Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the Legislature, March 

2006. 
4
  Environmental Protection Agency. http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/fq/science.html#2 and 

http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/basicinfo.html, accessed May 6, 2008. 
5
  Environmental Protection Agency. http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/glossary.html#W, accessed December 24, 2009. 

6
  Environmental Protection Agency. http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/fq/emissions.html#q3, accessed December 24, 2009. 
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hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).  CO2 equivalent 

(CO2e) is a measure that compares CO2 with other GHG emissions [which generally have a higher 

global warming potential (GWP)], based on the amount of those other gases multiplied by the 

appropriate GWP factor. GHG emission are commonly expressed as metric tons of carbon dioxide 

equivalents (MTCO2e).  CO2e is calculated by multiplying the metric tons of a gas by the appropriate 

GWP.  Below is a description of each GHG emission as described by the CCAR General Reporting 

Protocol. 

 

Carbon Dioxide (CO2)  

Consisting of a single carbon and two oxygen atoms, CO2 is the most common of the six primary GHG 

emissions, and provides the reference point for the GWP of other gases. (Thus, the GWP of CO2 is 

equal to one.) 
 

Nitrous Oxide (N2O)  

Consisting of two nitrogen atoms and a single oxygen atom, N2O possesses a GWP of 310, and is 

typically generated as a result of soil cultivation practices, particularly the use of commercial and 

organic fertilizers, fossil fuel combustion, nitric acid production, and biomass burning. 

 

Methane (CH4)  

Consisting of a single carbon atom and four hydrogen atoms CH4 possesses a GWP of 21, and is 

produced through the anaerobic decomposition of waste in landfills, animal digestion, decomposition of 

animal wastes, production and distribution of natural gas and petroleum, coal production, and 

incomplete fossil fuel combustion. 

 

Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) 

Primarily used as refrigerants, HFCs consist of a class of gases containing hydrogen, fluorine, and 

carbon.  They possess a range of high and very high GWP values from 120 to 12,000. 

 

Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) 

PFCs consist of a class of gases containing carbon and fluorine, originally introduced as alternatives to 

ozone depleting substances.  They are typically emitted as by-products of industrial and manufacturing 

processes, and possess GWPs ranging from 5,700 to 11,900. 

 

Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6)  

SF6 consists of a single sulfur atom and six fluoride atoms, possessing a very high GWP of 23,900, and 

primarily used in electrical transmission and distribution systems. 

 

Human Activity and Global Climate Change 

The current warming trend is of particular importance because most of it is very likely human-induced 

and is likely proceeding at a rate that is unprecedented in the past 1,300 years.
7
  Human activities are 

exerting a major and growing influence on some of the key factors that govern climate by changing the 

composition of the atmosphere and by modifying the land surface.  This increase has resulted from the 

burning of coal, oil, and natural gas (which generate greenhouse gases, including carbon dioxide), and 

                                                
7
 Ibid. 
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the depletion of forests (which absorb carbon dioxide) around the world to provide wood products and 

space for agriculture and other human activities.
8
 

 

According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), global greenhouse gas emissions 

due to human activities have grown since pre-industrial times, with an increase of 70 percent between 

1970 and 2004.  Human activities result in emissions of four long-lived greenhouse gas emissions: 

carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and halocarbons (a group of gases containing fluorine, chlorine 

or bromine).  The global atmospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide 

have increased markedly as a result of human activities since 1750 and now far exceed pre-industrial 

values, which has been determined from ice cores spanning many thousands of years. 

 

The IPCC asserts that most of the observed increase in global average temperatures since the mid-20th 

century is very likely due to the observed increase in anthropogenic greenhouse gas concentrations.  

The observed widespread warming of the atmosphere and ocean, together with ice mass loss, support 

the conclusion that it is extremely unlikely that global climate change of the past 50 years can be 

explained without external forcing and very likely that it is not due to known natural causes alone.
9
  

  

The California Climate Action Team (CAT)/California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) 

March 2006 Report to Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger and the Legislature states that end-of-century 

projected climate change impacts may include Sierra snow pack loss, a rise in sea level, a rise in the 

number of critically dry years, increased large fire risk, increased electricity demand, a rise in the 

amount of urban area heat waves and heat related deaths, decreased forest yields, and an increase in 

days meteorologically conducive to ozone formation.
10

 

 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 

In 2004, total worldwide greenhouse gas emissions were estimated to be 20,135 Teregrams (Tg)
11

 CO2 

equivalents, excluding emissions/removals from land use, land use change, and forestry.
12

  In 2004, 

greenhouse emissions in the U.S. were 7074.4 Tg CO2 Eq.
13

 California is a substantial contributor of 

greenhouse gas as it is the second largest contributor in the U.S. and the sixteenth largest in the world.
14

  

In 2004, California produced 492 Tg CO2 Eq., which is approximately seven percent of U.S. 

emissions.
15

  The major source of greenhouse gas in California is transportation, contributing 41 percent 

of the State’s total greenhouse emissions.  Electricity generation is the second largest source, 

contributing 22 percent of the State’s greenhouse gas emissions.
16

 

 

                                                
8
 California Climate Action Team.  Climate Action Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the Legislature, March 

2006. 
9
  Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.  Climate Change 2007:  Synthesis Report. 

10
 California Climate Action Team. Climate Action Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the Legislature, March 

2006.  
11

 One teragram equals approximately 984,206 metric tons. 
12

 Association of Environmental Professionals, Alternative Approaches to Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Global 

Climate Change in CEQA Documents.  Final – June 29, 2007.  Page 7. 
13

 Ibid. 
14

 California Energy Commission, Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks:  1990 to 2004.  Staff Final 

Report (CEC-600-2006-013-SF) December 2006, Page 25. 
15

 Ibid.  Page 8. 
16

 Ibid. 
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Regulatory Framework  

Federal   

The United States Federal government has established a comprehensive policy to address climate 

change. This policy has three basic objectives, which are to: 

 

• Slow the growth of emissions; 

• Strengthen science, technology and institutions; and 

• Enhance international cooperation. 

 

The Federal government is implementing this policy through voluntary and incentive-based programs, 

which include the following: 

 

National Goal to Reduce Emissions Intensity:  In February 2002, the United States government 

announced a comprehensive strategy to reduce the greenhouse gas intensity of the American economy 

by 18 percent over the 10-year period from 2002 to 2012.  Meeting this commitment will prevent the 

release of more than 100 million metric tons of carbon-equivalent emissions to the atmosphere 

(annually) by 2012 and more than 500 million metric tons (cumulatively) between 2002 and 2012. 

 

Current and Near-Term Greenhouse Gas Reduction Initiatives:  The Federal government administers a 

wide array of public-private partnerships to reduce U.S. greenhouse gas intensity.  These programs 

focus on energy efficiency, renewable energy, methane and other non-carbon dioxide gases, agricultural 

practices, and implementation of technologies to achieve greenhouse gas reductions.  The EPA 

implements several voluntary programs that substantially contribute to the reduction of greenhouse gas 

emissions. 

 

Climate Change Technology Program:  New and refined technologies offer great promise to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions significantly.  The Federal government established the multi-agency Climate 

Change Technology Program (CCTP) in February of 2002 to accelerate the development and 

deployment of key technologies. 

 

Climate Change Science Program:  In February of 2002, the United States government announced a 

climate change research initiative to focus on key remaining gaps in climate change science.  To meet 

this goal, the Federal, multi-agency Climate Change Science Program (CCSP) was established to 

investigate natural and human-induced changes in the Earth's global environmental system; to monitor, 

understand and predict global change; and to provide a sound scientific basis for national and 

international decision-making.  The EPA’s primary role in CCSP is evaluating the potential 

consequences of climate variability and the effects on air quality, water quality, ecosystems and human 

health in the United States.
17

 

 

Massachusetts v. Environmental Protection Agency et al.:  In addition, in April 2007, the U.S. Supreme 

Court ruled that in the Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency et al.,
18

 the USEPA is 

authorized by the Clean Air Act to regulate carbon dioxide emissions from new motor vehicles.  In 

response to this decision, in May 2007, the Bush Administration issued an EO directing the USEPA and 

                                                
17

 Environmental Protection Agency. http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/policy/index.html, accessed May 6, 2008. 
18

 549 U.S. 497; 127 S. Ct. 1438. 
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Departments of Transportation and Energy to work together to establish regulations to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions from motor vehicles, non-road vehicles, and non-road engines by 2008.   

 

Federal Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards:  The 2007 Energy Bill mandates improved 

national standards for fuel economy for passenger vehicles and light trucks. The Federal legislation 

requires a fleet-wide average of 35 miles per gallon to be achieved by 2020.  The National Highway 

Traffic Safety Administration is directed to phase-in requirements to achieve this goal.  The 

Environmental Protection Agency is responsible for calculating the average fuel economy for each 

manufacturer.   

 

State 

California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings  

Although not originally intended to reduce GHG emissions, California’s Energy Efficiency Standards 

for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6) were 

first established in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce California’s energy consumption.  

The standards are updated periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation of new energy 

efficiency technologies and methods.  The latest amendments were made in October 2005.  The premise 

for the standards is that energy efficient buildings require less electricity, natural gas, and other fuels.  

Electricity production from fossil fuels and on-site fuel combustion (typically for water heating) results 

in GHG emissions.  Therefore, increased energy efficiency in buildings results in fewer GHG emissions 

on a building-by-building basis. 

 

Assembly Bill 1493 

In 2002, Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 passed and set forth a proactive approach in addressing greenhouse 

gas emissions and climate change.  AB 1493 requires the Air Resources Board (ARB) to set emission 

standards for greenhouse gases emitted by passenger vehicles and light duty trucks.  Regulations 

adopted by ARB apply to 2009 and later model year vehicles.  ARB estimates that the regulation will 

reduce GHG emissions from the light-duty/passenger vehicle fleet by an estimated 18% in 2020 and by 

27% in 2030, compared to today (AEP 2007, June).  AB 1493 also requires the ARB to: 

 

• Consider economic impacts, including impacts on jobs, businesses (including agriculture), and 

California business competitiveness with other states; 

• Provide “maximum flexibility” and be economical to consumers; and 

• Consider cost-effectiveness, technological feasibility, economic impacts and mandate 

maximum flexibility to manufacturers.  

 

California has passed several additional bills since AB 1493, and the Governor has signed at least seven 

executive orders (EO) regarding greenhouse gases.  The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research is 

in the process of developing CEQA significance thresholds for greenhouse gas emissions but thresholds 

have yet to be formally adopted.  Greenhouse gas statues and executive orders include AB 32, Senate 

(SB) 1368, EO S-03-05, EO S-20-06, EO S-01-07, EO S-13-08, EO S-14-08 (which establishes a target 

that all retail sellers of electricity shall serve 33 percent of their load with renewable energy by 2020), 

and EO S-21-09. 
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EO S-03-05 

In June 2005, Governor Schwarzenegger established California’s GHG emissions reduction targets in 

Executive Order S-3-05.  The Executive Order established the following goals: GHG emissions should 

be reduced to 2000 levels by 2010, 1990 levels by 2020, and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 

The Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA), is required to coordinate 

efforts of various agencies in order to collectively and efficiently reduce GHGs. Some of the agency 

representatives involved in the GHG reduction plan include the Secretary of the Business, 

Transportation and Housing Agency, the Secretary of the Department of Food and Agriculture, the 

Secretary of the Resources Agency, the Chairperson of the California Air Resources Board, the 

Chairperson of the California Energy Commission (CEC), and the President of the Public Utilities 

Commission.   

 

Representatives from each of the aforementioned agencies comprise the Climate Action Team.  The 

Cal/EPA secretary is required to submit a biannual progress report from the Climate Action Team to the 

governor and state legislature disclosing the progress made toward GHG emission reduction targets.  In 

addition, another biannual report must be submitted illustrating the impacts of global warming on 

California’s water supply, public health, agriculture, the coastline, and forestry, and reporting possible 

mitigation and adaption plans to combat these impacts.  The Climate Action Team has fulfilled both of 

these report requirements through its March 2006 Climate Action Team Report to Governor 

Schwarzenegger and the Legislature.
19

  Some strategies currently being implemented by state agencies 

include the California Air Resources Board introducing vehicle Climate change standards and diesel 

anti-idling measures, the Energy Commission implementing building and appliance efficiency 

standards, and the Cal/EPA implementing their green building initiative.  The Climate Action Team 

also recommends future emission reduction strategies, such as using only low-GWP refrigerants in new 

vehicles, developing ethanol as an alternative fuel, reforestation, solar power initiatives for homes and 

businesses, and investor-owned utility energy efficiency programs.  According to the report, 

implementation of current and future emission reduction strategies have the potential to achieve the 

goals set forth in Executive Order S-3-05. 

 

California Renewables Portfolio Standard 

Established in 2002 under Senate Bill 1078 and accelerated in 2006 under Senate Bill 107, California’s 

Renewable Portfolio Standard is one of the most ambitious renewable energy standards in the country.  

The Renewable Portfolio Standard requires electric corporations to increase procurement from eligible 

renewable energy resources by at least one percent of their retail sales annually, until they reach 20 

percent by 2010.  As mentioned above, Executive Order S-14-0 requires retail sellers of electricity to 

serve 33 percent standard of their load with renewable energy by 2020. 

  

Assembly Bill 32 

AB 32 of 2006 is one of the most significant pieces of environmental legislation that California has 

adopted.  Among other things, it is designed to maintain California’s reputation as a “national and 

international leader on energy conservation and environmental stewardship.”  It will have wide-ranging 

effects on California businesses and lifestyles as well as far reaching effects on other states and 

countries.  A unique aspect of AB 32, beyond its broad and wide-ranging mandatory provisions and 

dramatic greenhouse gas reductions are the short time frames within which it must be implemented.  

The primary goal of AB 32 requires the reduction of GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  Reducing 

                                                
19

 California Environmental Protection Agency, Climate Action Team, Climate Action Team Report to Governor 

Schwarzenegger and the Legislature. 2006. 
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GHG emissions to 1990 levels means cutting approximately 30 percent from business-as-usual 

emission levels projected for 2020, or about 15 percent from today’s levels.  Major components of the 

AB 32 require the following actions: 

 

• Monitoring and reporting of GHG emissions beginning with sources or categories of sources 

that contribute the most to statewide emissions; 

• Immediate “early action” control programs on the most readily controlled GHG sources; and 

• Complementing efforts to achieve and maintain Federal and State ambient air quality standards 

and to reduce toxic air contaminants. 

 

Statewide, the framework for developing the implementing regulations for AB 32 is under way.  In 

2007 the California Air Resources Board (CARB) approved the 2020 emission limit of 427 million 

metric tons of CO
2
e of greenhouse gases.  The scoping plan, approved by CARB on December 12, 

2008, provides the outline for actions to reduce greenhouse gases in California.  The approved scoping 

plan indicated how these emission reductions would be achieved from significant greenhouse gas 

sources via regulations, market mechanisms, and other actions. The CARB identified nine discrete early 

action measures including regulations affecting landfills, motor vehicle fuels, refrigerants in cars, tire 

pressure, port operations and other sources in 2007 that included ship electrification at ports and 

reduction of high GWP gases in consumer products.  Regulatory development for the remaining 

measures is ongoing.  As already described and utilized above, through the CCAR, general and 

industry-specific protocols for assessing and reporting GHG emissions have been developed.  

Greenhouse gas sources are categorized into direct sources (i.e. company owned) and indirect sources 

(i.e. not company owned).  Direct sources include combustion emissions from on-and off-road mobile 

sources, and fugitive emissions.  Indirect sources include purchased and consumed electricity, district 

heating or cooling, and non-company owned mobile sources. 

 

Senate Bill 97 

The California legislature passed Senate Bill 97 in 2007, which would ultimately amend the CEQA 

statute in order to establish that impacts associated with greenhouse gas emissions be a subject for 

CEQA analysis.  The Bill directs the State's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop draft 

CEQA guidelines for the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas 

emissions by July 2009.  It also directs the State Resources Agency to certify and adopt the CEQA 

Guidelines by January 2010.  

 

In April 2009, OPR submitted to the Secretary for Natural Resources its proposed amendments to the 

state CEQA Guidelines for greenhouse gas emissions, as required by Senate Bill 97.  In addition, on 

December 30, 2009, the Natural Resources Agency has adopted the CEQA Guidelines Amendments 

addressing greenhouse gas emissions.  However, the Adopted Amendments will not become effective 

until after the Office of Administrative Law completes its review of the Adopted Amendments and 

rulemaking file, and transmits the Adopted Amendments to the Secretary of State for inclusion in the 

California Code of Regulations. 

 

Senate Bill 375 

In September of 2008, Senate Bill 375 passed and requires the CARB to develop regional greenhouse 

gas emission reduction targets to be achieved from the automobile and light truck sectors for 2020 and 

2035. Since the single-largest source of greenhouse gas emissions in California is from passenger 

vehicles, the State’s goal is to work on reducing Californians' vehicle-miles traveled (VMTs).  SB 375 
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enhances the CARB’s ability to reach AB 32 goals.  SB 375 aligns three critical policy areas of 

importance to local government, including 1) regional long-range transportation plans and investments; 

2) regional allocation of the obligation for cities and counties to zone for housing; and 3) a process to 

achieve greenhouse gas emissions reductions targets for the transportation sector. 

 

SB 375 provides for the creation of the Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC), which will be 

charged with recommending factors to be considered and methodologies to be used for setting GHG 

emissions reductions targets for affected regions.  Their report to the CARB is due by September 30, 

2009.  The CARB, via a Scoping Plan, will assign emissions reductions targets for a 2020 goal on a 

sector-by-sector basis and lay the framework for achieving that goal.  Once the Statewide target is set, 

the CARB will set regional targets.  SB 375 requires that the CARB set these regional targets by 

September 30, 2010.  The targets may be expressed in gross tons, tons per capita, tons per household, or 

in any other metric deemed appropriate by CARB.  When each Metropolitan Planning Organization 

(MPO) receives the 2010 regional targets, they are required to create a sustainable communities strategy 

(SCS).  The SCS sets forth the blueprint for growth in the region, taking into account the transportation, 

housing, environmental, and economic needs of the area.  The SCS is the means by which the region 

will meet its GHG emissions reductions target. The SCS of an MPO will not directly affect local land 

use decisions. The SCS does not supersede a local general plan, local specific plan, or local zoning.  SB 

375 does not require that a local general plan, local specific plan, or local zoning be consistent with the 

SCS.  The ARB would determine if each region is on track to meet their targets.  Builders would also be 

exempt from certain environmental reviews under CEQA if they build projects consistent with the new 

SCS.  In addition, cities would be granted extra time (eight years rather than five) to update housing 

plans required by the State.
20

   

 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the MPO for Los Angeles County and 

will be responsible developing for the region’s SCS.
21

  SCAG staff is working to identify and seek input 

from local stakeholders on implementation of SB 375.
22

  The SCAG region will develop and finalize a 

SCS as part of the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan. 

 

County 

On November 18, 2008, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors adopted the Green Building 

Ordinance, the Low Impact Development Ordinance, and the Drought-Tolerant Landscaping 

Ordinance.  The following is information provided in the ordinances, made available by the County of 

Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning Green Building Program.
23

   

 

The purpose of the Green Building Ordinance is to conserve water, energy, and natural resources; divert 

waste from landfills; minimize impacts to existing infrastructure; and promote a healthier environment.  

Some of the mandatory requirements for all new projects would include consuming at least 15 percent 

                                                
20

 Office of the Governor website, http://www.gov.ca.gov/index.php?/fact-sheet/10707/, accessed December 2, 2008. 
21

 California State Association of Counties.  “SB 375 (Steinberg) - Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the 

Transportation Sector via Regional Transportation Plans – CSAC Analysis,” accessed December 2, 2008 at 

http://www.counties.org/images/users/1/SB%20375%20CSAC%20Fact%20Sheet%20-%20FINAL_10.17.08.pdf. 
22

 Southern California Association of Governments website, http://www.scag.ca.gov/eVision/detail.cfm?id=491, accessed 

December 2, 2008. 
23

 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning Green Building Program website, 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/spGreenBuildingProgram.htm, accessed October 15, 2008, as well as 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/doc/green/gb_071408.pdf, http://planning.lacounty.gov/doc/green/dtlo_071408.pdf, and 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/doc/green/lid_071408.pdf. 
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less energy than permitted by the 2005 California Energy Efficiency Standards, covering 75 percent of 

landscaped areas with drought-tolerant species, and recycling and/or salvaging for reuse a minimum of 

65 percent of non-hazardous construction and demolition debris by weight.  For building permit 

applications submitted on or after January 1, 2009 and before December 31, 2009, the County of L.A. 

Green Building Standards would apply.  For building permit applications submitted on or after January 

1, 2010, County of L.A. Green Building Standards would apply, as well as GreenPoint Rated
TM

 (GPR), 

California Green Builder (CGB), and/or Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Green 

Building Rating System (LEED
 TM

) standards, or equivalent as determined by the Department of Public 

Works.  GPR is a green building system for residential construction, developed and administered by 

Build It Green
TM

.  CGB is a green building rating system for residential construction, developed by the 

California Building Industry Association.  LEED
 TM

 is a system established by the United States Green 

Building Council as an independent means to verify the sustainable qualities of different building types.  

 

The purpose of the Low Impact Development (LID) Ordinance is to require the use of LID principles in 

development projects, which encourage site sustainability and smart growth in a manner that respects 

and preserves the characteristics of L.A. County’s watersheds, drainage paths, water supplies and 

natural resources.  LID builds on conventional design strategies by utilizing every softscape and 

hardscape surface in the development to perform beneficial hydrologic functions.  This is achieved by 

retaining, detaining, storing, changing the timing of, or filtering stormwater and urban runoff.  LID 

reduces the impact from development and provides for the replenishment of groundwater supplies; 

improvement of the quality of surface water runoff; stabilization of natural stream characteristics; 

preservation of natural site characteristics; and minimization of downstream impacts. The objectives of 

LID are to 1) mimic undeveloped stormwater and urban runoff rates and volumes in any storm event up 

to and including the 50-year capital design storm event, 2) prevent pollutants of concern from leaving 

the site in stormwater as the result of storms up to and including the water quality design storm event, 

and 3) minimize hydromodification impacts to a natural drainage system.   

 

Last, the purpose of the Drought-Tolerant Landscaping Ordinance is to establish minimum standards 

for the design and installation of landscaping using drought-tolerant plants and native plants that require 

minimal use of water.  These requirements will ensure that the County continues to realize the benefits 

of landscaping appropriate to the region’s climate and nature of the use while also conserving water 

resources.  Some of the general landscaping development standards include that a minimum of 75 

percent of the total landscaped area shall be plants as specified within the Drought-Tolerant Approved 

Plant List; turf shall be limited to a maximum of 25 percent of the total landscaped area; and plants will 

be grouped in hydrozones in accordance with their respective water, cultural (soil, climate, sun and 

light) and maintenance needs.   

 

Existing Pepperdine University (Malibu Campus) Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Greenhouse gas emissions associated with the existing Pepperdine University Malibu Campus are 

presented below.  For the purposes of this analysis, greenhouse gas emissions are divided into two 

scopes, ranging from greenhouse gas emissions produced directly by the University (i.e. greenhouse gas 

emissions produced from University-owned vehicles and from stationary combustion) to more indirect 

sources of greenhouse gas emissions (i.e. greenhouse gas emissions from consumption of purchased 

electricity, water, and solid waste disposal, as well as transportation-related activities in vehicles not 

owned or controlled by the University). 

 

Greenhouse gas emissions associated with the existing Pepperdine University Malibu Campus were 

estimated separately for six categories of emissions:  1) Mobile Combustion (University-owned motor 
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vehicles); 2) Stationary Combustion (Natural Gas Combustion); 3) Electricity Demand; 4) Water 

Supply and Conveyance, Treatment, and Distribution/Wastewater Treatment; 5) Solid Waste; and 6) 

Motor Vehicles (Students, Staff, and Visitors).  A description of how each category contributes to 

greenhouse gas emissions, as well as the quantification methodology for each category is provided in 

the subsequent paragraphs.  The estimated greenhouse gas emissions associated with existing 

University operations are shown in Table 5.12-1 (greenhouse gas calculation tables are available in 

Appendix L).  As shown in Table 5.12-1, the estimated greenhouse gas emissions emitted by the 

University’s Malibu Campus from existing operations is approximately 28,556.1 metric tons of CO2e 

per year. 

 

 

Table 5.12-1  

Estimated Existing Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Emissions Source Emissions in Metric Tons of CO2e Per Year
1 

Direct GHG Emission Sources 

Mobile Combustion  
(University-owned motor vehicles) 

848.22 

Stationary Combustion (Natural Gas) 2,417.05 
Subtotal 3,265.27 

Indirect GHG Emission Sources 
Electricity 6,909.23 

Water Supply/Wastewater 278.47 
Solid Waste 209.22 
Motor Vehicles (Students, Staff, Visitors) 17,572.86 

Subtotal 24,969.78 

Total Greenhouse Gas Emissions  28,235.05 metric tons CO2e 
1
 Greenhouse gas calculation tables from existing University emissions are available in Appendix L. 

 

 

Direct Sources of Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Mobile Combustion (University-Owned Motor Vehicles):  Direct emissions from mobile combustion 

were estimated primarily using CCAR’s General Reporting Protocol.
24

  Direct mobile sources are non-

stationary emitters of greenhouse gas emissions such as University-owned automobiles, trucks, vans, 

and off-road vehicles. CO2 emissions, the primary greenhouse gas emissions from mobile sources, are 

directly related to the quantity of fuel consumed.  Thus, CO2 emission from mobile sources can be 

calculated based on fuel use.
25

 The annual CO2 emissions associated with University-owned vehicles 

were multiplied by a factor based on the assumption that CO2 represents 95 percent of the CO2e 

emissions associated with passenger vehicles,
26

 which account for most of the University’s annual fuel 

consumption.  As shown in Table 5.12-1, the University’s existing direct greenhouse gas emissions 

from mobile combustion is approximately 848.22 metric tons of CO2e per year.  It is important to note 

                                                
24

 California Climate Action Registry, General Reporting Protocol:  Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Version 3.1, January 2009, Pg 41-43. 
25

 Existing annual fuel consumption records (approximately 91,695 gallons) provided by Pepperdine University Facilities 

Management and Planning Department (November 3, 2009). 
26

 United States Environmental Protection Agency, Greenhouse Gas Emissions from a Typical Passenger Vehicle (EPA420-F-

05-004), February 2005, Page 4. 
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that in an effort to reduce CO2e emissions and fuel consumption, as well as improve air quality, the 

University’s Facilities, Management, and Planning Department uses a fleet of 20 electric vehicles, 

while the Department of Public Safety operates two hybrid vehicles to monitor the campus and provide 

assistance to students.
27

 

 

Stationary Combustion (Natural Gas Combustion):  Stationary combustion sources are non-mobile 

sources emitting greenhouse gases from fuel combustion.  In order to estimate direct stationary 

combustion greenhouse gas emissions, the CCAR General Reporting Protocol utilizes greenhouse gas 

emission factors that are based on the “higher” heating level (HHV) for combusted fossil fuels.
28

  When 

hydrocarbons are combusted, heat, water vapor, and CO2 are emitted, along with trace levels of other 

greenhouse gas emissions like CH4 and N2O.  In order to estimate the University greenhouse gas 

emissions from natural gas, the existing University’s annual consumption of natural gas was identified
29

 

and applied to CCAR’s six-step process for calculating greenhouse gas emissions from stationary 

consumption.  As shown in Table 5.12-1, the University’s existing direct greenhouse gas emissions 

from natural gas combustion is approximately 2,417.05 metric tons of CO2e per year.  Pepperdine 

utilizes an Energy Management System (EMS) to control most of the heating, ventilating, and air 

conditioning (HVAC) equipment.  The EMS incorporates energy saving techniques, which include: 1) 

turning the equipment on and off by using schedules; 2) variable cooling and heating set points, based 

on temperature conditions; 3) variable air handler static supply air pressure, based on building 

requirements; 4) turning chillers and boilers off when not needed, to maintain temperature set points; 

and 5) using air handler economizers to maintain temperature set points when possible. 

 

Indirect Sources of GHG Emissions 

Electricity Demand:  Pepperdine University produces indirect greenhouse gas emissions associated 

with the purchase and use of electricity.  The generation of electricity though the combustion of fossil 

fuels typically yields CO2 and, to a much smaller extent, N2O and CH4.  The CCAR General Reporting 

Protocol provides annual emission factors for all three of these greenhouse gases.  To calculate indirect 

emissions from electricity use, the CCAR’s five-step process for calculating greenhouse gas emissions 

for electricity demand was utilized.
30

  As shown in Table 5.12-1, the University’s indirect greenhouse 

gas emissions from electricity demand is approximately 6,887.75 metric tons of CO2e per year.  The 

University currently implements several sustainable design features that reduce electricity and CO2e 

emissions.  Some of these sustainable elements include but are not limited to use of ENERGY STAR 

rated appliances on campus, incorporating sustainable energy features in new and remodeled facilities 

(i.e. the construction of a solar sun shade for Elkins Auditorium), and using energy efficient lighting.  A 

2002 lighting audit performed by the University alone resulted in the annual conservation of over 

325,000 kilowatt (kWh) hours, or an annual reduction of 107.2 metric tons of CO2e. 

 

Water Supply and Conveyance, Treatment, and Distribution/Wastewater Treatment:  The 

provision of potable and reclaimed water to the University consumes energy associated with five stages: 

supply, conveyance, treatment, distribution, and wastewater treatment.  As described in Section 5.10.1 

                                                
27

 Pepperdine University, Center for Sustainability, accessed from http://www.pepperdine.edu/sustainability/current-

practices/air-quality.htm on January 4, 2010. 
28

 California Climate Action Registry, General Reporting Protocol:  Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Version 3.1, January 2009, Pg 49-51. 
29

 Pepperdine University Gas Therms.  In order to determine the annual natural gas demand measured in million Btu (MMBtu) 

the University’s three-year (June 2006-May 2009) therm average (454,368.67 therms) was multiplied by 0.1. 
30

 California Climate Action Registry, General Reporting Protocol:  Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Version 3.1, January 2009, Page 33. 
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Water Supply, the University currently uses approximately 159.57 million gallons (MG) of potable and 

reclaimed water per year.  Potable water is delivered to the campus by Los Angeles County Water 

Works District (LACWWD) No. 29 facilities, while reclaimed water for the campus is obtained by both 

the Malibu Mesa Wastewater Reclamation Plant (MMWRP), which is operated by the County of Los 

Angeles, and the Tapia Wastewater Reclamation Facility (TWRF), which is operated by the Las 

Virgenes Municipal Water District (LVMWD).  The MMWRP and TWRF also treat the University’s 

wastewater effluent, which amounts to approximately 55.3 MG per year.  Indirect GHG emissions 

would result from the conveyance, treatment, and distribution of both potable and reclaimed water 

sources, as well as from the treatment of wastewater.  In a 2006 report entitled Refining Estimates of 

Water-Related Energy Use in California, prepared by Navigant Consulting, Inc. for the California 

Energy Commission Public Interest Energy Research (PIER) Program,
31

 the amount of energy needed 

for each segment of the water-use cycle was estimated in terms of the number of kWh needed to collect, 

extract, convey, treat, and distribute one MG of water, and the number of kWh needed to treat and 

dispose of the same quantity of wastewater.  The recommended proxies for Southern California were 

used to determine the annual greenhouse gas emissions generated by water usage at the University.  

According to the report, water supply and conveyance uses approximately 9,727 kWh/MG, while water 

treatment and water distribution utilize approximately 111 kWh/MG and 1,272 kWh/MG, respectively.  

Wastewater treatment uses approximately 1,911 kWh/MG.  In order to determine the University’s 

indirect greenhouse gas emissions from water supply, conveyance, treatment, and distribution, as well 

as wastewater treatment, the water energy proxies were multiplied with the potable and reclaimed water 

needs estimate, as well as the University’s existing wastewater demand.  The CCAR General Reporting 

Protocol was utilized to determine the annual CO2e greenhouse gas emissions. As shown in Table 5.12-

1, the University’s existing indirect greenhouse gas emissions from water and wastewater functions are 

approximately 615.97 metric tons of CO2e per year.  

 

It is important to note that the University currently saves approximately 93.1 million gallons of potable 

water per year through the use of reclaimed water for campus irrigation.  In addition, the University 

currently utilizes 76 dual flush toilets and low flow showerheads.  The University’s existing water 

saving practices effectively reduces the University’s wastewater generation.  For the average year, the 

University produces approximately 151,154 gallons of wastewater per day.  Using the standardized 

wastewater generation rates from the Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD), the University 

would be expected to generate approximately 246,031 gallons of wastewater per year (39 percent more 

than the actual wastewater generation rate) and the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 

(LACDPW) standardized wastewater generation rates result in an estimate of 295,163 gallons of 

wastewater per year (49 percent more than the actual wastewater generation rate).  Thus, it can be 

reasonably estimated that the University currently reduces greenhouse emissions emitted from expected 

wastewater generation using standardized Los Angeles County generation rates by at least 39 percent, 

or by approximately 14 metric tons of CO2e per year. 

 

Solid Waste:  For many wastes, the materials in Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) represent what is left 

over after a long series of steps: 1) extraction and processing of raw materials; 2) manufacture of 

products; 3) transportation of materials and products to markets; 4) use by consumers; and 5) waste 

management.  Waste management decisions can increase or decrease GHG emissions by affecting one 

or more of the following: 

 

                                                
31

 Navigant Consulting, Inc. 2006. Refining Estimates of Water Related Energy Use in California. California Energy 

Commission, PIER Industrial/Agricultural/Water End Use Energy Efficiency Program. CEC 500 2006 118. 
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1) Energy consumption (specifically, combustion of fossil fuels) associated with making, 

transporting, using, and disposing the product or material that becomes waste; 

2) Non-energy-related manufacturing emissions, such as the CO2 released when limestone is 

converted to lime (which is needed for use in aluminum and steel manufacturing). 

3) CH4 emissions from landfills where the waste is disposed; and 

4) Carbon sequestration, which refers to natural or man-made processes that remove carbon from 

the atmosphere and store it for long periods or permanently.
32

 

 

From September 1, 2008 through August 31, 2009, Pepperdine University produced approximately 

2,599.10 tons of solid waste.
33

  According to a recent (January 2009) solid waste sort, the University 

generated 160.56 tons of solid waste, of which approximately 26.4 percent was mixed recyclables 

(cardboard, plastic, and glass), approximately 36 percent was mixed organics consisting of food waste 

and green waste, approximately 7.2 percent was wood, approximately 4.4 percent was construction and 

demolition debris, and approximately 26 percent was miscellaneous trash (i.e. other MSW).  During this 

time frame, the University diverted 78.4 percent of solid waste from local landfills.   

 

According to greenhouse gas emission factors provided by the United States Environmental Protection 

Agency (USEPA), landfilling of one ton of solid waste produces 0.11 metric tons of carbon (CE).
34

  

Assuming that no diversion activities were to take place (baseline conditions), the University would 

generate approximately 259 metric tons of CE, or 951 metric tons of CO2e per year as a result of 

landfilling.
 35

  However, the University currently employs recycling and composting practices that 

divert solid waste from area landfills.  With solid waste diversion practices in place, and based on the 

January 2009 solid waste sort, it is estimated that the University reduces its total landfilling greenhouse 

gas emissions from conditions with no recycling or composting practices by approximately 202 metric 

tons of CE, or 742 metric tons of CO2e per year.  As shown in Table 5.12-1, through current waste 

diversion practices as suggested in the January 2009 solid waste sort, the University currently generates 

approximately 209.28 metric tons of CO2e per year through the landfilling of solid waste.  It is 

important to note that this estimated annual greenhouse gas emission generations includes reductions 

associated with the University’s existing solid waste diversion practices (i.e. the avoidance of 

landfilling).  It is important to note that this generation does not account for any reductions in 

greenhouse gas emissions associated with recycling/composting including the following:  1) lower 

energy requirements (compared to manufacture from virgin inputs); and 2) increase in forest (and soil) 

carbon equestrian.  Thus, the University’s existing greenhouse gas emissions associated with solid 

waste should be considered conservative; actual greenhouse gas emissions would be lower. 

 

Motor Vehicles (Students, Staff, and Visitors):  Indirect CO2 emissions from transportation-related 

activities in vehicles not owned or controlled by the University were calculated using the Urban 

Emissions Model (URBEMIS 2007, Version 9.2.4) air emissions computer program. The annual CO2 

emissions associated with indirect transportation sources were multiplied by a factor based on the 

assumption that CO2 represents 95 percent of the CO2e emissions associated with passenger vehicles, 

                                                
32

 United States Environmental Protection Agency, Solid Waste Management and Greenhouse Gases:  A Life-Cycle 

Assessment of Emissions and Sinks (EPA530-R-02-006), May 2002, Page ES-7. 
33

 E-mail communication between Envicom Corporation and Pepperdine University, September 29, 2009.  
34

 USEPA Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response, Greenhouse Gas Emission Factors for Management of Selected 

Material in Municipal Solid Waste (EPA-530-R-98-013), 1998.  The factor is based on mixed municipal solid waste as 

disposed in landfills without gas recovery. 
35

 USEPA Emission Facts, Metrics for Expressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions:  Carbon Equivalents and Carbon Dioxide 

Equivalents (EPA420-F-05-002), February 2005, Page 3.  To convert from CE to CO2e, multiply by 44/12. 
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which account for most of the annual fuel consumption.  As shown in Table 5.12-1, the University’s 

existing indirect GHG emissions from mobile combustion is approximately 17,577.83 metric tons of 

CO2e per year.  It is important to note that in an effort to reduce University trip generation and 

greenhouse gas emissions, the University offers a number of transportation demand management 

(TDM) strategies, which are also policies of its Long Range Development Plan (LRDP).  Some current 

applicable TDM practices include: 

 

• Housing a significant number of students, (currently 50%), on-campus thereby eliminating their 

daily commutes; 

• Shuttle services on campus and into local shopping areas; 

• Car sharing program that encourage students to keep their cars at home; and 

• Ridesharing programs (vanpool, mass transit and carpool) that offer incentives to students and 

employees. 

 

5.12.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Until the passage of Assembly Bill 32, CEQA documents generally did not evaluate greenhouse gas 

emissions or impacts on global climate change.  The primary focus of air pollutant analysis in CEQA 

documents was the emission of criteria pollutants, or those identified in the State and Federal Clean Air 

Acts as being of most concern to the public and government agencies.  With the passage of Assembly 

Bill 32, a more detailed analysis of greenhouse gas emissions is required in CEQA documents.  

However, the analysis of greenhouse gases is different from the analysis of criteria pollutants.  Since the 

half-life of carbon dioxide is approximately 100 years, greenhouse gases affect the global climate over a 

relatively long timeframe.  Conversely, for criteria pollutants, significance thresholds/impacts are based 

on daily emissions; and the determination of attainment or non-attainment are based on the daily 

exceedance of applicable ambient air quality standards (e.g., one-hour and eight-hour exposures). 

 

In its January 2008 California Environmental Quality Act and Climate Change White Paper,
36

 the 

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) identified a number of potential 

approaches for determining the significance of greenhouse gas emissions in CEQA documents.  In its 

White Paper, the CAPCOA suggests making significance determinations on a case-by-case basis when 

no significance thresholds have been formally adopted by a lead agency.  One of the potential 

approaches identified in the CAPCOA White Paper, Threshold 1.1, would require a project to meet a 

percent reduction target.  This target would be based on the average reduction from business-as-usual 

emissions identified by the CARB as necessary to satisfy Assembly Bill 32’s mandate of returning to 

1990 levels of greenhouse gas emissions by 2020.  The CARB has calculated the necessary reduction to 

be approximately 29 percent from business as usual. 

 

In January of 2009, and in accordance with its charge (Senate bill 97) under Public Resources Code 

section 21083.05, the OPR developed and released preliminary draft regulatory guidance with respect 

to the analysis and mitigation of the potential effects of greenhouse gas emissions.  On April 13, 2009, 

the OPR transmitted proposed CEQA Guidelines Amendments to the State’s Natural Resources Agency 

for a formal rulemaking process to certify and adopt the proposed amendments.  On December 30, 

2009, the Natural Resources Agency adopted the CEQA Guidelines Amendments addressing 

greenhouse gas emissions.  The Office of Administrative Law filed the Amendments with the Secretary 

                                                
36

 CAPCOA, CEQA and Climate Change, Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to the 

California Environmental Quality Act, January 2008. 
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of State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations on February 16, 2010.  The Amendments 

will become effective on March 18, 2010.  According to Adopted Amendments in Appendix G of the 

CEQA Guidelines and the County’s Initial Study Checklist the proposed project would have a 

significant impact if it would: 

 

• Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 

impact on the environment; or 

• Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purposed of reducing the 

emissions of greenhouse gases including regulations implementing AB32 of 2006, General Plan 

policies and implementing actions for GHG emission reduction, and the Los Angeles Regional 

Climate Action Plan. 

 

The Adopted CEQA Amendments require a lead agency to make a good-faith effort, based on the 

extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or estimate the amount of 

greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project.  The Adopted Amendments give discretion to the 

lead agency whether to: 

 

1) Use a model or methodology to quantify greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project, and 

which model or methodology to use; and/or 

2) Rely on a qualitative analysis or performance-based standards. 

 

In addition, a lead agency should consider the following factors, among others, when assessing the 

significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions on the environment: 

 

1) The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas emissions as compared 

to the existing environmental setting; 

2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency 

determines applies to the project; and 

3) The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to 

implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas 

emissions. 

 

The Adopted Amendments call on lead agencies to establish significance thresholds for their respective 

jurisdictions.  The proposed CEQA Guidelines Amendments also clarify that the effects of greenhouse 

gas emissions are cumulative, and should be analyzed in the context of CEQA’s requirements for 

cumulative impact analysis.  Although greenhouse gas emissions can be calculated, neither the South 

Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) nor the County of Los Angeles has yet established 

relevant project-level significance thresholds for greenhouse gas emissions under CEQA.  Due to the 

complex physical, chemical, and atmospheric mechanisms involved in global climate change, it is 

speculative to identify the specific impact, if any, to global climate change from one project’s 

incremental increase in global greenhouse gas emissions.  As such, a project’s greenhouse gas 

emissions and the resulting significance of potential impacts are more properly assessed on a 

cumulative basis.  Assessing the significance of a project’s contribution to cumulative global climate 

change involves:  1) determining an inventory of project greenhouse gas emissions; and 2) considering 

project consistency with applicable emission reduction strategies and goals, such those set forth by 

Assembly Bill 32.  Based on the foregoing, a proposed project would have a significant impact if: 
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Project-wide emissions does not constitute an equivalent or larger break from business as usual than has 

been determined by the California Air Resources Board to be necessary to meet the state Assembly Bill 

32 goals (approximately 29 percent of business-as-usual levels projected in 2020, to equivalent 1990 

levels). 

 

5.12.3 GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACTS 

According to the Association of Environmental Professionals, most individual projects would not 

generate enough greenhouse gas emissions to influence global climate change significantly on their 

own.
37

  Rather, as its name indicates, global climate change is a cumulative environmental concern.  

The following therefore provides a discussion on activities associated with the proposed project that 

may contribute to this cumulative issue.  

 

Project Contribution to Cumulative Global Climate Change Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed project would contribute to both short and long-term changes in 

greenhouse gas emissions associated with the Pepperdine University Malibu campus.  During grading 

and construction, greenhouse gas emissions would result mainly from trip generation (mobile sources) 

and the use of heavy equipment and trucks.  The proposed project would also directly result in 

operational increases in greenhouse gas emissions as a result of mobile combustion (University-owned 

vehicles) and stationary combustion (mainly natural gas combustion).  In addition, the proposed CLP 

would indirectly result in operational increase in greenhouse gas emissions from the electricity demand 

of the proposed project, as well as electricity used to provide water to the CLP and process wastewater 

treatment generated by the CLP.  Implementation of the proposed project would decrease the 

University’s indirect greenhouse gas emissions associated with transportation-related activities in 

vehicles not owned or controlled by the University.  The proposed project’s estimated greenhouse gas 

emissions from all these sources are described below by phase (construction and operation of the 

project). 

 

Construction Period Emissions  

The proposed project would result in one-time emissions of greenhouse gases during project 

construction.  These emissions, primarily CO2, CH4, and N2O are the result of fuel combustion from 

construction equipment and motor vehicles.  The other primary greenhouse gas emissions 

(perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride) are associated with specific industrial sources, such as 

aluminum production, semiconductor manufacturing, and electrical insulation in high voltage 

equipment, and are not expected to be emitted by the proposed project.   

 

The one-time emissions of CO2, the primary greenhouse gas associated with construction of the project, 

were estimated using URBEMIS2007 using the same construction phasing, equipment, and hauling 

assumptions in Section 5.4 Air Quality.  

 

The estimated one-time greenhouse gas emissions associated with construction of the project are shown 

in Table 5.12-2.  The SCAQMD recommends annualizing construction-related greenhouse emissions 

over a project’s lifetime in order to include these emissions as part of a project’s annualized lifetime 

total emissions, so that greenhouse reduction measures will address construction GHG emissions as part 

of the operational greenhouse gas reduction strategies.  The SCAQMD has defined a project lifetime to 

                                                
37

 Association of Environmental Professionals.  Alternative Approaches to Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Global 

Climate Change in CEQA Documents, June 2007. 
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be a 30-year period.  In accordance with this methodology, the proposed project’s construction 

greenhouse gas emissions have been annualized over a 30-year period and are included in the 

annualized operation total discussed in the next section. 

 

Unlike federally- and state-regulated criteria pollutants, which predominantly affect local and regional 

air quality, greenhouse gas emissions tend to remain in the atmosphere for longer periods of time and 

can have global impacts.  As previously explained, the current recommended methodology for 

evaluating the global warming potential of CO2 over a 100-year period as a baseline.  Although 

greenhouse gases are generated during project-related construction and are accordingly considered one-

time emissions, it is important to include construction-related greenhouse gas emissions when assessing 

all of the long-term greenhouse gas emissions associated with a project. 

 

This is in contrast to the current recommended methodology for the evaluation of project-related criteria 

pollutants, which predominantly affect local and regional (not global) air quality, and mitigation 

measures are developed and applied accordingly (as needed).  (See Section 5.4 Air Quality for further 

discussion of these impacts and mitigation measures).  The SCAQMD’s method of including 

construction-related greenhouse gas emissions in long-term operational assessments is consistent with 

current CEQA practice. 

 

Table 5.12-2 

Estimated One-Time Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Greenhouse Gas Emission Source Metric Tons of CO2e (metric tons/yr
2) 

One-Time Emissions 
Construction Year 2013 620.9 
Construction Year 2014 446.7 
Construction Year 2015 551.3 
Construction Year 2016 344.3 
Construction Year 2017 795.7 
Construction Year 2018 567.6 
Construction Year 2019 540.1 
Construction Year 2020 112.0 
Construction Year 2021 552.8 
Construction Year 2022 1,220.3 
Construction Year 2023 250.1 
Construction Year 2024 576.4 
One-Time Total Greenhouse Gas Emissions 6,578 
Annualized over Project Lifetime 219.3 
Note:  Emission Calculations are provided in Appendix L. 

 

Operational Phase Emissions  

Current State of California guidance and goals for reductions in greenhouse gas emissions are generally 

embodied in AB 32.  AB 32 requires CARB to adopt policies and regulations to ensure that statewide 

greenhouse gas emission in the year 2020 are less or equal to the estimated greenhouse gas emissions 

for the year 1990.  The CARB’s Scoping Plan states that reducing statewide greenhouse gas emissions 

to 1990 levels means cutting approximately 29 percent from “business as usual” statewide emissions 

projected for 2020.  “Business as usual” may be defined as greenhouse gas emissions levels that would 

occur if California continued to grow and add new greenhouse gas emissions but did not adopt any new 
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measures to reduce emissions.  This section presents a summary of project-related greenhouse gas 

emissions of the proposed project.  Two scenarios are considered: 

 

1) “Business as Usual” – The project is built without any additional energy saving design features, 

greenhouse gas reducing project design features, or reductions associated with the incremental 

implementation of the statewide Renewables Portfolio Standard; and 

2) “As Proposed” – The project is built beyond typical Title 24 requirements, includes energy 

saving design features, and greenhouse gas reducing project design features.  However, this 

scenario does not include any further reduction associated with the Renewables Portfolio 

Standard. 

 

CLP “Business as Usual” GHG Emissions 

The estimated greenhouse gas emissions associated with the CLP under the “Business as Usual” 

scenario are shown in Table 5.12-3 (greenhouse gas calculation tables are available in Appendix L).  In 

addition to construction emissions (as discussed above), greenhouse gas emissions associated with the 

CLP were estimated separately for six categories of emissions:  1) Mobile Combustion (University-

owned motor vehicles); 2) Stationary Combustion (Natural Gas Combustion); 3) Electricity Demand; 4) 

Water Supply and Conveyance, Treatment, and Distribution/Wastewater Treatment; 5) Solid Waste; 

and 6) Motor Vehicles (Students, Staff, and Visitors).  The quantification methodology for each 

category is presented below.  As shown in Table 5.12-3, the total “business as usual” greenhouse 

emissions from the CLP without any energy saving or greenhouse gas reduction features is 

approximately 2,500.02 metric tons of CO2e per year. 

 

Table 5.12-3 

Estimated “Business as Usual” Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

 

 

Direct Sources of GHG Emissions 

Motor Vehicles (University-Owned):  Direct emissions from mobile combustion were estimated 

primarily using CCAR’s General Reporting Protocol.  Based on previous University fuel records, it has 

been estimated that the proposed CLP would increase fuel demand by approximately 3,732.6 gallons 

Emissions Source  Emissions in Metric Tons of CO2e Per Year 

Construction Emissions 

Annualized Construction 219.3 

Subtotal 219.3 

Direct GHG Emission Sources 

Motor Vehicles (University-Owned) 34.53 

Natural Gas 587.06 

Subtotal 621.59 

Indirect GHG Emission Sources 

Electricity 1,988.83 

Water Supply/Wastewater 76.87 

Solid Waste 232.16 

Motor Vehicles (Students, Staff, Visitors) -638.74 

Subtotal 1,659.13 

Total University GHG Emissions  2,500.02 metric tons CO2e 
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(58.97 gallons per full time equivalent (FTE) employee and contract employee).
38

  As shown in Table 

5.12-3, the CLP’s direct greenhouse gas emissions from mobile combustion is approximately 34.53 

metric tons of CO2e per year. 

 

Natural Gas:  Direct emissions from natural gas combustion were estimated primarily using CCAR’s 

General Reporting Protocol. Based on previous University natural gas records, it has been estimated 

that the proposed CLP would increase natural gas demand by approximately 11,035.84 one million 

British Thermal Units [(MMBtu) 0.028 MMBtu per square foot of development].
39

  As shown in Table 

5.12-3, the CLP’s direct greenhouse gas emissions from natural gas combustion is approximately 

587.06 metric tons of CO2e per year. 

 

Indirect Sources of Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Electricity Demand:  In order to calculate the indirect greenhouse gas emissions associated with CLP’s 

use of electricity, CCAR’s five-step process for calculating greenhouse gas emissions for electricity 

demand was utilized after each CLP component’s electricity demand was estimated. Electricity demand 

associated with the proposed Student Housing Rehabilitation, Athletics/Events Center and Town Square 

Visitor Center were estimated using electricity generation rates from the CCAR General Reporting 

Protocol.
40

  Electricity demand associated with the proposed School of Law Parking Structure was 

estimated based on existing University electricity generation demand from the Drescher Parking 

Structure.
41

 Lastly, Francis Krahe and Associates, the applicant’s lighting consultant, estimated 

electricity generation demands associated with the lighting systems of the proposed upgraded NCAA 

Soccer Field and Enhanced Recreation Area.
42

  See Appendix L for more information, including a 

breakdown of electricity demand by CLP component.  As shown in Table 5.12-3, the CLP’s indirect 

greenhouse gas emissions from electricity demand are approximately 1,988.83 metric tons of CO2e per 

year. 

 

Water Supply and Conveyance, Treatment, and Distribution/Wastewater Treatment:  Business as 

usual potable water demand was calculated utilizing standardized wastewater generation rates provided 

by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works (“LACDPW”).  In order to adapt the unit 

generation factors for use in estimating potable water demand, a calibration factor (0.732) and potable 

water conversion factor  (1.158 were applied (see Section 5.10.1 Water Availability for more details on 

the calibration factor and potable water conversion factor).  The business as usual approach assumes 

that potable water would be used for new irrigation but that existing irrigation station 13’s conversion to 

reclaimed water has been completed.  Using the LACDPW rates, the future University net potable 

water demand would be approximately 16.9 MG annually (46,400 gallons per day).  Recycled water 

demand would be 5.2 MG annually.  As described in Section 5.10.2 Sewage Disposal, the CLP would 

generate 23.46 MG of wastewater (utilizing the standardized wastewater generation rates provided by 

LACDPW).  In order to determine the University’s indirect greenhouse gas emissions from water 

supply, conveyance, treatment, and distribution, as well as wastewater treatment, the water energy 

                                                
38

 Currently the University utilizes approximately 91,695 gallons of fuel per an FTE employee and contract employee 

population of 1,555. 
39

 Currently the University generates approximately 45,436.87 MMBtu of natural gas per 1,628,749 square feet of facilities. 
40

 California Climate Action Registry, General Reporting Protocol:  Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Version 3.1, January 2009, Pg 38. 
41

 Existing electricity demands of the Drescher Campus Apartments and the Drescher Parking Structure were provided by e-

mail communication between Envicom Corporation and Pepperdine University on August 7, 2009. 
42

 E-mail communication between Envicom Corporation and Francis Krahe and Associates, September 3, 2009. 
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proxies
43

 were multiplied with the potable and reclaimed water needs estimate, as well as the CLP’s 

projected wastewater generation.  The CCAR General Reporting Protocol was utilized to determine the 

annual CO2e greenhouse gas emissions. As shown in Table 5.12-3, the CLP’s indirect greenhouse gas 

emissions from water and wastewater functions is approximately 76.87 metric tons of CO2e per year.  

 

Solid Waste:  As discussed in Section 5.10.3 Solid Waste, the CLP’s projected solid waste is 

approximately 1,269 tons per year.  The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 

939) requires city and county jurisdictions to identify an implementation schedule to divert 50 percent 

of their solid waste by 2020.  The existing statewide diversion rate for California is approximately 58 

percent.  For the purposes of estimating business as usual greenhouse gas emissions for the landfilling 

of solid waste it is assumed that the project would meet the requirements of AB 939 and meet a 50 

percent diversion rate.  As such it is estimated that the University would landfill approximately 575.61 

metric tons of solid waste, which would generate 232.16 metric tons of CO2e per year.  

 

Motor Vehicles (Students, Staff, and Visitors):  As discussed in Section 5.8 (Traffic and Access), the 

CLP would reduce existing University trip generation by approximately 727 average daily trips.  As 

such, indirect transportation-related greenhouse gas emissions from students, staff, and visitors would 

be reduced with implementation of the CLP.  This “smart growth” principle is considered a CLP project 

design feature.  Principals of “smart growth” can be accomplished through a variety of means 

including, but not limited to mixed use, infill, infrastructure that promotes public transit, walking, and 

preservation of open space.  The University currently incorporates many of these principals into their 

operations.  “Smart growth” land-use principals incorporated in the proposed development include 

additional on-campus student residential units, in close proximity to on-campus educational, 

recreational, shopping, and dining facilities. The USEPA recognizes smart growth as an effective 

method of improving air quality.  The proposed project would result in 727 less trips than what is 

currently generated by the University.  According to the URBEMIS 2007 Model (see Appendix E for 

URBEMIS modeling results), the CLP would result in a reduction of 638.91 metric tons of CO2e per 

year. 

 

Besides the “smart growth” land use principle (i.e. motor vehicle trip reduction), which has already 

been conservatively included in the business as usual scenario, a wide range of other project design 

features that would reduce greenhouse gas emissions is incorporated in the project ranging from water 

use efficiency, building energy efficiency, and solid waste diversion.  Table 5.12-4 compares the CLP’s 

As Proposed greenhouse gas emissions (with project design features) against the CLP’s Business as 

Usual greenhouse gas emissions.  As shown in Table 5.12-4, the proposed CLP, “As Proposed” would 

emit 1,414.13 metric tons of CO2e, an approximate 43 percent reduction in “Business as Usual” 

greenhouse gas emissions.  It is important to note greenhouse gas emission reduction calculations only 

include those reduction measures that are readily quantifiable.  It is anticipated that the CLP would 

further reduce greenhouse gas emissions through the implementation of project design features that are 

not quantified in this analysis, which are described below.   

 

                                                
43

 Navigant Consulting, Inc. 2006. Refining Estimates of Water Related Energy Use in California. California Energy 

Commission, PIER Industrial/Agricultural/Water End Use Energy Efficiency Program. CEC 500 2006 118.  

California Sustainability Alliance, a Navigant Consulting Program. The Role of Recycled Water in Energy Efficiency and 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction, May 2, 2008, Pg 62.  
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Table 5.12-4 

Comparison of CLP Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Annual Carbon Dioxide Equivalent Emissions  

(metric tons CO2e) Emissions Source 

Business as Usual "As Proposed" Net Change 

Percent 

Reduction 

Construction Emissions  

Annualized Construction 219.3 219.3 0.00 0% 

Direct GHG Emission Sources 

Motor Vehicles (University Owned) 34.53 34.53 0.00 0% 

Natural Gas 587.06 587.06 0.00 0% 

Indirect GHG Emission Sources 

Electricity 1,988.83 1,341.75 -647.08 -33% 

Water/Wastewater 76.87 36.42 -40.45 -53% 

Solid Waste 232.16 102.15 -130.01 -56% 

Motor Vehicles (Students, Staff, 

Visitors) 

-638.74 -638.74 0.00 0% 

Total 2,500.02 1,682.48 -817.55 -33% 

 

Direct Sources of Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Motor Vehicles (University-Owned):  Direct emissions from mobile combustion were estimated 

primarily using CCAR’s General Reporting Protocol.  Based on previous University fuel records, it has 

been estimated that the proposed CLP would increase fuel demand by approximately 3,732.6 gallons 

(58.97 gallons per full time equivalent (FTE) employee and contract employee).
44

  As shown in Table 

5.12-4, the CLP’s direct greenhouse gas emissions from mobile combustion is approximately 34.53 

metric tons of CO2e per year 

 

Natural Gas:  Building energy efficiency measures (as required by the Los Angeles County Green 

Building Ordinance) include overall building energy performance equivalent to at least 15 percent 

below the current Title 24 standard.  The proposed natural gas consumption that the CLP would require 

is estimated utilizing existing University natural gas records.  As shown in Table 5.12-4, greenhouse 

gas emissions associated with natural gas would be 587.06 metric tons of CO2e per year. 

 

Indirect Sources of Greenhouse Emissions 

Electricity Demand:  Energy efficiency measures required by the Los Angeles County Green Building 

Ordinance would at the very least reduce electricity consumption by 15 percent.  However, due to 

project design features the CLP would exceed these reductions at most facilities.  Student Housing 

Rehabilitation demand is estimated based upon usage demand rates measured at the Drescher Campus 

Apartments.  Electricity demand associated with the proposed School of Law Parking Structure was 

estimated based on existing University electricity generation demand from the Drescher Parking 

Structure. Electricity demand associated with the proposed Town Square Visitor Center was estimated 

using electricity generation rates from the CCAR General Reporting Protocol.  Electricity demand 

associated with the proposed Athletics/Events Center were estimated using electricity generate rates 

from the CCAR General Reporting Protocol but were reduced by 20% to account for efficiencies 

gained by incorporating LEED Silver level certified project elements.  Electricity demand for the sports 

                                                
44

 Currently the University utilizes approximately 91,695 gallons of fuel per an FTE employee and contract employee 

population of 1,555. 



5.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.12  Global Climate Change 

 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR  

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 November 5, 2010  

 5.12 - 23 

lighting was reduced by limiting the field to be lit to a 50 foot candle level for all but NCAA game 

nights.  As shown in Table 5.12-4, greenhouse gas emissions associated with electricity will be reduced 

to 1,341.75 metric tons of CO2e per year. 

 

Water Supply and Conveyance, Treatment, and Distribution/Wastewater Treatment:  Water-use 

efficiency also results in energy efficiency and as such reduces CO2e emissions.  Pepperdine University 

already incorporates water conservation practices that will be utilized for the CLP.  Upon comparison 

with the County of Los Angeles Sanitation Department generation rates, it is estimated that by using 

Pepperdine University-specific generation rates, future water demand and wastewater generation are 

reduced.  As denoted in Section 5.10 Utilities, even using the Pepperdine University-specific generation 

rates (in lieu of the LASCD and LADPW generation rates), which estimate the CLP’s proposed water 

and wastewater generation, should be considered conservative and would most likely overestimate 

water consumption and wastewater generation as described in Appendix K and Appendix I.  In 

addition, the University would replace the older Standard and Outer Precinct residential units with 

modern residential units that incorporate energy and water efficient components (i.e. low water use 

appliances) that would be LEED certified and the proposed Athletics/Events Center would be certified 

LEED Silver Rating by the United States Green Building Council.  As required by the Drought-

Tolerant Landscaping Ordinance, the University would incorporate drought-tolerant landscaping.  

Lastly, the as proposed scenario assumes that reclaimed water would be used for new irrigation and that 

existing irrigation station 13’s conversion to reclaimed water has been completed.  As shown in Table 

5.12-4, using the Pepperdine University-specific generation rates, greenhouse gas emissions associated 

with water demand and wastewater generation will be reduced to 36.42 metric tons of CO2e per year. 

 

Solid Waste: With existing University solid waste diversion practices in place, and based on the 

January 2009 solid waste sort, it is estimated that the University would reduce the CLP’s greenhouse 

gas emissions from “Business as Usual” conditions to approximately 102.15 metric tons of CO2e per 

year. Under the CLP, it is assumed that approximately 78 percent of solid waste would be recycled or 

composted and diverted from area landfills consistent with existing University practices. 

 

5.12.4 CONCLUSION REGARDING GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACTS  

As discussed previously, the University currently features a wide range of sustainable elements that 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  While not likely to be an individually substantial source of 

greenhouse gas emissions, emissions from the proposed project would combine with emissions from 

throughout the Earth to cumulatively contribute to global climate change.  To address global climate 

change impacts, California has set goals of returning to 1990 greenhouse gas emission levels which, for 

California, and for a project such as the CLP, means 29 percent below “business as usual” in 2020. 

Project design features incorporated in the project would reduce its contribution to greenhouse gas 

emissions by 43% percent below “business as usual” emissions.  As such, the project would implement 

its fair share of the State’s program designed to mitigate cumulative global climate change impacts.  

 

Therefore, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 (a)(3), the project’s contribution to 

global climate change impacts is considered to be less than significant (Class III).  
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6.0 ALTERNATIVES  

The following alternatives were selected for analysis in this EIR: 

 

Alternative1: No Project – The proposed CLP would not be implemented and the proposed 

component sites would remain unchanged. 

Alternative 2: Offsite Relocation of the Athletics/Events Center  

Alternative 3: Offsite Relocation of Student Housing  

Alternative 4: No Amendment to Long Range Development Plan 

 

The selection of these alternatives was based on CEQA Guidelines and the project’s significant 

impacts as identified in Section IV of this EIR.  These considerations are discussed below, followed by 

analyses of each of the alternatives and the identification of the environmentally superior alternative. 
 

6.1 OVERVIEW OF CEQA REQUIREMENTS AND GUIDELINES FOR ALTERNATIVES 

ANALYSIS 

The identification and analysis of alternatives is a fundamental concept under CEQA.  The role of 

alternatives in an EIR is clearly set forth within the CEQA Statute, California Public Resources Code, 

Section 21000, et seq.  Specifically, Public Resources Code Section 21002.1 (a) states that:   

 

"The purpose of an environmental impact report is to identify the significant effects of a project on 

the environment, to identify alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which those 

significant effects can be mitigated or avoided." 

 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 provides further guidance on the formulation and analysis of 

alternatives in an EIR.  This Section states, "An 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."  Objectives for the proposed project are listed in 

Section III, Project Description, and are also stated below in Section 6.1.3.  Key concepts pertaining to 

the discussion of alternatives, as specified in the CEQA Guidelines, are described below. 
 

6.1.1 REASONABLE RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES 

The range of alternatives required within an EIR is governed by the "rule of reason," which requires an 

EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.  While there is no rule 

stipulating the number of alternatives that must be discussed, the EIR must consider a reasonable range 

of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation, 

but need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  An EIR also need not consider an 

alternative with an unlikely or speculative potential for implementation or an alternative that would 

result in effects that cannot be reasonably ascertained. 

 

The CEQA Guidelines further direct that the discussion of alternatives shall be limited to those 

alternatives that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, 

even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or 

would be more costly.  Of those alternatives, only the ones that could feasibly attain most of the basic 

objectives of the project need be examined.   
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Feasibility 

In determining the nature and scope of alternatives to be examined in an EIR, local agencies are guided 

by the doctrine of "feasibility." Public Resources Code Section 21002 states that "it is the policy of the 

State that public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or 

feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental 

effects of such projects.... [I]n the event specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible 

such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of 

one or more significant effects thereof." In addition, alternatives that were considered but were 

rejected as infeasible during the scoping process should be identified along with a reasonably detailed 

discussion of the reasons and facts supporting the conclusion that such alternatives were infeasible. 

 

The term "feasible" is defined in the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15364), as "capable of being 

accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 

economic, environmental, social, and technological factors." (See Public Resources Code, Section 

21061.1; CEQA Guidelines, Section 15364.)  Section 15126.6(f)(1) provides additional factors that 

may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives.  These factors include site 

suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or 

regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, 

control or otherwise have access to the potential alternative sites considered.   

 

“No Project” Alternative 

Under CEQA, an EIR must include an analysis of a "No Project" Alternative, which discusses the 

existing conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published, as well as what would be 

reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved.  (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2)).  

 

Alternative Locations 

Alternative locations should be discussed where any of the significant effects of the project would be 

avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location. CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(f)(2)(A) states that “only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen the significant 

effects of the project need be considered for inclusion on the EIR.”  The Guidelines go on to state that 

“if the lead agency concludes that no feasible alternative locations exist, it must disclose the reasons 

for this conclusion, and should include the reasons in the EIR.”   

 

Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Based on the alternatives analysis, an environmentally superior alternative is designated among the 

alternatives.  If the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, then the EIR 

must identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. 

 

Level of Analysis 

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, an EIR must generally contain “a sufficient degree of 

analysis to provide decision-makers with information which enables them to make a decision which 

intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.”  The analysis of environmental effects of 

project alternatives, however, need not be as thorough or detailed as the analysis of the project itself.  

Rather, the CEQA Guidelines Section 14126.6(d) states that the EIR shall include “sufficient 

information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the 

proposed project.”   
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Based on the principles described above, an EIR must consider a reasonable range of alternatives to 

the project that:  

 

1) Offers substantial environmental advantages over the project (Public Resources Code, Section 

21002); and  

2) May be "feasibly accomplished in a successful manner" considering the economic, 

environmental, social and technological factors involved (Public Resources Code, Section 

21061.1). 
 

6.1.2 POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS IDENTIFIED  

As identified in Section 5.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, after implementation of the required 

mitigation measures, the CLP would result in the following significant and unavoidable impacts: 

 

Traffic and Access 

The CLP would decrease traffic on the surrounding roadway network following completion of both Phase 

I and II (see Table 5.8-7).  The conversion of commuter students to resident students facilitated by the 

housing program plus the enhanced campus life experience provided by upgraded athletic, recreation, 

wellness, support programs, etc., would reduce the number of trips to and from the campus.  Thus, on 

average the CLP would generate beneficial impacts to the local roadway system.  However, in a limited 

number of instances, large capacity events at the Athletics/Events Center that are scheduled to start or end 

during peak hour periods would result in significant and unmitigable impacts at the following 

intersections: 

 

• Malibu Canyon Road/Seaver Drive and Civic Center Way (AM peak hour) 

• Pacific Coast Highway and Malibu Canyon Road (AM peak hour) 

• Las Virgenes Road and Mulholland Highway (AM peak hour) 

• Stuart Ranch Road/Webb Way and Civic Center Way (AM peak hour) 

• Pacific Coast Highway and Webb Way (PM peak hour) 

• Pacific Coast Highway and Cross Creek Road (AM and PM peak hour) 

• Pacific Coast Highway and Rambla Pacifico (PM peak hour) 

• Pacific Coast Highway and Flores Canyon Road (PM peak hour) 

 

6.1.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND GOALS  

Pursuant to CEQA, one of the criteria for defining project alternatives is that the alternative must have 

the potential to attain most of the basic objectives of the project.  As also stated in Section 3.0, Project 

Description, the objectives and goals of the proposed CLP are listed below.  

 

• Enhance campus life by improving upon the safe, intellectually stimulating, culturally 

appealing, and socially supportive learning environment without increasing enrollment. 

• Provide for the most effective use, operation, and maintenance of the University’s Malibu 

Campus by creating improved academic, residential, athletic, and recreational opportunities, 

and supplying adequate parking, support, and operations facilities. 

• Improve educational, athletic and student life facilities in the existing developed core campus 

consistent with the policies of the University’s approved long-term planning documents. 
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• Enable the University to financially assist young students independent of government support 

and funding by improving campus life and campus facilities, thereby attracting increased 

financial support, endowments, capital, and operating funds. 

• Provide a high quality academic, recreational, and environmental experience in the California 

Coastal Zone for young people from the United States and around the world.  

• Foster a communal educational environment on campus and fulfill the University’s strategic 

student housing plan by providing increased housing on the Malibu Campus, allowing the 

University to house seventy-five percent of the Seaver College student body on the Malibu 

Campus. 

• Move more undergraduate students into campus housing to eliminate the commute for most 

students and reduce daily trips to and from the campus.   

• Upgrade and enhance the aging Seaver Residence Hall buildings to improve the residential 

and educational environment on campus, aid in student recruitment, and encourage on-campus 

living. 

• Create a housing model that will raise the standard of campus housing to encourage non-

freshman students to reside on campus. 

• Provide an updated athletic/events center with adequate seating to create a collegial and 

unified location that meets demand for institutional athletics, intramural and intercollegiate 

athletics.   

• Create athletic venues that are NCAA compliant and on par with other Division I, West Coast 

Conference (WCC) schools for soccer, volleyball, and basketball in a manner consistent with 

NCAA Division I caliber of competition.  

• Encourage a larger segment of the campus population (including students, faculty, and staff) 

and the local community to attend the University’s cultural and athletic events. 

• Construct a lighted soccer field that is NCAA compliant, meets NCAA Division I regional 

broadcast standards, is appropriate for competitive play by all schools in the WCC and 

Division I, and provides opportunities for practice schedules consistent with academic needs. 

• Alleviate the overcrowded conditions at the existing athletic facilities and consolidate 

Athletics’ offices, venues, and support facilities. 

• Provide enhanced recreational facilities including lighted field to adequately accommodate the 

student body, and better meet the recreational and intramural needs of the broader campus 

community.  

• Provide additional on-campus recreation options to encourage health and well being of 

students and general campus population. 

• Create a central quad area that provides for community interaction in close proximity to 

existing learning facilities and incorporates natural landscaping for use by students, faculty, 

and staff for recreation, relaxation, meetings, and classes.   

• Provide sufficient parking spaces in convenient locations to better accommodate students, 

faculty, and staff needs and facilitate an enhanced campus experience for the entire University 

population. 

 

As stated in the mission statement on Pepperdine University’s website, Pepperdine is committed to the 

highest standards of academic excellence, and is a place where students are strengthened for lives of 

purpose, service, and leadership.  To this end, the CLP aims to accommodate the evolving needs of the 

University’s academic, administrative, and student-support programs, to enhance the educational 

experience for students, and to improve facilities and programs for students, faculty, and staff, all 

within the existing enrollment limits currently in place.  The CLP is necessary to enhance academic 

campus life, support educational activities on campus, provide enhanced public benefits, update aging 
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buildings on a thirty-eight year old campus, increase ability to remain competitive in prospective 

student recruiting efforts, and provide necessary support facilities. 

 

Pepperdine also believes that a comprehensive college education does not focus solely on academics.  

Therefore, one goal of the University is that Seaver College graduates leave school with foundational 

knowledge in their areas of study; a well-defined value set; a commitment to personal well-being; and 

a sense of purpose, service, and leadership.  Of major importance to achieving the desired level of 

academic, personal, and social growth is the quality of life on campus.  The CLP aims to improve upon 

the safe, intellectually stimulating, culturally appealing, and socially supportive learning and living 

environment that Pepperdine University provides for its students.   
 

6.2 SELECTION AND DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

6.2.1 CRITERIA FOR SELECTING ALTERNATIVES 

As stated above, pursuant to CEQA, one of the criteria for defining project alternatives is that the 

alternative must have the potential to attain most of the basic objectives of the project.   

 

In addition, a primary consideration in defining an alternative is whether the alternative has the 

potential to reduce or eliminate significant impacts as compared to the proposed project.  The impact 

analysis, as detailed in Section 5.0 of this EIR, concluded that the proposed CLP would result in 

significant unmitigable impacts to a number of study-area intersections in the limited circumstances 

where large events at the Athletics/Events Center start or end during peak traffic hours. All other 

environmental impacts would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation. 
 

6.2.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED  

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), the “EIR should also identify any alternatives that 

were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and 

briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's determination….  Among the factors that may 

be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are:(i) failure to meet most of 

the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental 

impacts.”  A number of alternative locations were considered for parking structures/facilities and for 

the Athletics/Events Center.  Special event access alternatives were also considered.  A brief 

description of alternatives considered but rejected follows. 

 

Parking Structure at Theme Tower Lot Alternative  

Over the course of project planning, several locations were considered for potential parking structures.  

One alternative that was considered but ultimately rejected included a proposed three-level structure to 

be located at the site of the existing Theme Tower Lot. This alternative would eliminate the 

construction of the subterranean parking structure associated with the Town Square component.  

Under this alternative, the Town Square component would continue to provide the University a ground 

surface level of quad area situated in the center of campus and a 4,500 square foot welcome center.  In 

lieu of the 369-space subterranean parking structure, however, Town Square would provide 

approximately 20 surface parking spaces.  As such, the elimination of the existing Seaver Main 

Parking Lot (147 parking spaces) would result in the net loss of 117 parking spaces at the component 

site.   

 

The Theme Tower Lot Structure would provide a total of 528 parking spaces (355 net new spaces) in a 

three-level partially underground structure.  Upon completion, the proposed Theme Tower Parking 
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Structure would have a maximum height of 26 feet and would be built into the gently sloping hillside 

adjacent to Banowsky Boulevard in such a manner that the upper level of the structure would be at the 

same elevation as the roadway (335 feet).  This alternative was rejected due to its inability to avoid 

significant environmental impacts related to special event traffic and aesthetics. 

 

Alternative Athletics/Events Center Locations 

Over the course of project planning, three alternative locations (Alternatives A/E 1, 2, and 3) were 

considered for the Athletics/Events Center (AEC). Each of the alternatives was considered but 

ultimately rejected because their collective visual, geotechnical, and other related impacts significantly 

exceeded those of the Preferred Alternative site in the relatively remote interior Rho Parking Lot.   

 

Alternative A/E 1 was proposed for location on the existing School of Law Parking Lot Site.  This 

alternative would have replaced the School of Law Parking Structure proposed for the site and 

required its relocation to another site, likely in the Rho Parking Lot.  Under this alternative, the AEC 

would be constructed in terrain with a prevailing southwesterly-trending slope that continues downhill 

from Seaver Drive, and uphill in the direction of residential development accessed by Baxter Drive.  

The concourse level of the preferred location for the AEC’s structure would in effect be raised in 

elevation on campus from a level of 452 feet in the Rho Parking Lot to 688 feet in the A/E 1 location, 

making the Alternative’s location considerably more conspicuous.  The rooftop elements of the main 

AEC structure proposed for the Rho Parking Lot would reach an elevation of 527 feet that would be 

bracketed by higher elevated existing development, while such elements of the structure in the A/E 1 

location would reach 740 feet.  The southwesterly downhill-facing architectural elevation of the 

structure would be characterized by a 480-foot long structure, that in places, would be 145-150 feet 

high.  The length of the structure would generally face toward Malibu Country Estates and would 

intrude into the mountain skyline in views from numerous public streets and private property locations 

throughout the residential development.  This alternative was rejected due to its inability to avoid 

significant environmental impacts. 

 

Alternative A/E 2 was proposed for location in the Theme Tower Parking Lot area, situated atop the 

open grassed slopes between Banowsky Boulevard and Malibu Canyon Road that comprise the wide 

and deep scenic frontage setback of the campus.  The structure and its associated parking facility 

would have a rectangular footprint that would present its longer sidewall (measuring 440 feet) directly 

toward Malibu Canyon Road.  At its southern corner the roof of the structure would reach an elevation 

of 418 feet, 145-150 feet above the prevailing terrain.  The footprint of the structure would be the 

largest of the buildings on campus and at its closest would be set back from the scenic-designated 

course of Malibu Canyon Road approximately 240 feet.  With its 418-foot roof elevation the structure 

would obstruct views of most of the Phillips Theme Tower and the nearby Charles B. Thornton 

Administrative Center building in northerly views from the intersection PCH and Malibu Canyon 

Road, and at closer distances from along Malibu Canyon Road. The prominence of the structure would 

also make it conspicuous in views from within the Malibu Civic Center area.  The proximity of the 

structure to the closest campus entry point on Seaver Drive could contribute a backup of traffic 

congestion into the signalized intersection of Malibu Canyon Road and Seaver Drive.  This alternative 

was rejected due to its inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. 

 

Alternative A/E 3 was proposed for location in undeveloped hillside terrain immediately north of the 

intersection of Banowsky Boulevard and the Seaver Drive entry road from Malibu Canyon Road.  The 

site would require the cutting back of a prominent coastal-facing ridge spur and the filling of a small 

canyon immediately west of the mouth of Winter Canyon.  The rectangular footprint of the AEC 

structure and its associated parking facility would orient its longest architectural elevation (400 feet 
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long) southeasterly toward Malibu Canyon Road.  The roofline of the structure would reach an 

elevation of 452 feet, with the truncated cut slope across the ridge spur behind the structure reaching 

approximately 100 feet higher in elevation to 550 feet.  Along the downhill side of the structure, where 

its Seaver Drive frontage dips downhill toward Malibu Canyon Road, the vertical height of the 

structure’s walls at its southeast corner would be approximately 182 feet high.  The setback distance of 

the southern corner of the building to scenic-designated course of Malibu Canyon Road is 

approximately 600 feet.  As the structure would be constructed against the toe of truncated ridge slopes 

it would require construction of a retaining wall up to 30 feet in height to buttress the upslope sides of 

the structure.  The presence of the largest structure on campus along the southern visible edge of the 

campus would alter the character of the existing scenic appearance of the site, as well as alter the 

rugged appearance of the natural hillside slopes that form the backdrop to the Phillips Theme Tower.  

In future views the Theme Tower would be situated in front of the AEC in northerly views from PCH 

and Malibu Canyon Road.  The prominence of the structure would make it conspicuous in views from 

within the Malibu Civic Center area. The proximity of the structure to the closest campus entry point 

on Seaver Drive could contribute a backup of traffic congestion into the signalized intersection of 

Malibu Canyon Road and Seaver Drive.  This alternative was rejected due to its inability to avoid 

significant environmental impacts. 

 

ALTERNATIVE EVENT ACCESS STRATEGIES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED 

Access alternatives that have been suggested to reduce event traffic and parking in the vicinity of the 

Malibu Country Estates (MCE) as outlined below were considered.  However, they were found to be 

infeasible and were rejected for the reasons described below. 

 

Close John Tyler Drive Gate Before Evening Events End. As events would move from the Firestone 

Fieldhouse to the new AEC, parking for events at the AEC would be provided in the parking structures 

and lots adjacent to the new center, thus reducing the traffic and parking activities that occur adjacent 

to the MCE. 

 

If John Tyler Drive were closed before an evening event ended, all traffic exiting the event would have 

to depart by way of the Seaver Drive gate.  This alternative was rejected for the following reasons: 

 

• Closing the gate would require event traffic to travel from the campus parking areas to the 

Seaver Drive gate. This circulation system would require all event traffic to traverse through 

the Seaver Drive/Banowsky Drive intersection at the end of events. The intersection is stop-

sign controlled with single lane approaches and would experience congestion if all event 

traffic were routed through it. 

• All traffic would be focused at the Seaver Drive gate and would travel through the Seaver 

Drive/Malibu Canyon Road intersection, which could lead to congestion at this traffic signal 

and on the adjacent public street system. 

• Closing the gate at John Tyler Drive may not significantly reduce vehicular travel along the 

section of John Tyler Drive adjacent to the MCE since many vehicles would still travel 

southbound on John Tyler Drive to Banowsky Boulevard to exit via Seaver Drive. 

 

Convert John Tyler Drive-Huntsinger Circle-Seaver Drive To A One-Way System. This alternative 

would convert the John Tyler Drive-Huntsinger Circle-Seaver Drive loop road into a one-way system 

during events. Traffic would enter via John Tyler Drive and exit via Seaver Drive. This option was 

rejected for the following reasons: 
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• The one-way system may result in higher traffic volumes on John Tyler Drive adjacent to 

MCE.  About 70% of campus traffic uses Seaver Drive and 30% uses John Tyler Drive when 

traveling to/from the campus. About 1,100 vehicles enter the campus at Seaver Drive and 

about 425 enter the campus at John Tyler Drive during the 7:00-10:00 P.M. period on non-

event days. Creating a one-way system between 7:00-10:00 P.M. would therefore result in the 

addition of 1,100 non-event vehicles to John Tyler Drive adjacent to MCE on event days, 

which is counter to the desire to reduce traffic adjacent to the neighborhood. 

• Traffic would need to be redirected from the Seaver Drive access to the John Tyler Drive 

access, which may create unwanted congestion at the Malibu Canyon Road/Seaver Drive, 

Malibu Canyon Road/PCH, and John Tyler Drive/PCH intersections. 

• The one-way system would create circuitous routing for University traffic destined for parking 

areas served by Seaver Drive. For example, southbound Malibu Canyon Road traffic destined 

for Seaver Drive would need to pass the Seaver Drive access, travel to PCH and turn right, 

travel to John Tyler Drive and turn right, and then travel along John Tyler Drive, and 

Huntsinger Circle to reach Seaver Drive destinations. Similarly, outbound traffic from the 

John Tyler Drive parking areas would not be able to directly exit the campus using John Tyler 

Drive. Instead, they would be required to use Huntsinger Circle and Seaver Drive in order to 

exit the campus. 

• The one-way system would require some of the vehicles parked along the loop road to make 

U-turns in order to exit the campus. Vehicles parked on the street before implementation of the 

one-way would be facing the wrong direction of travel. The University would need to restrict 

on-street parking on one side of street during the event days to avoid this problem. 

• This option may not provide adequate road facilities for emergency access and evacuations. 

• The one-way system would require traffic control restrictions and advanced warning signs 

along Malibu Canyon Road and PCH in order to redirect inbound traffic to John Tyler Drive. 

• The John Tyler Drive gate would need to remain open during the entire duration of events in 

order to allow resident students access to the campus, which would create more traffic on John 

Tyler Drive. 

 

Make Seaver Drive One-Way Inbound at Event Start and One-way Outbound at Event End. This 

alternative would create a one-way system at the beginning of events that would require all vehicles to 

enter the campus via Seaver Drive. The entrance at John Tyler Drive would be closed and all inbound 

traffic to the campus would be routed to Seaver Drive. Non-event related traffic leaving the campus 

would use the John Tyler Drive exit. The campus loop road would be converted to a one-way system 

with two travel lanes flowing in a counter-clockwise direction. 

 

Once the event had started, the one-way system would be reversed and all traffic exiting the campus 

would be routed to Seaver Drive. The inbound gate at John Tyler Drive would be reopened to allow 

access to the campus. The campus loop road would be converted to a one-way system with two travel 

lanes flowing in a clockwise direction.  

 

This option was rejected for the following reasons: 

 

• This alternative would require a complicated and confusing traffic control system. The on-

campus looped roadway network would have to be converted from the normal two-way 

system, to a one-way counter-clockwise system at the beginning of events, then revert to a 

one-way clockwise system at the end of events, and finally back to a two-way system once all 

event traffic had exited the campus. All of the driveways and roadways that connect to the 
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loop road would need to be signed to prevent wrong-way movements on the looped road. 

Event attendees and campus residents could become confused by the reversal of the one-way 

system from a counter clockwise flow at the beginning of the event to a clockwise flow at the 

end of the event. 

• The reversed one-way system would not allow on-street parking to occur along the looped 

road system. Vehicles entering the campus at the beginning of the event would be travelling 

northbound on Seaver Drive. If they parked along the loop road they would be facing the 

wrong direction at the end of the event when the flow is reversed. The University would need 

to restrict on-street parking on the road on days when the event plan was implemented. This 

would diminish the amount of parking available for events attendees as well as other campus 

user groups. 

• The one-way system would require traffic control restrictions and advanced warning signs 

along Malibu Canyon Road, PCH and John Tyler Drive in order to redirect inbound traffic to 

the Seaver entrance at the beginning of the events. The signage system would then have to be 

reversed to direct inbound traffic to the John Tyler Drive entrance when events are ending. 

• This circulation system would require all event traffic to traverse through the Seaver 

Drive/Banowsky Drive intersection at the beginning and end of events. The intersection is 

stop-sign controlled and would experience congestion if all event traffic were routed through 

it. 

• All inbound and outbound traffic (event and University related) would be focused at the 

Seaver Drive gate and would travel through the Seaver Drive/Malibu Canyon Road 

intersection, which could lead to congestion at this traffic signal and on the adjacent public 

street system. 

 

Make John Tyler Drive a Pedestrian Only Facility. Making John Tyler Drive a pedestrian way would 

require closing the roadway to vehicles. The logical transition point on the south end would be at 

Banowsky Boulevard. This would allow the existing two entry/exit points to the University. Traffic 

using the John Tyler Drive entry would be redirected to Banowsky Boulevard for access to the campus 

parking areas.  

 

The logical transition point on the north end would be at the Malibu Country Drive intersection. This 

intersection would need to be redesigned as a cul-de-sac in order to provide a turnaround for vehicles. 

In addition, Lot P would need redesign to take access from Banowsky Boulevard only. The lot 

currently has one driveway on Banowsky Boulevard and one driveway on John Tyler Drive. A second 

entry/exit to the lot would be needed on Banowsky Boulevard in order to function without congestion.  

 

This option was rejected for the following reasons: 

 

• It could create congestion at the Seaver Drive/Banowsky Boulevard intersection (all-way stop-

sign controlled). 

• It would limit ADA access to the facilities along John Tyler Drive given the slope of the 

sidewalks in this area. 

• It could create congestion along Seaver Drive to the north. 

• It would increase pedestrian/vehicle conflicts on Seaver Drive. 

• It would result in circuitous routing of traffic to/from the western portion of the campus 

currently served by John Tyler Drive. 

• It would not provide adequate road facilities for emergency access and evacuations. 
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• It could change the traffic pattern off-site (including increased use of Civic Center Way). 

• It would eliminate vehicular access for maintenance and other trips that would need to be 

made to the facilities located in this area. 

• This option would result in all of the University traffic using Seaver Drive-Huntsinger Circle 

and essentially provide only one roadway access for much of the campus. The volume of 

traffic that uses John Tyler Drive is 3,400 vehicles per day (VPD) and the volume of traffic 

that uses Seaver Drive is 7,800 VPD. Converting John Tyler Drive to a pedestrian way would 

divert the 3,400 VPD to Seaver Drive, resulting in 11,200 VPD on the southern portion of 

Seaver Drive. 

  

The recommended access plan for campus events is to maintain ingress and egress to the campus via 

both the Seaver Drive and John Tyler Drive gates when events are held.  This option disperses event 

and other University-related traffic to two campus ingress/egress points rather than concentrating all 

traffic to one location.   

 

Proposed Project included in Notice of Preparation  

As originally proposed in the Notice of Preparation, the CLP was approximately 20% larger than the 

currently proposed project.  The originally proposed project provided a net total of 472,447 sq. ft. of 

new development, 658 net new beds, and 1,177 net new parking spaces.  Under this alternative, the 

project would be constructed as originally proposed.  The six originally proposed CLP components 

include: 

 

• Student Housing Rehabilitation (658 net new beds) 

• Town Square and Subterranean Parking 

• Multi-Purpose Recreation and Parking (1,200 spaces, 3 levels, Facilities Management and 

Planning relocated to a subterranean location in this structure)  

• Soccer Field (includes 20,000 s.f. structure with 1,000 permanent seats in Marie Canyon) 

• Athletics/Events Center  (includes surface parking at existing FMP site)  

• Recreation and Health Center Conversion (10,000 s.f. expansion beyond existing approvals) 

 

Compared to the original project description, the existing CLP also reduces the number of proposed 

subterranean parking structures from 4 to 1 and eliminates the redundancy of facilities that were 

included as part of the original CLP (e.g., locker rooms are provided at only one facility in the existing 

CLP as compared to two facilities with the original CLP).  Another key difference was the inclusion of 

a Multi-Purpose Recreation and Parking Structure proposed at the location of the existing Tari Frahm 

Rokus Field and Stotsenberg Track.  The track and field would be located on top of a subterranean 

structure including three main levels and a partial basement.  The facility’s lower basement level 

would have provided a permanent location for the University’s Facilities and Management Planning 

(FMP) operations, including administrative offices, maintenance, carpentry, electrical, mechanical, 

heating, ventilation, air conditioning, plumbing, energy management, lock-shop, auto shop and 

painting, as well as a loading dock and gas station.  The current CLP would retain the FMP facilities at 

the existing location adjacent to Rho Parking Lot as opposed to relocating the FMP operations and 

associated uses (loading dock, gas station, etc.) nearer to the offsite Malibu Country Estates (MCE) 

residential community. Parking is redistributed throughout the campus.   
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Due to the inefficiencies in the alternative design, including redundant facilities, and substantial 

excavation for subterranean parking, the University determined that it was infeasible to construct as 

proposed.  Additionally, because the alternative proposes an athletics/events center with the same 

capacity as the proposed project, it would not reduce or eliminate the significant traffic impact 

resulting from the proposed project on days in which a large event begins or ends during the peak hour 

traffic period.  For these reasons, this alternative is not evaluated further in this document. 

 

Athletics/Events Center Reduced Capacity  

In order to reduce the intensity of the impacts associated with the Athletics/Events Center, a potential 

alternative would be to reduce the capacity from 5,000 to 3,450 seats. This represents an increase of 

350 seats over existing conditions.  As indicated above, well-attended events at the Athletics/Events 

Center that are scheduled to start or end during peak hour periods would result in significant and 

unmitigable impacts at select off site intersections.  The 350 new seats proposed by this alternative is the 

maximum number of seats that could be constructed over the existing event capacity that would not result 

in a significant impact to at least one offsite intersection for well-attended events scheduled to start or 

end during peak hour traffic periods.  However, this limited additional capacity would fail in meeting a 

key project objective that requires the facility to be on par with other WCC schools in a manner 

consistent with NCAA Division I caliber of competition.  As described in Section 3.0, in addition to 

ordinary athletic practices, the Athletics/Events Center would provide a forum for athletic games a 

well as campus and community events.  Regularly scheduled games would be held for the men’s and 

women’s basketball and volleyball programs.  Campus and community events include weekly 

convocation and an annual Bible Lectureship Series.  Additionally given the small number of seats 

over existing capacity gained by this reduced capacity alternative, it is not economically feasible to 

substantially invest in a venue with such limited benefit. As a reduced-capacity facility would not 

further numerous important project goals and objectives, it was screened from further consideration. 

 

6.2.3 ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS 

In accordance with the CEQA guidelines mentioned above, four alternatives to the proposed project 

have been selected and analyzed in this EIR. 

 

• Alternative 1 – No Project 

• Alternative 2 – Off-site Relocation of the Athletics/Events Center 

• Alternative 3 – Off-site Relocation of Student Housing  

• Alternative 4 – No Amendment to Long Range Development Plan 

 

The CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to consider a range of alternatives that could feasibly achieve 

the objectives of the proposed project.  The discussion should focus on alternatives that would avoid or 

substantially lessen any of the significant adverse impacts associated with the project.  The comparison 

of feasible alternatives needs to provide sufficient information about each alternative and allow for 

meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project and its objectives. 

 

In the analysis and Table 6-1, the potential impacts of the alternatives are compared with those 

expected to be generated by the proposed CLP. 
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Table 6-1 

Comparison of Alternatives - Summary of Environmental Impacts 

 
Proposed 

CLP 

Alternative 1:  

No Project 

Alternative 2:  

Offsite 

Relocation of 

the 

Athletics/Events 

Center 

Alternative 3:  

Offsite 

Relocation of 

Student 

Housing 

Alternative 4:  

No 

Amendment to 

Long Range 

Development 

Plan 

Geology and Soils 

Geotechnical Hazards LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM 

(greater) 

LSAM (same) 

Water Quality and Hydrology 

Drainage -Construction LSAM NI LSAM (same) LSAM (same) LSAM (same) 

Drainage -Operation LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM 

(greater) 

LSAM 

(greater) 

Water Quality -

Construction 

LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM 

(greater) 

LSAM (same) 

Water Quality -Operation LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM 

(greater) 

LSAM 

(greater) 

Biological Resources 

Biological Resources LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM 

(greater) 

LSAM 

(reduced) 

Air Quality 

Air Quality - Construction LSAM NI LSAM (reduced) LSAM 

(reduced) 

SI (greater) 

Air Quality - Operation BI NI BI (greater) LSAM 

(greater) 

BI (greater) 

Noise 

Noise - Construction LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM 

(reduced) 

SI (greater) 

Noise - Operation LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM 

(greater) 

LSAM (same) 

Cultural Resources 

Paleontological Resources LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM 

(greater) 

LSAM (same) 

Archaeological Resources LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM 

(greater) 

LSAM (same) 

Visual Resources and Aesthetic Qualities 

Visual Resources LTS NI SI (greater) LTS (same) LTS (same) 

Visual Character LSAM NI SI (greater) LSAM (same) LSAM (same) 

Lighting LSAM NI LTS (same) LTS (same) LSAM 

(reduced) 

Traffic and Access 

Traffic and Access - 

Average 

BI NI LTS (greater) LTS (greater) BI (greater) 
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Proposed 

CLP 

Alternative 1:  

No Project 

Alternative 2:  

Offsite 

Relocation of 

the 

Athletics/Events 

Center 

Alternative 3:  

Offsite 

Relocation of 

Student 

Housing 

Alternative 4:  

No 

Amendment to 

Long Range 

Development 

Plan 

Traffic and Access - Large 

Event 

SI NI SI (greater) SI (greater) SI (greater) 

Public Services 

Fire Protection LSAM NI LSAM (same) LSAM (same) LTS (greater) 

Police Protection LSAM NI LSAM (same) LSAM (same) LSAM 

(greater) 

Utilities 

Water Supply  LTS NI LTS (same) LTS (same) LTS (reduced) 

Wastewater LSAM NI LSAM (greater) LSAM 

(greater) 

LSAM 

(reduced) 

Solid Waste LSAM NI LSAM (same) LSAM (same) LSAM 

(greater) 

Land Use 

Land Use Consistency LTS NI SI (greater) SI (greater) LTS 

Land Use Compatibility LSAM NI LSAM (same) LSAM (same) LSAM 

(greater) 

Climate Change 

Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions 

LTS NI LTS (greater) LTS (greater) LTS (reduced) 

NI – No Impact 

BI – Beneficial Impact 

LTS – Less Than Significant 

LSAM – Less Than Significant After Mitigation 

SI – Significant Impact 

 

 

6.3 ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

6.3.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 – NO PROJECT 

As required by CEQA, this section analyzes a “No Project” alternative.  Under the No Project 

Alternative, the proposed CLP, consisting of 394,137 square feet and 796 net parking spaces, would 

not be constructed.  Specifically, the Student Housing Rehabilitation, Athletics/Events Center, 

Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field, Town Square, Enhanced Recreation Area, and School of Law Student 

Parking Structure would not be developed at the Pepperdine University Malibu campus under this 

alternative.   

 

The analysis of No Project Alternative assumes the continuation of existing conditions, therefore, the 

existing uses of the proposed CLP sites would remain the same.  No additional on-campus student 

residents or staff would be added to the campus under this alternative.  The campus would continue to 

have a residential population of approximately 2,275 students, faculty, and staff, while the employee 

count would generally remain at 1,561 (1,222 FTE).  50,051 square feet of existing structures and 

1,120 existing parking spaces would not be removed.  However, other off-site development in the 
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project area would continue (i.e. other Pepperdine University Campus projects, and other projects in 

the Malibu area).  

 
Relation to Project Objectives   

As discussed below, Alternative 1 would result in the fewest number of environmental impacts 

compared to the proposed project and remaining alternatives.  However, it would not meet any of the 

objectives of the CLP or the approved long-term campus plan.  For example, Alternative 1 would 

hinder the continued enhancement of quality of campus life.  Campus life would not improve upon the 

safe, intellectually stimulating, culturally appealing, and socially supportive learning environment 

without increasing enrollment.  Alternative 1 also does not fulfill the University’s strategic student 

housing plan that aims to provide housing on the Malibu Campus for seventy five percent of the 

Seaver College student body, thereby helping to decrease the daily commute for most undergraduate 

students. 

 

Alternative 1 would not meet the University’s objective to plan and implement a phased development 

that provides for the most effective use, operation, and maintenance of the University’s Malibu 

campus.  Under Alternative 1, the University would not be able to improve the campus life experience 

by providing additional classroom, residential, athletic, and recreational opportunities, as well as 

adequate parking, support, and operations facilities.  Alternative 1 would also be inconsistent with the 

University’s current and future growth needs, as identified in its Development Program Zone (DPZ) 

and Long Range Development Plan (LRDP).  As such, there would be fewer classroom, residential, 

athletic, and recreational opportunities for existing and future students at the Malibu campus than what 

has been previously approved by the County and Coastal Commission. 

 

Finally, Alternative 1 would hinder Pepperdine University’s objective to attract financial support, 

endowments, and capital and operating funds necessary to allow the University to serve young people 

independent of governmental support and funding.  Similarly, without the upgrades proposed as part of 

the CLP, the University’s student recruitment efforts would be significantly hindered. 

 

Environmental Analysis 

All of the environmental impacts associated with the proposed CLP would be avoided or reduced 

under Alternative 1.  However, beneficial impacts related to the reduction in average daily vehicular 

trips and operational air quality emissions would not be realized.   

 

Geotechnical Hazards 

Alternative 1 would not expose additional populations or land uses to the potential seismic impacts 

associated with the Malibu area, nor would it require any grading or landform modification.  In 

comparison, the proposed CLP would introduce approximately 468 on-campus residents, 63 staff, and 

future visitors to the potential seismic shaking, slope stability, and other geologic impacts of the 

project area.  Therefore, there would be fewer geotechnical hazard impacts under Alternative 1 as 

compared to the proposed project.  

 

Water Quality 

The proposed project would increase the permeable surface area that drains to shallow sub-drains by 

1.51 acres and convert 0.31 acres of permeable surfaces to impermeable surfaces. Impermeable 

surfaces (i.e., structures, parking lots, roads) would not be constructed under this alternative and, as 

such, no increase in surface runoff rates or velocities would occur.  The proposed CLP would slightly 

increase the amount of impervious surfaces to the project site, (i.e., 0.31 acres), resulting in increased 
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runoff rates and velocities.  The proposed alternative would not alter existing flood control facilities.  

Therefore, surface drainage and flooding impacts would be less than the proposed project under 

Alternative 1.   

 

Alternative 1 would not permit any development or impermeable surfaces on the project site.  

Although groundwater is not considered a beneficial use in the project area, Alternative 1 would not 

affect groundwater recharge or groundwater quality because no development would be permitted on 

the project site.  Thus, Alternative 1 has fewer groundwater impacts than the proposed project. 

 

Alternative 1 would not introduce impermeable surfaces on the project site (e.g. parking lots, streets, 

and structures) that could become contaminated with pollutants and subsequently affect the quality of 

surface waters during periods of rain.  The proposed CLP would increase the permeable surface area 

that drains to shallow sub-drains by 1.51 acres and convert 0.31 acres of permeable surfaces to 

impermeable surfaces.  These areas add to the potential for non-point source water quality impacts.  

With Alternative 1, there would be fewer non-point source water quality impacts than with the 

proposed CLP. 

 

Biological Resources 

The proposed project would result in potentially significant but mitigable impacts to biological 

resources with regard to vegetation and sensitive plant communities, nesting birds, introduction of 

invasive plant species, wildlife and sensitive biological resources to areas near the coastline. Under 

Alternative 1 no grading or development would occur on the proposed CLP sites.  Therefore, 

compared to the proposed CLP, Alternative 1 would result in fewer impacts to biological resources.  

Within the CLP site is 0.48 acres of drainages under the jurisdiction of the California Department of 

Fish and Game, of this approximately 0.35 acres is also under the jurisdiction of the Army Corps of 

Engineers.  Under Alternative 1, no alteration of the jurisdictional drainages would be required, and 

there would be no need to obtain related authorization including a Section 404 Permit, Section 1603 

Agreement, and Section 401 Water Quality Certification.  Thus, Alternative 1 would result in fewer 

impacts to biological resources than the proposed CLP. 

 

Air Quality 

Adverse air pollution typically associated with grading and construction would be avoided under this 

alternative.  Also, since no new traffic would be generated, no additional automobile-related air 

pollutant emissions (i.e., PM10, CO, and Nox) would occur.  However, the CLP’s addition of on-site 

housing and centralized campus activity is anticipated to result in 477 fewer daily trips upon the 

completion of Phase I and 744 fewer trips upon the completion of Phase II.  Project-related emission 

levels for ROG and NOx would fall by approximately two and five percent, respectively.  As such, the 

CLP is anticipated to have a beneficial impact on operational-related exhaust emissions.  Should 

Alternative 1 be implemented, the daily vehicle trips would not be reduced.  Air quality impacts would 

therefore be greater under this alternative than with the proposed project. 

 

Noise  

Alternative 1 would not involve any grading or development on the CLP sites.  Therefore, there would 

be no noise impacts from Alternative 1 that are typically associated with grading or construction.  Nor 

would there be any haul truck noise.  Operationally, there would be no new increase in noise (e.g. from 

special events, increased student housing, the athletic events center operations, etc.).  As such, there 

would be fewer noise impacts from Alternative 1 than with the proposed CLP. 
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Cultural Resources 

The project area is considered sensitive for cultural resources given the overall sensitivity of the 

surrounding area.  In addition, given the grading activities required to construct the project, there is a 

potentially significant impact to paleontological resources should any remains be unearthed.  

Alternative 1 would result in fewer impacts to archaeological/paleontological resources than the 

proposed CLP because it would not involve grading on the proposed CLP sites, and thus, would not 

result in any disturbance or destruction of potentially significant archaeological/paleontological 

resources.    

 

Visual Resources and Aesthetic Qualities 

Under Alternative 1, no new development or redevelopment of existing sites would be undertaken on 

the campus.  As a result, impacts to the existing visual character and vicinity conditions would not 

occur at or near any of the six locations on the campus where the CLP components are proposed.  

Under Alternative 1, for example, no new structures or any other visual elements would be added to 

the local viewsheds in which views are available from either designated scenic highways; public parks, 

trails or other open space areas; or private residential properties.  Consequently, there would be no 

alterations of local viewsheds that could result in potentially significant impacts due to changes in 

structural, lighting, or natural terrain conditions.  Under Alternative 1 there would be no impacts to 

existing views of shoreline features or ocean horizon views, there would be no impacts to views of the 

Santa Monica Mountains, there would be no impacts to the visual character of the campus wherein the 

CLP would be located, nor would there be any impact to existing light and glare conditions.  Although 

no significant unmitigable impacts to visual resources and aesthetic qualities would result form the 

CLP, impacts to visual and aesthetic resources from this alternative would nonetheless be less than the 

proposed project. 

 

Traffic and Access 

As mentioned above, the CLP would decrease traffic on the surrounding roadway network following 

completion of both Phases I and II, a reduction of approximately 744 average daily trips.  The conversion 

of commuter students to resident students facilitated by the housing program plus the enhanced campus 

life experience provided by upgraded athletic, recreation, wellness, support programs, etc., would reduce 

the number of trips to and from the campus.  Thus, the CLP would generate beneficial impacts related to 

traffic congestion.  In addition, the proposed project would provide additional parking for day-to-day and 

special events demands.   

 

Alternative 1 would not result in any decreases to the existing day-to-day traffic generation of the 

campus as compared to the CLP.  Thus the traffic generation at the campus would be higher under this 

alternative than the CLP.  No new parking requirements would be generated from increased athletic 

events or housing.  

 

Alternative 1 would not construct the proposed Athletics/Events Center, which increases the seating 

capacity by 1,900.  The potential infrequent traffic impact of the additional seating capacity of the 

proposed CLP is considered to be significant and unmitigable for large events that begin or end during 

periods of peak hour traffic.  Alternative 1 would not result in this impact.  However, overall, Alternative 

1 is considered to have greater traffic and access impacts since it generates more daily and peak hour 

traffic on a day-to-day basis. 
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Fire Protection Services 

Under Alternative 1, the CLP sites would remain unchanged and would still be subject to wildfires.  

However, this alternative would not introduce additional on-campus residents, staff or structures to the 

high wildfire hazards of the area.  Therefore, there would be fewer wildfire impacts associated with 

Alternative 1 than with the proposed project.   

 

Fewer impacts relative to fire and emergency services would also be created under Alternative 1 

compared to the proposed CLP.  This alternative would not increase existing demands for the various 

fire and emergency services provided by the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) because 

it does not result in additional dwelling units on the CLP sites.  The CLP would add approximately a 

total net of 394,137 square feet in residential, recreational, athletic, and supporting structures to the 

University, which may result in an increase in calls for service to the LACFD increasing the level of 

service that would be required to maintain adequate fire safety to the area. Under Alternative 1, no 

impacts on LACFD facilities, equipment, and manpower to respond in the event of increased 

emergencies would occur. 

 

Police Protection Services 

Alternative 1 would not add new residential, athletic, recreational, or supporting facilities to the 

campus, and thus, would not impact the existing law enforcement and protection services provided by 

the Lost Hills/Malibu Station of the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LACSD).  The 

proposed CLP would increase existing demands for LACSD services by adding approximately 

394,137 square feet of residential, recreational, athletic, and supporting facilities to the Malibu 

campus.  No impacts to sheriff’s services would occur under Alternative 1.   

 

Water Supply 

Alternative 1 would not result in an increase in potable water use because no new development or 

additional population would be added to the campus by the CLP.  Conversely, the proposed CLP 

would add on-campus residents and facilities that require additional water supply.  The proposed 

increase in the campus water demand would be approximately 34,748 gallons of potable water per day 

under the CLP.  Such an increase would not occur with Alternative 1, resulting in fewer impacts than 

the proposed project. 

 

Wastewater 

No additional wastewater would be generated by Alternative 1, whereas the proposed CLP would 

generate approximately 39,914 gallons of sewage each day.  As such, increased demand on wastewater 

treatment capacity would not occur, and wastewater impacts under Alternative 1 would be less than 

under the proposed project.   

 

Solid Waste Services 

The proposed CLP would increase the solid waste generation requiring disposal at a landfill by 

approximately 833.3 tons per year.  There would be no increase in solid waste generation under 

Alternative 1.  Consequently, under Alternative 1 fewer solid waste impacts would be created than the 

proposed project. 

 

Land Use 

The CLP sites are designated as (P) Public/Semi-Public by the County of Los Angeles General Plan 

and as an Institutional/Public Facilities by the Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan.  The 
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project site is also designated A-1-1-DP (Light Agriculture, 1-acre minimum lot size-Development 

Program) by the County’s Development Code.  These land use designations would continue under 

Alternative 1.   

 

However, Alternative 1 would not be consistent with the University’s approved future development as 

contemplated in the DPZ and LRDP, which has always conceptually included the CLP components.  

Nevertheless, land use compatibility impacts would be less than the proposed CLP as no new 

development would occur. 

 

Global Climate Change 

No new construction would occur with implementation of Alternative 1; therefore, construction-

related greenhouse gas emissions, which are annualized over the life of the operations, would not be 

generated.  These impacts would therefore be less than the CLP under Alternative 1. 

 

For the operational green house gas emissions, the total carbon dioxide equivalent emissions would be 

1,414.13 metric tons per year under the proposed CLP.  Since no new facilities or on-site staff and 

resident increases would occur under Alternative 1, total greenhouse gas emissions would be reduced 

to the existing emissions.  While the CLP would reduce emissions relative to the motor vehicles from 

student, staff and visitor trips, the overall CLP would result in a greater impact, albeit less than 

significant.  Therefore, impacts under Alternative 1 would be less than the proposed project. 

 

6.3.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 – OFF-SITE RELOCATION OF THE ATHLETICS/EVENTS 
CENTER 

The CEQA Guidelines state that an EIR must “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the 

project, or to the location of the project, which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project, 

and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), 

italics added.)  As the italicized language suggests, project alternatives typically fall into one of two 

categories:  on-site alternatives, which generally consist of different uses of the land under 

consideration; and off-site alternatives, which usually involve similar uses at different locations.    

 

Under Alternative 2 the Athletic/Events Center would not be constructed on campus.  All other 

components of the CLP would remain unchanged.  Under this alternative, the Athletics/Events Center 

would be developed on a portion of a 9.4-acre vacant parcel adjacent to municipal buildings on 

relatively level terrain in the Malibu Civic Center that would be accessed from Civic Center Way.  The 

alternative site is situated at the base of foothill and mountainous slopes adjacent to residential 

development to the north.  Due to the presence of steep slopes on the northern portion of the parcel, 

development would largely be limited to a 4.8-acre portion of it that gently slopes to nearly level 

terrain.  As shown in Figure 6-1, the parcel is located within the Malibu Civic Center Specific Plan 

Area north of the library and court building.  Like the proposed project, Alternative 2 would construct 

a 5,000-seat venue to host athletic competitions. During special events, approximately 470 additional 

folding chairs may be temporarily placed on the event floor raising the seating capacity to 5,470.  

However, unlike the proposed project, which only requires construction of a parking structure 

featuring 831 spaces due to available parking located elsewhere on campus, Alternative 2 would 

require the construction of a parking structure with 1,824 parking spaces.  This figure is based on an 

assumed parking ratio of 1 space required for every 3 seats.
1
   

                                                
1
 Malibu Municipal Code 17.48.030  
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Relation to Project Objectives 

Alternative 2 does provide for the construction of improved athletic facilities, along with associated 

parking, which is in alignment with some of the project objectives.  To an acceptable level, this 

alternative would meet the following project objectives: 

 

• Provide a high quality academic, recreational, and environmental experience in the California 

Coastal Zone for young people from the United States and around the world.  

• Foster a communal educational environment on campus and fulfill the University’s strategic 

student housing plan by providing increased housing on the Malibu Campus, allowing the 

University to house seventy-five percent of the Seaver College student body on the Malibu 

Campus. 

• Move more undergraduate students into campus housing to eliminate the commute for most 

students and reduce daily trips to and from the campus.   

• Upgrade and enhance the aging Seaver Residence Hall buildings to improve the residential 

and educational environment on campus, aid in student recruitment, and encourage on-campus 

living. 

• Create a housing model that will raise the standard of campus housing to encourage non-

freshman students to reside on campus. 

• Create athletic venues that are NCAA compliant and on par with other Division I, West Coast 

Conference (WCC) schools for soccer, volleyball, and basketball in a manner consistent with 

NCAA Division I caliber of competition.  

• Construct a lighted soccer field that is NCAA compliant, meets NCAA Division I regional 

broadcast standards, is appropriate for competitive play by all schools in the WCC and 

Division I, and provides opportunities for practice schedules consistent with academic needs. 

• Provide enhanced recreational facilities including lighted field to adequately accommodate the 

student body, and better meet the recreational and intramural needs of the broader campus 

community.  

• Create a central quad area that provides for community interaction in close proximity to 

existing learning facilities and incorporates natural landscaping for use by students, faculty, 

and staff for recreation, relaxation, meetings, and classes.   

 

Alternative 2 does not meet the full range of CLP objectives on several key issues. Specifically, this 

alternative does not meet the following project objectives: 

 

• Enhance campus life by improving upon the safe, intellectually stimulating, culturally 

appealing, and socially supportive learning environment without increasing enrollment. 

• Enable the University to financially assist young students independent of government support 

and funding by improving campus life and campus facilities, thereby attracting increased 

financial support, endowments, capital, and operating funds. 

• Provide for the most effective use, operation, and maintenance of the University’s Malibu 

Campus by creating improved academic, residential, athletic, and recreational opportunities, 

and supplying adequate parking, support, and operations facilities. 

• Improve educational, athletic and student life facilities in the existing developed core campus 

consistent with the policies of the University’s approved long-term planning documents. 

• Encourage a larger segment of the campus population (including students, faculty, and staff) 

and the local community to attend the University’s cultural and athletic events. 
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• Alleviate the overcrowded conditions at the existing athletic facilities and consolidate 

Athletics’ offices, venues, and support facilities. 

• Provide sufficient parking spaces in convenient locations to better accommodate students, 

faculty, and staff needs and facilitate an enhanced campus experience for the entire University 

population.  

• Provide an updated athletic/events center with adequate seating to create a collegial and 

unified location that meets demand for institutional athletics, intramural and intercollegiate 

athletics.  

• Provide additional on-campus recreation options to encourage health and well being of 

students and general campus population. 

Environmental Analysis 

Geotechnical Hazards 

The elevation of the alternative site may limit the depth of excavation to accommodate a lowered 

interior arena floor level.  The proposed project would excavate to a depth of 25 feet below grade.  The 

Alternative 2 pad, which has gently sloping surfaces (from north to south and southeast) with 

elevations that range from approximately 18 feet to 30 feet above sea level, could likely be excavated 

to a depth of 10 feet or less due to shallow depth to groundwater.  Because of the Alternative 2 site’s 

topographic circumstances, its grading and landform alteration impacts would be less than the 

proposed CLP. However, other geologic constraints may be faced because of the potential of high 

groundwater and combinations of alluvium sandy substrates being present in portions of the vicinity 

that could be manifested on the site resulting in an increased potential for liquefaction hazards.  The 

site also lies closer to the buried trace of the Malibu Coast Fault that passes beneath the sediments of 

the Malibu Civic Center coastal lowland presumably near the alignment of Civic Center Way. 

Therefore, impacts under Alternative 2 would be greater than the proposed project.   

 

Water Quality 

Approximately 4.8 acres of the Alternative 2 site would be converted from permeable to impermeable 

surfaces with the construction of the Athletics/Events Center, its associated parking structure, 

sidewalks, and roadways.  The paved surfaces could become contaminated with pollutants that could 

subsequently adversely affect the quality of surface waters during periods of rain.  These impacts, 

while greater than that of the proposed project, could be mitigated with implementation of best 

management practices as part of the alternatives standard urban stormwater management plan.   

 

Flooding impacts would generally be greater at the Alternative 2 site due to its proximity to the Malibu 

Creek floodplain and lower overall site elevations at the base of steeper terrain.   

 

Groundwater in the alluvial formations on the adjacent property (to the west) was found to occur in a 

shallow and unconfined (atmospheric pressure) aquifer and a deeper confined (under pressure due to 

recharge from higher elevations to the north) aquifer (Earth Consultants International, 2000).  A non-

water bearing unit that inhibits vertical flow of groundwater between them separates the shallow and 

deeper water-bearing units.  Shallow water was measured at 4-14 feet, and deeper groundwater at 9-21 

feet (in April, 1999).  As previously discussed, there are no beneficial uses of groundwater in the 

Malibu area.  

 

The Alternative 2 site would accommodate the same amount of square footage, but require more 

parking spaces than the proposed project.  Additionally, the alternative site is currently undeveloped 
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and has a permeable terrain surface, while the Rho Parking Lot site proposed for the Athletics/Events 

Center under the CLP is already paved and is impermeable.  Thus, this alternative would increase the 

amount of impermeable area as compared to the proposed project.  The increase in paved impermeable 

surfaces would result in decreased groundwater recharge rates when compared to the proposed project.  

Groundwater quality impacts would, as a consequence, likely be greater than the proposed project. 

 

Biological Resources 

The Alternative 2 site, as well as the adjacent property to the west, and much of the adjacent property 

to the east, may be characterized as being highly disturbed.  The vegetation of the site consists of 

ruderal vegetation that is routinely disced.  The site has been recently disced and is devoid of natural 

vegetation.  A number of fan palms and taller shrubs mark the western fence line of the site.  The 

property to the south of the site is developed with municipal buildings that front on Civic Center Way.  

The east-west length of the northern boundary of the site abuts the base of hillside slopes that rise to 

ridgelines developed with single-family residences, the closest of which is approximately 650 feet to 

the north.  The existing hillside slopes support relatively natural stands of coastal sage scrub 

vegetation.  Because of the close proximity of the site to naturally vegetated hillsides and despite the 

routine discing of the site, it is likely that it would continue to support the presence of small mammals, 

including California ground squirrels and Botta’s pocket gophers that may contribute to the prey base 

for birds of prey as well as for coyotes and bobcats that may forage over the site and adjacent areas 

from the cover of the hillsides.  The Rho Parking Lot site proposed for the Athletics/Events Center 

under the CLP is paved and therefore does not provide foraging opportunities.    

 

Portions of the site’s adjacent slopes would be subject to fuel modification and brush clearing as 

protection against wildland fires.  The clearing of the coastal sage scrub would be considered a 

significant impact requiring mitigation.  No clearing of coastal sage scrub would result from 

construction of the Athletics/Events Center under the CLP.  For this reason, the impacts to biological 

resources are considered greater than they would be on the proposed CLP component site 

 

Air Quality 

Alternative 2 would require less excavation than the proposed project and would therefore create 

slightly reduced short-term construction emission impacts.  Air pollutant emissions associated with 

construction of the educational and residential land uses would be similar to the proposed project due 

to similar square footage of development, and hence the same mix of construction equipment/vehicles 

and equivalent construction duration.    

 

The location of the Athletics/Events Center on an off-campus property would increase the number of 

vehicle trips resulting from the project.  The majority of the time the facility would be in use, (i.e., 

during athletic contests, events, and practices), most attendees and users would be drawn from the 

population that is already on campus. This includes most of the smaller events and competitions.  

Unlike the CLP, Alternative 2 would require all attendees, employees, and participants to travel via 

motor vehicle to the off site location.  The number of additional trips is unknown but would be 

partially or wholly offset by the reduction in trips resulting from the transition of 468 commuter 

students to residential students.  Nevertheless, long-term operational emissions related to vehicle trips 

would differ from that of the project in that they would be greater under the Alternative 2 development 

scenario.   
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Noise  

The grading phase for Alternative 2 would be shorter in duration compared to the proposed CLP due to 

the alternative site’s reduced excavation requirements.  As such, short-term noise levels from grading 

would be lessened.  Nonetheless, Alternative 2 would still result in greater noise impacts during 

grading as more noise sensitive land uses, such as the Malibu Library and Courthouse, are located 

closer to the alternative site compared to the Rho parking lot sites proximity to offsite sensitive uses.   

 

Long-term mobile noise impacts from Alternative 2 would be greater than the proposed CLP because 

there would be more vehicle trips to and from the facility on a routine basis.  Because it is not within 

walking distance of the campus all attendees, participants, and employees would travel via motor 

vehicle to the site.  

 

Cultural Resources  

The area surrounding Pepperdine University’s Malibu Campus and the proposed alternative site are 

within a culturally sensitive region of the Santa Monica Mountains.  The Chumash village site of 

Humaliwo is located along the coast on the east site of the Malibu Lagoon approximately a half-mile 

from the eastern boundary of the alternative site.   Many other prehistoric archaeological sites are 

located within this region and usually are associated with the Chumash village site of Humaliwo.  

Historically, the alternative site was part of the Topanga Malibu Sequit Rancho, which was established 

in 1872 by Matthew Keller.  Because the Rho parking lot is located on artificial fill soils (up to 92 feet 

deep) dating to the construction of the University in 1972, as compared to the Alternative 2 site, which 

is located on an undeveloped plot of land, it is unlikely that paleontological and archeological 

resources would be encountered during the excavation for the CLP proposed Athletics/Events Center.  

For this reason, and the alternative site’s proximity to Humaliwo, Alternative 2 would potentially have 

a greater impact on cultural resources than the proposed project. 

 

Visual Qualities  

Under Alternative 2 the Athletics/Events Center would not be implemented on campus.  Instead, it 

would be developed on a portion of a vacant parcel adjacent to municipal buildings on relatively level 

terrain in the Malibu Civic Center that would be accessed from Civic Center Way.  Under this 

alternative, the visual character of the Rho Parking Lot on campus would not be changed.  As the Rho 

Parking Lot is located remotely from, and cannot be seen from, designated scenic highways and parks 

to the south of the campus, impacts to existing views from those off-campus locations would not 

change substantially.  Not implementing the Athletics/Events Center on campus would result in no 

change to the existing visual conditions of the Rho parking lot area.   

 

The elevation of the Alternative 2 site limits the depth of excavation to accommodate a lowered 

interior arena floor level.  The Alternative 2 pad, which is located at approximately 25 feet above sea 

level, could likely be excavated to a depth of 10 feet or less. Therefore, the height of the proposed 

facility (75-90 feet on-campus) would be raised to 90-105 feet.  An on-campus facility could also 

make use of nearby parking structures and lots and would include an associated parking structure with 

831 spaces.  If the Athletic/Events Center were to be constructed on the proposed Civic Center site it 

would have to accommodate 1,824 parking spaces, necessitating a parking structure over two times as 

large.  The addition of the Athletics/Events Center and its associated parking garage structure would 

likely raise the facility’s roof-top elevation up to 105 feet.  Two existing residences situated 

immediately north of the center of the alternative site’s boundary have building pad elevations of 

approximately 225 feet and 250 feet.  A third residence that is situated slightly to the northeast has a 

building pad elevation of approximately 155 feet.  Because of the elevation differences between the 
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residential locations and the proposed Athletics/Events Center, views of shoreline features or the ocean 

horizon would not be significantly interfered with or blocked to the south.   

 

The Malibu LCP, Section 6.2, states that, “Places on and along public roads, trails, parklands, and 

beaches that offer scenic vistas are considered public viewing areas.”  Further it adds that, “Existing 

public roads where there are views of the ocean and other scenic areas are considered Scenic Roads.”  

As the AEC alternative (with presumed 90-105 feet-high roofline and structural elements, above 

grade) would be set back over 525 feet to the north of Civic Center Way (the closest east-west public 

street) the facilities would not significantly interfere with nor block scenic views of the Santa Monica 

Mountains to the north.  Stuart Ranch Road is another local nearby street that trends north and south 

and provides access to Malibu City Hall from Civic Center Way.  The Stuart Ranch Road and the City 

Hall location are located more than 250 feet west of the Alternative 2 site.  The buildings on the City 

Hall site may have limited views of the AEC due to intervening terrain and presence of a dense line of 

trees along the eastern boundary of the City Hall Site.  The height of the AEC at the Alternative 2 site 

may obstruct views of views of ridgelines and foothill slopes that border the eastern edge of the Civic 

Center lowland to the east of Malibu Creek and southeasterly views of coastal features. 

 

With regard to development within the Civic Center area and its scenic status, Section 6.4 of the 

Malibu LCP observes that, “Scenic Areas do not include inland areas that are largely developed or 

built out such as residential subdivisions along the coastal terrace, residential development inland of 

Birdview Avenue and Cliffside Drive on Point Dume, or existing commercial development within the 

Civic Center and along Pacific Coast Highway east of Malibu Canyon Road.”  

 

However, as the structural development posed by the alternative AEC would be the largest located in 

the Civic Center area, its completion on a vacant parcel would contribute to potentially significant 

changes in the visual character of the immediate vicinity of the Malibu Civic Center area.  

 

Under Alternative 2 there would be potentially significant impacts to views of shoreline features or 

ocean horizons, and there would be potentially significant impacts to views of the Santa Monica 

Mountains.  With strict adherence to City of Malibu interior and exterior lighting regulations there 

would be no potentially significant impacts to light and glare conditions.  Therefore, impacts under 

Alternative 2 would be greater than the proposed project.   

 

Traffic and Access 

Alternative 2 would generate more traffic as compared to the proposed CLP.  The development of the 

Athletics/Events Center at an off-campus property would increase the number of vehicle trips 

generated by the project.  As proposed under the CLP, the majority of the time that the 

Athletics/Events Center would be in use, (i.e., during athletic contests, events, and practices), most 

attendees and users would be drawn from the population that is already on campus. Unlike the CLP, 

however, Alternative 2 would require all attendees, employees, and participants to travel via motor 

vehicle to and from the off-campus site. Therefore Alternative 2 would add new traffic to the campus 

entry/exit points on Seaver Drive and John Tyler Drive for on-campus participants travelling to the 

off-campus AEC location. The number of additional trips that would be generated at the campus 

entry/exit points would range from 400 ADT to 1,000 ADT. 

 

The new traffic that would be generated at the off-campus property would include the trips generated 

by on-campus participants, as well as vehicles that currently travel from off-site locations that would 

be redirected to the AEC through the local Malibu street system. The total number of additional trips 
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that would be generated at the off-campus property would range from 800 ADT to 2,500 ADT 

depending on the size and type of event. 

 

The long-term average daily and peak hour traffic impacts would differ from that of the project in that 

they would be greater under the Alternative 2 development scenario.  Construction of the AEC at an 

off-campus property would also focus the trips between the campus and the AEC along the travel 

corridors that provide access between the campus and the off-site location.   

 

Large events, (i.e., those exceeding 3,100 attendees), would result in greater traffic impacts than would 

result from the proposed project.  While both development scenarios result in significant and unmitigable 

traffic impacts when large events begin or end during periods of peak hour traffic, Alternative 2 would add 

vehicle trips originating from on campus that otherwise would not impact the intersections of Malibu 

Canyon Road, Seaver Drive and Civic Center Way; and Stuart Ranch Road and Webb Way. 

 

Fire Protection Services 

Alternative 2 would develop approximately the same total land area and building floor area as the 

proposed CLP. Demands for fire protection services provided by the Los Angeles County Fire 

Department would be similar to the proposed.  As with the on campus development, the off-site 

alternative site is subject to potential wildland fire hazards.  Given the susceptibility of the area to 

wildfires, any project in the Malibu area would be significant unless mitigated.  From a population 

standpoint, impacts would be the same as the CLP, as no change in residents and visitors is proposed.  

Mitigation the same as the project’s would apply (e.g., compliance with Fire Department design 

requirements, including the provision of adequate water and water pressure for fire-fighting).   

 

Police Protection Services 

Alternative 2 would develop approximately the same total land area and building floor area as the 

proposed CLP. Demands for police protection services provided by the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 

Department would be similar to the proposed CLP.  From a population standpoint, impacts would be 

the same as the CLP, as no change in residents and visitors is proposed.  Compared to the proposed 

project, Alternative 2 would result in a similar number of calls for service to the Lost Hills/Malibu 

sheriff’s station due to comparable campus buildings, uses, beds, and population. 

 

Water Supply 

Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in the daily use of approximately 34,748 gallons of 

potable water; equal to the proposed CLP’s water use.  The athletics/events center would require 9,927 

gpd of this total.  The source of water would be the same as the Athletics/Events Center proposed as 

part of the CLP at the alternative sites. Therefore, water availability impacts associated with 

Alternative 2 would be the same as the proposed project.   

 

Wastewater 

Both Alternative 2 and the proposed CLP would generate approximately 39,914 gallons of sewage per 

day of which 11,711 gpd would be generated by the athletics/events center.  However, wastewater 

treatment impacts would be greater under Alternative 2 due to the lack of sufficient wastewater 

treatment capacity and the difficulty associated with providing service to the site, as it is not located 

within the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works Malibu Mesa Wastewater Reclamation 

Plant service area, or the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District Tapia Wastewater Reclamation Plant 

service area.  Moreover, the Alternative 2 Site is located within an area that the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board has prohibited septic systems and for which no regional wastewater system 
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exists.  Thus, there is no current ability to treat wastewater at the Alternative 2 location.  Therefore, 

impacts under Alternative 2 would be greater than the proposed project. 

 

Solid Waste Services 

Alternative 2 would generate approximately 833 tons of solid waste per year, equal to the projected 

CLP solid waste generation.  The athletics/events center would generate 46.4 tons of solid waste per 

year regardless of its location.  Therefore, solid waste generation and disposal impacts associated with 

Alternative 2 would be equivalent to the proposed project.  

 

Land Use  

The Alternative 2 site is designated as Community Commercial (CC) in the City of Malibu General 

Plan Land Use Element, and the City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan.  According to 

both documents “[t]he CC designation is intended to provide for the resident serving needs of the 

community similar to the CN designation, but on parcels of land more suitable for concentrated 

commercial activity. The community commercial category plans for centers that offer a greater depth 

and range of merchandise in shopping and specialty goods than the neighborhood center although this 

category may include some of the uses also found in a neighborhood center. Often a supermarket or 

variety store functions as the anchor tenant. The maximum Floor to Area Ratio (FAR) is 0.15. The 

FAR may be increased to a maximum of 0.20 where public benefits and amenities are provided as part 

of the project. Uses that are permitted and/or conditionally permitted include the following: all 

permitted uses within the CN designation, financial institutions, medical clinics, restaurants, service 

stations, heath care facilities, offices, and public open space and recreation.”  The allowable uses are 

further refined in Chapter 17.24 of the Malibu Municipal Code including conditionally permitted uses.  

Conditionally permitted uses include public or private educational institutions.  The Athletics/Events 

Center at this location would exceed the maximum allowable FAR. With a floor area of 235,845 sq. 

ft., the FAR of the 9.4-acre site would be 0.58.  Alternative 2 would thus result in greater land use 

impacts than the proposed CLP because Alternative 2 would exceed allowable land use densities, 

proposes a use that is not permitted by the existing City of Malibu General Plan nor by the City of 

Malibu Local Coastal Program and is therefore inconsistent with long range planning documents 

governing the site.   

 

Global Climate Change 

Alternative 2 proposes the same level of development as the proposed project.  However, due to the 

reduction in grading and excavation, potential greenhouse gas emissions would be slightly lower 

during the construction activities of Alternative 2 than that of the CLP.  Emissions are annualized over 

the life of the operation of the project. 

 

For the operational green house gas emissions, the total carbon dioxide equivalent emissions would be 

1,414.13 metric tons per year under the proposed CLP.  Because Alternative 2 proposes the same level 

of development as the CLP, emissions from stationary sources would be the same.  However, because 

the alternative would result in greater average daily vehicle trips, the associated greenhouse gas 

emissions would be commensurately greater as compared to the project.   

  

Alternative 3 – Off-site Relocation of Student Housing  

This alternative proposes the relocation of the student housing component from its proposed location 

on-site within the campus core to an offsite location within the Malibu Civic Center Specific Plan 

Area.  As with Alternative 2, the site is a portion of a 9.4-acre vacant parcel adjacent to municipal 

buildings on relatively level terrain in the Malibu Civic Center that would be accessed from Civic 
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Center Way.  The site is situated at the base of foothill and mountainous slopes adjacent to residential 

development located to the north. Due to the presence of steep slopes on the northern portion of the 

parcel, development would largely be limited to a 4.8-acre portion that is relatively flat.  Like the 

proposed project, Alternative 3 would include a residential facility providing 468 beds, and related 

amenities.  However, unlike the proposed project, which can rely upon parking available at multiple 

locations on campus, Alternative 3 would require the construction of a 468-space parking structure.  

This assumes a parking requirement of 1 space per bed.  All other components of the CLP would 

remain unchanged, and no improvements to the existing student housing units at Standard or Outer 

Precinct would occur. 

 

Relation to Project Objectives 

Alternative 3 meets certain project objectives as they pertain to the benefits of the campus as a whole, 

but does not meet the full range of CLP objectives on several key issues.   

 

To an acceptable level, this alternative would meet the following project objectives: 

• Provide a high quality academic, recreational, and environmental experience in the California 

Coastal Zone for young people from the United States and around the world.  

• Provide an updated athletic/events center with adequate seating to create a collegial and 

unified location that meets demand for institutional athletics, intramural and intercollegiate 

athletics.   

• Create athletic venues that are NCAA compliant and on par with other Division I, West Coast 

Conference (WCC) schools for soccer, volleyball, and basketball in a manner consistent with 

NCAA Division I caliber of competition.  

• Encourage a larger segment of the campus population (including students, faculty, and staff) 

and the local community to attend the University’s cultural and athletic events. 

• Construct a lighted soccer field that is NCAA compliant, meets NCAA Division I regional 

broadcast standards, is appropriate for competitive play by all schools in the WCC and 

Division I, and provides opportunities for practice schedules consistent with academic needs. 

• Alleviate the overcrowded conditions at the existing athletic facilities and consolidate 

Athletics’ offices, venues, and support facilities. 

• Provide enhanced recreational facilities including lighted field to adequately accommodate the 

student body, and better meet the recreational and intramural needs of the broader campus 

community.  

• Provide additional on-campus recreation options to encourage health and well being of 

students and general campus population. 

• Create a central quad area that provides for community interaction in close proximity to 

existing learning facilities and incorporates natural landscaping for use by students, faculty, 

and staff for recreation, relaxation, meetings, and classes.   

• Provide sufficient parking spaces in convenient locations to better accommodate students, 

faculty, and staff needs and facilitate an enhanced campus experience for the entire University 

population. 

  

Alternative 3 does not meet the full range of CLP objectives on several key issues. Specifically, this 

alternative does not meet the following project objectives: 

• Enhance campus life by improving upon the safe, intellectually stimulating, culturally 

appealing, and socially supportive learning environment without increasing enrollment. 
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• Enable the University to financially assist young students independent of government support 

and funding by improving campus life and campus facilities, thereby attracting increased 

financial support, endowments, capital, and operating funds. 

• Provide for the most effective use, operation, and maintenance of the University’s Malibu 

Campus by creating improved academic, residential, athletic, and recreational opportunities, 

and supplying adequate parking, support, and operations facilities. 

• Improve educational, athletic and student life facilities in the existing developed core campus 

consistent with the policies of the University’s approved long-term planning documents. 

• Foster a communal educational environment on campus and fulfill the University’s strategic 

student housing plan by providing increased housing on the Malibu Campus, allowing the 

University to house seventy-five percent of the Seaver College student body on the Malibu 

Campus. 

• Move more undergraduate students into campus housing to eliminate the commute for most 

students and reduce daily trips to and from the campus.   

• Upgrade and enhance the aging Seaver Residence Hall buildings to improve the residential 

and educational environment on campus, aid in student recruitment, and encourage on-campus 

living. 

• Create a housing model that will raise the standard of campus housing to encourage non-

freshman students to reside on campus. 

 

Environmental Analysis   

Geotechnical Hazards 

The Alternative 3 pad has gently sloping surfaces (from north to south and southeast) with elevations 

that range from approximately 18 feet to 30 feet above sea level. Because of the Alternative 3 site 

topographic circumstances its grading and landform alteration impacts would be less than the proposed 

CLP. Other geologic constraints may be faced because of the potential of high groundwater and 

combinations of alluvium sandy substrates being present in portions of the vicinity that could be 

manifested on the site resulting in an increased potential for liquefaction hazards.  The site also lies 

closer to the buried trace of the Malibu Coast Fault that passes beneath the sediments of the Malibu 

Civic Center coastal lowland presumably near the alignment of Civic Center Way. Therefore, impacts 

under Alternative 3 would be greater than the proposed project. 
 

Water Quality 

Approximately 4.8 acres of the Alternative 3 site would be converted from permeable to impermeable 

surfaces with the construction of student housing, associated parking, and roadways.  The paved 

surfaces could become contaminated with pollutants that could, subsequently, adversely affect the 

quality of surface waters during periods of rain.  These impacts, while greater than that of the proposed 

project, could be mitigated with implementation of best management practices as part of the 

alternatives standard urban stormwater management plan.   

 

Flooding impacts would generally be greater at the Alternative 3 site due to its proximity to the Malibu 

Creek floodplain and lower overall site elevations.   

 

Groundwater in the alluvial formations on the adjacent property (to the west) was found to occur in a 

shallow and unconfined (atmospheric pressure) aquifer and a deeper confined (under pressure due to 

recharge from higher elevations to the north) aquifer (Earth Consultants International, 2000).  A non-

water bearing unit that inhibits vertical flow of groundwater between them separates the shallow and 

deeper water-bearing units.  Shallow water was measured at 4-14 feet, and deeper groundwater at 9-21 
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feet (in April, 1999).  As previously discussed, there are no beneficial uses of groundwater in the 

Malibu area.  

 

The Alternative 3 site would permit the same amount of square footage, number of beds, and parking 

spaces as the proposed project.  However, the alternative site is currently undeveloped and has a 

permeable terrain surface, while the proposed sites of the Standard Housing Rehabilitation are already 

partially impermeable.  Thus, this alternative would increase the amount of impermeable area as 

compared to the proposed project.  The increase in paved impermeable surfaces would result in 

decreased groundwater recharge rates when compared to the proposed project.  Groundwater quality 

impacts would, as a consequence, likely be greater than the proposed project. 

 

Biological Resources 

The Alternative 3 site, as well as the adjacent property to the west, and much of the adjacent property 

to the east, may be characterized as being highly disturbed.  The vegetation of the site consists of 

ruderal vegetation that is routinely disced.  The site has been recently disced and is devoid of natural 

vegetation.  A number of fan palms and taller shrubs mark the western fence line of the site.  The 

property to the south of the site is developed with municipal buildings that front on Civic Center Way.  

The east-west length of the northern boundary of the site abuts the base of hillside slopes that rise to 

ridgelines developed with single-family residences, the closest of which is approximately 650 feet to 

the north.  The existing hillside slopes support relatively natural stands of coastal sage scrub 

vegetation.  Because of the close proximity of the site to naturally vegetated hillsides and despite the 

discing of the site, it is likely that it would continue to support the presence of small mammals, 

including California ground squirrels and Botta’s pocket gophers that may contribute to the prey base 

for birds of prey as well as for coyotes and bobcats that may forage over the site and adjacent areas 

from the cover of the hillsides.  The proposed sites of the Student Housing Rehabilitation component 

under the CLP are developed with existing buildings and parking lots and therefore do not provide 

foraging opportunities. 

 

Portions of the site’s adjacent slopes would be subject to fuel modification and brush clearing as 

protection against wildland fires.  The clearing of the coastal sage scrub would be considered a 

significant impact requiring mitigation. No clearing of coastal sage scrub would result from 

construction of the Student Housing Rehabilitation under the CLP.  For this reason, the impacts to 

biological resources are considered greater than they would be on the proposed CLP component site 

 

Air Quality 

Alternative 3 would likely require less earth movement than the proposed project and therefore create 

slightly reduced short-term construction emission impacts.  This reduction in earth movement results 

from the elimination of grading and excavation associated with the Student Housing Rehabilitation 

located on campus at the Standard and Outer Precinct sites.  Combined the Standard and Outer 

Precinct would generate 7,330 cy of cut and utilize 12,065 cy of fill.  Given the relative flatness of the 

Alternative 2 site and the presence of a high water table, excavation and grading of the site would be 

less than that of the proposed CLP. Air pollutant emissions associated with construction of the 

educational and residential land uses would be similar to the proposed project due to similar square 

footage of development, and hence the same mix of construction equipment/vehicles and equivalent 

construction duration.    

 

The location of student housing to an off site property would increase the number of vehicle trips 

resulting from the project.  The University could implement a regular shuttle program to limit the 

number of student vehicular trips.  However, since the relocation would result in some students 
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choosing to drive personal vehicles to the campus, average daily vehicular trips would be greater than 

that of the proposed CLP.  Given, the proximity of the new student housing site in combination with 

the class schedules, need to access campus resources (e.g., library and dining halls
2
), and participation 

in extracurricular activities, it is likely that students would make multiple trips to the campus 

throughout the day as needed. Therefore, long-term operational emissions related to vehicle trips 

would be greater under the Alternative 3 development scenario.   

 

Noise  

The grading phase for Alternative 3 would be shorter in duration compared to the proposed CLP due to 

the alternative site’s reduced excavation requirements.  As such, short-term noise levels from grading 

would be lessened.  Nonetheless, Alternative 3 would still result in greater noise impacts during 

grading as more noise sensitive land uses, such as the Malibu Library and Courthouse, are located 

closer to the alternative site compared to the Rho parking lot sites proximity to offsite sensitive uses.   

 

Long-term mobile noise impacts from Alternative 3 would be greater than the proposed CLP because 

there would be more vehicle trips to and from the student housing units.  Because it is not within 

walking distance of the campus, all residents and employees would travel to and from the residential 

units via motor vehicle (including shuttles).   

 

Cultural Resources 

The area surrounding Pepperdine University’s Malibu Campus and the proposed alternative site are 

within a culturally sensitive region of the Santa Monica Mountains.  The Chumash village site of 

Humaliwo is located along the coast on the east site of the Malibu Lagoon; approximately a half mile 

from the eastern boundary of the alternative site.   Many other prehistoric archaeological sites are 

located within this region and usually are associated with the Chumash village site of Humaliwo.  

Historically, the alternative site was part of the Topanga Malibu Sequit Rancho, which was established 

in 1972 by Matthew Keller.  Because the proposed CLP does not include excavation at the Standard 

Precinct site and excavation at the Outer Precinct site would be limited to areas of artificial fill soils 

(up to 92 feet deep) dating to the construction of the University in 1972, it is unlikely that 

paleontological and archeological resources would be encountered during the excavation for the CLP 

proposed student housing.  For this reason, and the alternative site’s proximity to Humaliwo, 

Alternative 3 would have a greater impact on cultural resources than the proposed project. 

 

Visual Qualities 

Under Alternative 3 the Student Housing Rehabilitation component would not be implemented on 

campus.  Instead, 468 new beds would be added in a new student-housing complex located on a vacant 

parcel adjacent to municipal buildings on level terrain in the Malibu Civic Center that would be 

accessed from Civic Center Way.  Under this alternative, potential visual impacts to the visual 

character of the campus would not change significantly in that the Student Housing Rehabilitation 

Component would not have significantly impacted existing views of the campus from off-campus 

locations, including from scenic roads, parks, trails, and other public open space areas.  Not 

implementing the student housing on-campus would result in no change to the existing visual 

conditions of the respective Standard and Outer Precinct areas of the campus.   

 

                                                
2
 Dining halls are not provided in the residence halls; they are located at the Tyler Campus Center.  Therefore, students may 

generate up to six trips per student per day just for meals. 



6.0  ALTERNATIVES 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123  November 5, 2010 

Page 6-31 

The vacant parcel in the Civic Center identified as a potential site for the off-campus student housing 

would be located on relatively level to gently sloping terrain (average elevation of approximately 25 

feet above mean sea level) that is situated at the base of foothill and mountainous slopes occupied by 

the residential development located in the heights north of the Civic Center.  Two existing residences 

situated immediately north of the center of the proposed site’s boundary have building pad elevations 

of approximately 225 feet and 250 feet.  A third residence that is situated slightly to the northeast has a 

building pad elevation of approximately 155 feet.  Because of the elevation differences between the 

residential locations and the proposed student housing project, views of shoreline features or the ocean 

horizon would not be significantly interfered with or blocked to the south.  As the student housing 

project (with presumed 45 feet-high buildings) would be set back over 525 feet to the north of Civic 

Center Way (the closest east-west public street) the student housing complex would also not 

significantly interfere with or block views of the Santa Monica Mountains to the north.  While the 

residential complex would develop a vacant parcel that contributes to a low density land use condition 

in the Civic Center, existing commercial and municipal office buildings would abut and lie in close 

proximity, such that the visual impact of the residential project would not appear to be out of character 

in scale, design, and context with the developed surroundings. 

 

The Malibu LCP, Section 6.2, states that, “Places on and along public roads, trails, parklands, and 

beaches that offer scenic vistas are considered public viewing areas.”  Further it adds that, “Existing 

public roads where there are views of the ocean and other scenic areas are considered Scenic Roads.”  

As the alternative Student Housing Rehabilitation component (with presumed 45 feet-high roofline 

and structural elements, above grade) would be set back over 525 feet to the north of Civic Center 

Way (the closest east-west public street) the residential facilities would not significantly interfere with 

nor block scenic views of the Santa Monica Mountains to the north.  Stuart Ranch Road is another 

local nearby street that trends north and south and provides access to Malibu City Hall from Civic 

Center Way.  The Stuart Ranch Road and the City Hall location are located more than 250 feet west of 

the Alternative 3 Site.  The buildings on the City Hall site may have limited views of the Student 

Housing Rehabilitation Component due to intervening terrain and presence of a dense line of trees 

along the eastern boundary of the City Hall Site.  The 45-foot height of the Student Housing 

Rehabilitation Component above grade at the Alternative 3 site may obstruct views of ridgelines and 

foothill slopes that border the eastern edge of the Civic Center lowland to the east of Malibu Creek 

and, possibly, southeasterly views of coastal features. 
 

With regard to development within the Civic Center area and its scenic status, Section 6.4 of the 

Malibu LCP observes that, “Scenic Areas do not include inland areas that are largely developed or 

built out such as residential subdivisions along the coastal terrace, residential development inland of 

Birdview Avenue and Cliffside Drive on Point Dume, or existing commercial development within the 

Civic Center and along Pacific Coast Highway east of Malibu Canyon Road.”  

 

The structural development posed by the alternative Student Housing Rehabilitation Component would 

be located in the Civic Center area behind existing municipal buildings that front Civic Center Way, its 

completion on a vacant parcel set back over 525 feet from Civic Center Way would not contribute to 

potentially significant changes in the visual character of the immediate vicinity of the Malibu Civic 

Center area.  Generally visually similar multi-family residential complexes occur in a number of 

nearby locations in the Malibu Civic Center area and are not uncommon land uses in the project’s 

vicinity. 

 

Under Alternative 3 there would be potentially significant impacts to selected views of shoreline 

features or ocean horizons, however there would be no potentially significant impacts to views of the 
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Santa Monica Mountains.  With strict adherence to City of Malibu interior and exterior lighting 

regulations there would be no potentially significant impacts to light and glare conditions.  Therefore, 

impacts under Alternative 3 would be greater than the proposed project. 

 

Traffic and Access  

Alternative 3 would generate more traffic compared to the proposed CLP. Construction of student 

housing at an off-campus property would increase the number of vehicle trips compared to the CLP, as 

students would continue to drive vehicles to and from campus.  Due to the location of this alternative 

site and the existing and predicted future levels of service for intersections within the Civic Center 

area, transportation/circulation impacts are expected to be greater, as traffic generated by the housing 

units would be focused along the travel route between the Alternative 3 site and Pepperdine 

University. In particular, the intersections located at Malibu Canyon Road/Seaver Drive & Civic 

Center Way, Civic Center Way/Stuart Ranch Road) would be significantly impacted due to the student 

and staff (e.g., maintenance personnel) traffic that would occur between these two sites. The number of 

additional trips that would be generated at the off-campus property would be approximately 1,400 

ADT. 

 

 The University could implement a regular shuttle program to limit the number of student vehicular 

trips.  However, since the relocation would result in some students choosing to drive personal vehicles 

to the campus, average daily vehicular trips would be greater than that of the proposed CLP even if a 

shuttle system is implemented.  In addition, given the proximity of the new student housing site in 

combination with the students’ class schedules, need to access campus resources (e.g., library and 

dining halls), and participation in extracurricular activities, it is likely that students would make 

multiple trips to the campus throughout the day as needed. Therefore, average daily and peak hour 

vehicle trips would be greater than the proposed project and would result in greater traffic impacts to 

the offsite intersections as compared to the proposed project. 

 

Large events, (i.e., exceeding 3,100 attendees), would result in greater traffic impacts than would result 

from the proposed project.  While both development scenarios result in significant and unmitigable traffic 

impacts when large events begin or end during periods of peak hour traffic, Alternative 3 would add 

vehicle trips from students residing offsite attending the event traveling to the campus.  These trips would 

not occur under the proposed project where event-attending students residing in the Standard Housing 

Rehabilitation would already be on campus.  Alternative 3 would result in greater impacts to the 

intersections of Malibu Canyon Road, Seaver Drive and Civic Center Way; and Stuart Ranch Road and 

Webb Way during large events. 

 

Fire Protection Services  

Alternative 3 would develop approximately the same total land area and building floor area as the 

proposed CLP. Demands for fire protection services provided by the Los Angeles County Fire 

Department would be similar to the proposed project.  As with the on campus development, the off-

site alternative site is subject to potential wildland fire hazards.  Given the susceptibility of the area to 

wildfires, any project in the Malibu area would be significant unless mitigated.  From a population 

standpoint, impacts would be the same as the CLP, as no change in residents and visitors is proposed.  

Mitigation the same as the project’s would apply (e.g., compliance with Fire Department design 

requirements, including the provision of adequate water and water pressure for fire-fighting). 
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Police Protection Services 

Alternative 3 would develop approximately the same total land area and building floor area as the 

proposed CLP.  Demands for police protection services provided by the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 

Department would be similar to the proposed CLP.  From a population standpoint, impacts would be 

the same as the CLP, as no change in residents and visitors within the service area of the Los Angeles 

County Sheriff’s Lost Hills/Malibu station is proposed.  Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 

3 would result in a similar number of calls for service. 

 

Water Supply  

Implementation of Alternative 3 would result in the daily use of approximately 34,748 gallons of 

potable water; equal to the proposed CLP’s water use.  The athletics/events center would require 

18,630 gpd of this total.  The source of water would be the same as the Athletic Events Center 

proposed as part of the CLP at the alternative sites. Therefore, water availability impacts associated 

with Alternative 3 would be the same as the proposed project.   

 

Wastewater 

Both Alternative 3 and the proposed CLP would generate approximately 39,914 gallons of sewage per 

day of which 21,978 gpd would be generated by the off-site student housing facility.  However, 

wastewater treatment impacts would be greater under Alternative 3 due to the lack of sufficient 

wastewater treatment capacity and the difficulty associated with providing service to the site, as it is 

not located within the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works Malibu Mesa Wastewater 

Reclamation Plant service area or the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District Tapia Wastewater 

Reclamation Plant service area.  Moreover, the Alternative 2 Site is located within an area that the 

Regional Water Quality Control Board has prohibited septic systems and for which no regional 

wastewater system exists.  Thus, there is no current ability to treat wastewater at the Alternative 2 

location.  Therefore, impacts under Alternative 3 would be greater than the proposed project. 

 

Solid Waste Services 

Alternative 3 would generate approximately 833 tons of solid waste per year, equal to the projected 

CLP solid waste generation.  The student housing facility would generate 744.1 tons of solid waste per 

year regardless of its location.  Therefore, solid waste generation and disposal impacts associated with 

Alternative 3 would be equivalent to the proposed project.  

 

Land Use  

The Alternative 3 site is designated as Community Commercial (CC) in the City of Malibu General 

Plan Land Use Element, and the City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan.  According to 

both documents “[t]he CC designation is intended to provide for the resident serving needs of the 

community similar to the CN designation, but on parcels of land more suitable for concentrated 

commercial activity. The community commercial category plans for centers that offer a greater depth 

and range of merchandise in shopping and specialty goods than the neighborhood center although this 

category may include some of the uses also found in a neighborhood center. Often a supermarket or 

variety store functions as the anchor tenant. The maximum Floor to Area Ratio (FAR) is 0.15. The 

FAR may be increased to a maximum of 0.20 where public benefits and amenities are provided as part 

of the project. Uses that are permitted and/or conditionally permitted include the following: all 

permitted uses within the CN designation, financial institutions, medical clinics, restaurants, service 

stations, heath care facilities, offices, and public open space and recreation.”  The allowable uses are 

further refined in Chapter 17.24 of the Malibu Municipal Code including conditionally permitted uses.  

Conditionally permitted uses include public or private educational institutions.  The student housing at 
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this location would exceed the maximum allowable FAR. With a floor area of 150,692 sq. ft., the FAR 

of the 9.4-acre site would be 0.37. Alternative 3 would thus result in greater land use impacts than the 

proposed CLP because Alternative 3 would exceed allowable land use densities, proposes a use that is 

not permitted by the existing City of Malibu General Plan nor by the City of Malibu Local Coastal 

Program and is therefore inconsistent with long range planning documents governing the site. 

 

Global Climate Change 

Alternative 3 proposes the same level of development as the proposed project.  However, due to the 

reduction in grading and excavation, potential greenhouse gas emissions would be slightly lower 

during the construction activities of Alternative 3 than that of the CLP.  Emissions are annualized over 

the life of the operation of the project. 

 

For the operational green house gas emissions, the total carbon dioxide equivalent emissions would be 

1,414.13 metric tons per year under the proposed CLP.  Because Alternative 3 proposes the same level 

of development as the CLP, emissions from stationary sources would be the same.  However, because 

the alternative would result in greater average daily vehicle trips, the associated greenhouse gas 

emissions would be commensurately greater as compared to the project.   
 

6.3.4 ALTERNATIVE 4 – NO AMENDMENT TO LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

As stated in Section 5.11, the proposed project would be consistent with the types, mix, density, 

intensity, massing, and organization of uses that have historically been established and planned in the 

LRDP as part of the developed University.  However, slight modifications to the LRDP will be 

necessary to facilitate the consolidation and relocation of certain buildings as proposed by the project, 

and to provide for efficient use of campus space.  Accordingly, the University is requesting an 

amendment to the LRDP to address the specific adjustments that will be required to implement the 

CLP. 

 

Under Alternative 4, rather than seek an amendment to the LRDP to allow the adjustments required to 

implement the CLP, the University would construct the facilities proposed to be used as part of the 

CLP exactly as approved in the University’s long-range planning documents.  Alternative 4 would 

include the build-out of the facilities discussed below.  All facilities would be constructed in the 

previously approved locations, as depicted in Figure 6-2.  As with the proposed CLP, any LRDP 

facility, including unused square footage of a utilized facility that is not included in Alternative 4 

would remain unchanged in the LRDP.  

 

Student Housing Rehabilitation Component Under Alternative 4 

As proposed, the Student Housing Rehabilitation component utilizes three facilities approved in the 

LRDP and consolidates them to provide an efficient upgrade of existing student housing as well as 

new residential facilities.  To achieve these goals, the component requires an amendment to the LRDP 

to adjust the locations, heights, square footage, and uses of the facilities as approved.  Similar to the 

CLP, this alternative would construct 468 new beds on campus at two locations.  By contrast, 

Alternative 4 would not involve any amendment to the LRDP.  Therefore, each of the facilities would 

be constructed exactly as approved in the LRDP, without any alteration or adjustment to the previously 

envisioned locations and densities.  A description of the LRDP facilities that would be constructed 

under this component as part of Alternative 4 is below. 
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• Facility #159:  Student Housing.  The DPZ and LRDP envisioned that this facility would 

consist of two buildings, three levels each, containing approximately 75,000 square feet of 

additional housing.  Each building would be approximately 40 feet tall.  As approved, these 

buildings would be constructed along Seaver Drive, across from the Law School.  As stated, 

the CLP would relocate the housing approved under this facility to an existing interior campus 

location in order to achieve a consolidated, more efficient use of the Standard and Outer 

precinct areas.  In contrast, Alternative 4 would result in two new multi-level buildings 

constructed in the as-approved location. 

• Facility #161:  Student Housing. As approved, this facility consists of an additional 36,000 

square feet of housing.  Facility 161 would consist of one three-level building over parking 

(height approx. 40 ft.), containing 24 units, with approximately 800-1,500 sq. ft. each.  This 

alternative would result in the construction of the additional multi-level building in the area 

between the existing Upsilon Parking Lot and John Tyler Drive. 

• Facility #254:  Housing Reception Center.  As approved, Facility # 254 would consist of a 

two level building (height approx. 36 ft.) adjacent to the existing Howard A. White Student 

Housing Office, containing additional conference offices and lounge facilities totaling 

approximately 4,000 square feet.   

 

Athletics/Events Center Component Under Alternative 4 

As proposed, the Athletics/Events Center component utilizes three facilities approved in the LRDP, 

and requires an amendment to the LRDP to adjust locations, heights, square footage, and uses of the 

facilities as approved.  A description of the LRDP facilities that would be constructed under this 

component as part of Alternative 4 is below. 

 

• Facility #252:  Auditorium.  As approved, the DPZ and LRDP envisions Facility 252 to 

consist of a 70,000 square foot auditorium with 3,500 seats totaling 75 feet in height.  The 

auditorium is approved to be constructed in the area that fronts John Tyler Drive immediately 

adjacent to the Firestone Fieldhouse and directly across from Malibu Country Estates.  As part 

of the project, the CLP proposes to forgo the Auditorium and reallocate the approved square 

footage to a single consolidated interior campus location in order to minimize impacts to 

adjacent neighbors and move the Athletics/Events Center away from the existing 3,100-seat 

Firestone Fieldhouse venue.   

• Facility #258:  Student Union.  As approved, Facility 258 is located along Huntsinger Circle.  

It consists of a 75,000 square foot multi-level, multi-function building over a parking area, 

containing offices, lobbies, lounges, game rooms, a bowling alley, a movie theater, meeting 

rooms, a convenience store, reading rooms, an art gallery, and other recreational and support 

facilities.  Alternative 4 would result in the construction of this facility in the as-approved 

location, in addition to all of the other facilities described herein.  By contrast, the CLP 

proposes to consolidate the square footage approved for the Student Union and combine it 

with the Auditorium to provide a single consolidated interior campus location in order to 

minimize impacts to adjacent neighbors and move the Athletics/Events Center away from the 

Fieldhouse venue. 

• Facility #355:  Gymnasium Facilities.  The DPZ and LRDP provide for a 32,000 sq. ft. 

Gymnasium to be constructed on the existing Rho parking lot.  It would include two levels 

containing courts for basketball, racquetball, handball, volleyball, classrooms, weight rooms, 

showers, lockers, and office space.  This alternative would thus result in the construction of 

this gymnasium facility along with the Auditorium and Student Union described above, as 

compared to the single Athletics/Events Center as proposed in the CLP.  
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• Lot Q:  Parking Structure.  The DPZ and LRDP envisioned 900 space parking structure to 

be located on the site of the existing Rho Lot adjacent to Facilities 258 and 355.  Construction 

of Facilities 258 and 355 on the site of the Rho Lot would remove 566 spaces.  Therefore, the 

Lot Q parking structure results in a net increase of 334 spaces. 

 

Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field Component Under Alternative 4 

As proposed, the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field component utilizes one facility approved in the 

LRDP, and requires an amendment to the LRDP to adjust the uses and location of the facility as 

approved.  A description of the LRDP facility as it would be constructed under this component as part 

of Alternative 4 is below. 

 

• Facility #452:  Maintenance Facility.  The DPZ and LRDP envision a multi-level complex of 

approximately 200,000 square feet that would reach a height of approximately 40 feet, located 

on Huntsinger Circle to the north of the existing Rho parking lot.  Facility #452 would consist 

of maintenance shops, and a warehouse containing up to 150 storage units containing approx. 

800-1,000 sq. ft. each.  In contrast to the CLP, which would utilize a small portion of the 

square footage approved for this facility and relocate it to the existing Tari Frahm Rokus Field 

and Stotsenberg Track, as well as reallocate the remaining square footage to the other CLP 

components to achieve a more efficient use, Alternative 4 would result in the construction of 

the Maintenance Facility in its approved location. 

 

Town Square Component Under Alternative 4 

As proposed, the Town Square component utilizes one facility approved in the LRDP, and requires an 

amendment to the LRDP to adjust the uses of the facility as approved.  In addition, the component 

would consolidate two parking lots approved in the LRDP into a single semi-subterranean structure.  A 

description of the LRDP facility as it would be constructed under this component as part of Alternative 

4 is below. 

 

• Facility #267:  University Reception Center.  The County’s DPZ and Coastal Commission 

LRDP provide for a 25,000 square foot University Reception Center that would be constructed 

on the left-hand side of Seaver Drive as one enters the campus.  Of the 25,0000 square feet 

originally approved for the Reception Center, 17,800 square footage of development remain 

un-built.  Facility #267 would consist of three levels containing an info desk, lobby, offices, 

classrooms, and reception functions of security, admissions, alumni, etc.  As proposed in the 

CLP, the component relocates the facility slightly to a location further north on Seaver Drive, 

near the existing Main Parking Lot.  Alternative 4 would result in a new Reception Center in 

the as-approved location. 

• Lots G and H: Seaver Main Lot.  The County’s DPZ and Coastal Commission LRDP 

include 325 parking spaces at the proposed site of the Town Square component.  Lot G is 

described as a 150 space parking structure.  Lot H provides 175 spaces.  Alternative 4 would 

remove 166 existing spaces from the existing surface parking lots, resulting in a net increase 

of 159 net new parking spaces. 

 

Enhanced Recreation Area Component Under Alternative 4 

The Enhanced Recreation Area has not been conceptually planned by the DPZ or LRDP, but the area 

has long served as a recreation area and stockpile/retention basin site.  The area was contemplated to 

consist of an equestrian center with associated office uses under Facility 357.  In 1998, the University 
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updated the LRDP map to allow for the construction of an approx. 37,000 square foot stockpile site 

and drainage improvements.  The component proposes an expanded grass recreation area, recreational 

lighting sufficient for nighttime use, and a 1,600 square foot structure containing storage space and 

restrooms.  An underground, chilled water storage tank is proposed to be located within the earth fill 

required to create the area.  A new debris basin will be located north of the area and would replace the 

current debris basin structure.  A portion of an existing stockpile would be retained in its existing 

location, but the remaining area would be reduced in size.  Under Alternative 4, this component would 

not be constructed and none of the new facilities associated with this component would be realized.  

However, this area would continue to function as a recreational area, retention basin, and stockpile 

facility. 

 

School of Law Parking Structure Component Under Alternative 4 

The School of Law lot is conceptually approved in the DPZ and the LRDP as a decked lot containing 

493 spaces (Lot U).  The CLP would further the University’s goal of providing convenient parking by 

enhancing existing uses and replacing the existing surface School of Law parking lot with a three-level 

parking structure.  Specifically, the School of Law Parking Structure would remove 291 existing 

parking spaces to provide 724 new spaces on three levels (a net difference of 433 spaces).  Alternative 

4 would result in the build-out of the lot as previously approved, a decked lot that would provide 493 

spaces (a net difference of 202 spaces).   

 

Additional Parking 

As indicated above, this alternative includes construction of parking structures at the Seaver Main 

Parking Lot, the School of Law Student Lot, and the Rho Parking Lot; however, without an 

amendment to the LRDP these lots would provide less parking then the proposed project.  Specifically, 

these facilities would provide 101 fewer parking spaces than the proposed project.  However, based 

upon the increased capacity of the auditorium (1,600 more seats than the proposed CLP), it would be 

necessary under Alternative 4 that an additional 384 parking spaces above that which is proposed 

under the CLP to maintain the same level of excess parking supply.  To satisfy the need for additional 

parking, Alternative 4 would involve construction of a parking structure approved in the LRDP as Lot 

J, the Firestone Fieldhouse Lot.  In order to build out the remaining capacity approved in the LRDP for 

Lot J, this alternative would replace the existing Firestone Fieldhouse Lot with a multi-level parking 

structure. Alternative 4 would result in the build-out of the lot as previously approved, a three-level 

structure providing 420 net new spaces.   

 

Under this alternative, the proposed project would consist of 534,800 square feet of net new 

development, provide 468 new student beds, and 1,115 new parking spaces.    

 

Relation to Project Objectives   

Alternative 4 would enhance the education, athletic, and student life facilities within the existing core 

campus within the parameters of the University’s approved long-term planning documents.  

Alternative 4 would also enhance the quality of campus life by improving upon the safe, intellectually 

stimulating, culturally appealing, and socially supportive learning environment without increasing 

enrollment.  The University’s objective to improve additional residential, athletic, and recreational 

opportunities, as well as adequate parking, support, and operations facilities would be accommodated.  

Likewise, Alternative 4 would attract financial support, endowment, capital, and operating funds 

necessary to allow the University to serve young people independent of government support and 

funding.    
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However, Alternative 4 would be inconsistent with the University’s objectives to construct athletic 

venues on par with other Division I, West Coast Conference schools, including an upgraded lighted 

NCAA soccer field, and Athletics/Events Center.  The alternative would not provide a lighted 

recreation field to address the recreational needs of the campus.  Nor would the alternative create a 

central quad area that provides for community interaction in close proximity to existing learning 

facilities.  The Seaver Residence Halls would not be rehabilitated.   

 

Specifically, Alternative 4 is sufficiently consistent with the following project objectives: 

 

• Enhance campus life by improving upon the safe, intellectually stimulating, culturally 

appealing, and socially supportive learning environment without increasing enrollment. 

• Improve educational, athletic and student life facilities in the existing developed core campus 

consistent with the policies of the University’s approved long-term planning documents. 

• Enable the University to financially assist young students independent of government support 

and funding by improving campus life and campus facilities, thereby attracting increased 

financial support, endowments, capital, and operating funds. 

• Provide a high quality academic, recreational, and environmental experience in the California 

Coastal Zone for young people from the United States and around the world.  

• Foster a communal educational environment on campus and fulfill the University’s strategic 

student housing plan by providing increased housing on the Malibu Campus, allowing the 

University to house seventy-five percent of the Seaver College student body on the Malibu 

Campus. 

• Move more undergraduate students into campus housing to eliminate the commute for most 

students and reduce daily trips to and from the campus.   

• Create a housing model that will raise the standard of campus housing to encourage non-

freshman students to reside on campus. 

• Encourage a larger segment of the campus population (including students, faculty, and staff) 

and the local community to attend the University’s cultural and athletic events. 

• Provide sufficient parking spaces in convenient locations to better accommodate students, 

faculty, and staff needs and facilitate an enhanced campus experience for the entire University  

 

Alternative 4 is not consistent with the following project objectives: 

 

• Provide for the most effective use, operation, and maintenance of the University’s Malibu 

Campus by creating improved academic, residential, athletic, and recreational opportunities, 

and supplying adequate parking, support, and operations facilities. 

• Upgrade and enhance the aging Seaver Residence Hall buildings to improve the residential 

and educational environment on campus, aid in student recruitment, and encourage on-campus 

living. 

• Provide an updated athletic/events center with adequate seating to create a collegial and 

unified location that meets demand for institutional athletics, intramural and intercollegiate 

athletics.   

• Create athletic venues that are NCAA compliant and on par with other Division I, West Coast 

Conference (WCC) schools for soccer, volleyball, and basketball in a manner consistent with 

NCAA Division I caliber of competition.  

• Construct a lighted soccer field that is NCAA compliant, meets NCAA Division I regional 

broadcast standards, is appropriate for competitive play by all schools in the WCC and 

Division I, and provides opportunities for practice schedules consistent with academic needs. 



6.0  ALTERNATIVES 

 

 

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123  November 5, 2010 

Page 6-40 

• Alleviate the overcrowded conditions at the existing athletic facilities and consolidate 

Athletics’ offices, venues, and support facilities. 

• Provide enhanced recreational facilities including lighted field to adequately accommodate the 

student body, and better meet the recreational and intramural needs of the broader campus 

community.  

• Provide additional on-campus recreation options to encourage health and well being of 

students and general campus population. 

• Create a central quad area that provides for community interaction in close proximity to 

existing learning facilities and incorporates natural landscaping for use by students, faculty, 

and staff for recreation, relaxation, meetings, and classes.   

 

Environmental Analysis 

Geotechnical Hazards  

Alternative 4 would result in comparable earth resource impacts because the grading plan would be 

similar to that of the proposed project.  While specific geotechnical investigations have not been 

conducted for the some of the proposed facility sites, all are proposed to be located within the existing 

developed areas of the campus.  As such, geologic constraints would likely be comparable to the 

proposed project and the alternative would result in similar geotechnical hazards.   

 

Water Quality 

Alternative 4 would increase the amount of new impermeable surface area as compared to the project 

due to construction of the additional student housing buildings, Auditorium, Student Union, 

Gymnasium Facilities and the omission of the Town Square component.  Unlike the proposed project, 

which would convert the Town Square area from an asphalt parking lot into a permeable grass surface 

that drains into the subdrain system, Alternative 4 would site a parking structure at this location.  

Additionally, the Auditorium would be located on an existing irrigated permeable grass field.  

Construction of the facility would convert this area into impermeable surfaces that would direct water 

into the storm drain system.  The increase in impermeable surface and resulting impacts to drainage, 

and water quality would be greater than the proposed project but would remain less than significant 

after mitigation.   

 

Biological Resources 

Under Alternative 4, direct impacts relative to biological resources would be reduced from those of the 

proposed CLP due to the omission of the Enhanced Recreation Area component.  While the majority 

of this component consists of exotic landscaping or weed infestations, it contains areas of upland 

chaparral vegetation, coastal sage scrub, and non-wetland waters of the U.S. under the jurisdiction of 

the ACOE and CDFG, impacts to which are less than significant after mitigation.  Alternative 4 would 

eliminate impacts to these areas.  Under Alternative 4, no alteration of the jurisdictional drainages 

would be required, and there would be no need to obtain related authorization including a Section 404 

Permit, Section 1603 Agreement, and Section 401 Water Quality Certification.  Other biological 

effects, including impacts to nesting birds, wildlife, locally protected species; introduction of invasive 

plant species, and fuel modification areas would be similar to that of the proposed project.  

 

Air Quality  

Alternative 4 proposes 140,633 more square feet of development than the proposed project.  Adverse 

air pollution emissions during the grading and construction phases of Alternative 4 would therefore be 

greater than that of the CLP.  Given that Alternative 4 is approximately 36 percent larger than the 
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proposed CLP, construction impacts could exceed significance thresholds if constructed within a 

similar 12-year period as the proposed project.  Therefore impacts of Alternative 4 would be greater 

than the proposed project. 

 

Alternative 4 proposes to add 468 beds to the campus; the same as the proposed CLP. Factoring in an 

increase in visitor, service, faculty, and staff trips commensurate with the increase in square footage, it 

is anticipated that on average Alternative 4 would eliminate 673 daily trips to the campus during the 

school year.  Given that the proposed project would eliminate 744 daily trips, Alternative 4 would 

result in 71 more daily trips to the campus on average. Therefore, while the Alternative would reduce 

operational-related exhaust emissions compared to existing conditions, it would result in a greater 

impact than the proposed project, which would further reduce emissions.  

 

Noise  

Alternative 4 proposes 140,633 more square feet of development than the proposed project.  Potential 

noise impacts during the grading and construction of Alternative 4 would therefore be greater than that 

of the CLP.  In addition to the potential for more frequent construction activities, two proposed 

facilities, the Auditorium and Firestone Fieldhouse parking structure, would be located in closer 

proximity to off-site sensitive receptors than any of the CLP components.  Therefore, Alternative 4 has 

the potential to result in temporary, significant impacts to residents located in the Malibu Country 

Estates subdivision that would not otherwise occur under the proposed project.   

 

Operational-related noise would result from on-campus activities and stationary sources, and vehicular 

sources.  Alternative 4 results in more average daily trips when compared to the CLP; however, any 

change in vehicular noise is likely to be imperceptible.  Operational-related noise from on-campus 

activities and stationary sources would be similar to that of the proposed CLP and would require 

mitigation to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 

 

Cultural Resources 

Given the grading activities required to construct Alternative 4, there is a potentially significant impact 

to paleontological or archaeological resources should any remains or artifacts be unearthed.  However, 

the project area is also considered sensitive for cultural resources given the overall sensitivity of the 

surrounding area.  The alternative’s potential impacts to archaeological and paleontological resources 

(i.e., disturbance and/or destruction) would be similar to that of the proposed project. 

 

Visual Qualities  

Under Alternative 4, in place of the proposed rehabilitation of the existing student housing buildings 

and Athletics/Events Center, several new facilities would be constructed.  For example, in the Rho 

Parking Lot, a Student Union and Gymnasium would be constructed, with combined building 

footprints that would be nearly equivalent to that of the CLP-proposed Athletics/Events Center.  The 

LRDP facilities would not be out of character visually with the surrounding and nearby residential and 

academic buildings on the campus.   

 

In addition, an Auditorium would be located in an open area between the Eddy B. Field Baseball 

Stadium and the Raleigh Runnels Memorial Pool in an area not intended for any re-development by 

the CLP.  The site lies immediately adjacent to John Tyler Drive and is in relative close proximity to 

residential properties in MCE.  
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Under Alternative 4, the University would also construct a University Reception Center in a visually 

conspicuous campus-fronting location on the grassy slopes adjacent to Seaver Drive near the Phillips 

Theme Tower.  The site would be prominently visible from Malibu Canyon Road to its intersection 

area with PCH.  The location also overlooks the Malibu Civic Center Area and would be visible from 

varied locations within the Civic Center Area and from selected areas within residential neighborhoods 

bordering the easterly side of Malibu Canyon Road 

 

The University would also construct a parking structure in the Seaver Main Parking Lot area (in the 

CLP-proposed Town Square Component), and it would add a multi-level parking structure in the 

Firestone Fieldhouse Parking Lot.  The Seaver Main Parking Lot would not be seen from offsite and 

its potential visual impacts would not be significant.  The parking structure proposed for the Firestone 

Fieldhouse Parking Lot, however, would require the addition of multiple levels of parking, likely 

placing its surface in raised line-of-sight views from nearby residences in MCE. 

 

When compared with general impacts of the CLP, the short-term aesthetic impacts (i.e., grading and 

site alteration) during the grading phase of Alternative 4 visual impacts would be similar to the 

proposed CLP because the grading activities would be confined to the existing developed campus.  

Likewise, long-term aesthetic impacts relative to the alteration and changes to the site’s structural 

composition would be similar.  In the case of the University Reception Center, however, the visual 

appearance along the grassed slopes fronting the campus would be altered. The architectural design of 

the Center, as well as its exterior colors and surrounding landscaping treatment would resemble those 

of nearby buildings, thereby incorporating the structure into its campus setting.  The facility, while 

altering the existing view of the front of the campus, would not appear out of character with its 

adjacent academic and administrative buildings. 

 

Neither Alternative 4 nor the proposed project would result in the obstruction of coastal or inland 

views from PCH or Malibu Canyon Road.  Neither would interfere with views of shoreline and coastal 

features nor would they interfere or block views of the Santa Monica Mountains. Therefore impacts of 

Alternative 4 to visual resources are similar to those of the proposed project. 

 

Like the proposed project, Alternative 4 would not appear to be out of character or scale with existing 

campus architecture. Neither Alternative 4 nor the proposed project would significantly impact the 

character of the surrounding vicinity on campus.  Therefore impacts of Alternative 4 to the visual 

character of the area are similar to those of the proposed project. 

 

Light and glare impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be less than the proposed project due to 

the elimination of athletic field lighting at the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field and Enhanced Recreation 

Area.  However, remaining project facilities would require mitigation to reduce impacts to less than 

significant levels.  Therefore, Alternative 4 results in fewer light and glare impacts than the proposed 

project.   

 

Traffic and Access  

Alternative 4 proposes to add 468 beds to the campus; the same as the proposed CLP.  The conversion 

of commuter students to resident students facilitated by the housing program would reduce the number of 

trips to and from the campus.  Thus, like the CLP, Alternative 4 would generate beneficial impacts related 

to traffic congestion.  Factoring in an increase in visitor, service, faculty, and staff trips commensurate 

with the increase in square footage, it is anticipated that on average Alternative 4 would eliminate 673 

daily trips to the campus during the school year.  Given that the proposed project would eliminate 744 

daily trips, Alternative 4 would result in 71 more daily trips to the campus on average.  Therefore, like 
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the proposed project beneficial traffic impacts on an average day; however the benefit would be less than 

that achieved by the proposed project.  Therefore, impacts would be greater.  

 

Alternative 4 would have a greater traffic impact when compared to the proposed CLP when a large event 

is held on campus.  The alternative would not construct the proposed Athletics/Events Center, instead 

athletic events would continue to be held in the Firestone Fieldhouse and a new Auditorium would be 

constructed north of the swimming pool.  The capacity of the Auditorium would be 3,500 seats and the 

Firestone Fieldhouse would retain the existing 3,100-seat capacity for a combined seating capacity of 

6,600 seats.  Thus, the alternative provides 1,600 more seats than the proposed project.  This increase in 

seats potentially generates 384 roundtrips (768 one-way) to the campus.
3
  The potential traffic impacts of 

the Multi-Purpose Auditorium would be considered to be significant and unmitigable for events that begin 

or end during periods of peak hour traffic.  The number of events in the Auditorium is unknown; however, 

with separate athletic and event facilities, the likelihood of both athletic and special events occurring on 

the same day increases. Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in greater impacts than the proposed project 

resulting from more frequent large events. 

 

Fire Protection Services 

Alternative 4 provides 140,663 sq. ft. of development above that which is proposed by the CLP.  This 

represents an approximate 36 percent increase and would generate a greater demand than the proposed 

project for the various fire protection, suppression and emergency medical services provided by the 

Los Angeles County Fire Department.  Impacts would therefore be greater than those of the proposed 

project. 

 

Police Protection Services 

Impacts to sheriff’s services would also be greater under Alternative 4 because it would construct 

approximately 36 percent more development than the proposed project.  This increase in development 

could be mitigated through the hiring of additional University Public Safety personnel.  

 

Water Supply 

While Alternative 4 is generally larger than the proposed project (it provides 36 percent more square 

footage, 1,600 more venue seating capacity, and 319 more parking spaces), water demand is based 

upon the specific types of facilities and uses proposed.  Alternative 2 proposes substantially more 

maintenance related uses, which demand less water per square foot than other uses.  As shown in 

Table 6-2, Alternative 4 would result in an average daily demand of 25,675 gpd of potable water.  As 

discussed in Section 5.10.1, the proposed CLP would result in an average daily demand of 34,748 gpd.  

Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in fewer water supply impacts than the proposed project.  

 

Wastewater 

While Alternative 4 is generally larger than the proposed project (it provides 36 percent more square 

footage, 1,600 more venue seating capacity, and 319 more parking spaces), wastewater generation is 

based upon the specific types of facilities and uses proposed.  Alternative 4 proposes substantially 

more maintenance related uses, which generates less water per square foot than other uses.  As shown 

in Table 6-3, Alternative 4 would result in an average daily generation of 30,110 gpd of wastewater.  

As discussed in Section 5.10.2, the proposed CLP would result in an average daily demand of 39,914 

gpd.  Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in fewer wastewater impacts than the proposed project.  

                                                
3
 Trip generation calculated as follows (seat increase) * (percent of trips originating from offsite) * (2.5 attendees per 

vehicle).  1,600 * 60% * 2.5 = 384.   
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Table 6-2 

Summary of Potable Water Demand for Alternative 4 

Facility Description Net Area Unit Demand Factor
1 

Demand 

(gpd) 

Student Housing  
Facility 159 75,000 SF 135.6 gpd/1000sf 10,170.0 
Facility 162 36,000 SF 135.6 gpd/1000sf 4,881.6 
Facility 254 4,000 SF 42.4 gpd/1000sf 169.6 
Student Union and Gymnasium 
Facility 258 100,000 SF 42.4 gpd/1000sf 4,240.0 
Facility 355 32,000 SF 46.6 gpd/1000sf 1,491.2 
Multi Purpose Auditorium 
Facility 252 70,000 SF 42.4 gpd/1000sf 2,968.0 
Maintenance Facility 
Facility 452 200,000 SF 5 gpd/sf 1,000 
Town Square  
Facility 267 1,7800 SF 42.4 gpd/1000sf 754.7 

Alternative 4 Net Area 534,800 SF  Total 25,675 
1
 See Appendix J for the summary of unit demand factors. 

 

 

Table 6-3 

Wastewater Generation for the CLP – Average Day Flow (Wastewater Flow Model) 

Facility Description Net Area Unit Generation Factor
1 

Generation 

(gpd) 

Student Housing  
Facility 159 75,000 SF 160 gpd/1000sf 12,000 
Facility 162 36,000 SF 160 gpd/1000sf 5,760 
Facility 254 4,000 SF 50 gpd/1000sf 200 
Student Union and Gymnasium 
Facility 258 100,000 SF 50 gpd/1000sf 5,000 
Facility 355 32,000 SF 55 gpd/1000sf 1,760 
Multi Purpose Auditorium 
Facility 252 70,000 SF 50 gpd/1000sf 3,500 
Maintenance Facility 
Facility 452 200,000 SF 5 gpd/sf 1,000 
Town Square  
Facility 267 1,7800 SF 50 gpd/1000sf 890 

Alternative 5 Net Area 534,800 SF  Total 30,110 
1
 See Appendix K for the summary of unit generation factors. 

 

 

Solid Waste Services  

There would be greater solid waste impacts associated with Alternative 4 than the proposed CLP. 

Alternative 4 provides event capacity of 1,600 more seats, and draws more visitors and staff than the 

proposed project.  As shown in Table 6-3, Alternative 4 would result in a daily generation of 14,483 
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pounds per day.  However, this assumes that school is in session, the Auditorium is hosting a sold out 

event and the University is operating at full capacity.  As discussed in Section 5.10.3, using a similar 

methodology the proposed CLP would result in a daily generation of 10,575 pounds per day.  On a 

yearly basis, Alternative 4 would generate 872.6 tons of solid waste.  The proposed CLP would 

generate 833.3 tons of solid waste annually.  Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in greater solid 

waste impacts than the proposed project.  

 

 

Table 6-4 

Alternative 4 Generated Solid Waste 

Land Use Size Factor 

Daily 

Generation 

(lbs/day) 

Annual Generation 

(tons/yr) 

Residential – Beds
4
  468 students 12 lbs/day

1
 5,616 744.1 

School/Institutional
4
 468 students 

 58 employees 
20 contract  

0.6 lbs/person 

/day
2
 

327 43.4 

Auditorium 
5
 3,500 seats 2.44 lbs/visitor

3
 8,540 85.4

6
 

Net Increase in Solid Waste Generation 14,483
6
 872.6 

1
 Ultrasystems, Stevenson Ranch DEIR Phase IV Specific Plan, April 1992.  Accessed from the CIWMB on 

May 19, 2009 from: http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/Residential.htm. 
2
 Guide to Solid Waste and Recycling Plans for Development Projects (Santa Barbara County Public Works 

Department), May 1997.  Accessed from the CIWMB on May 19, 2009 from: 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/Institution.htm.  The projected student and staff 

population generation is based on 365 days a year.  Because this factor is based on a per person basis, it 

would account for all campus activities (i.e. use of ancillary facilities) associated with the projected 

population.   
3 

California Integrated Waste Management Board.  Targeted Statewide Waste Characterization Study:  Waste 

Disposal and Diversion Findings for Selected Industry.  June 2006. Page 73. 
4 

Additional student residents and new faculty and staff would be on campus 265 days a year. 
5 

The Auditorium annual generation is based on a net increase of 20 sold out events. 
6 

The average daily generation would be approximately 4,783.2 pounds.  

 

 

Land Use 

As with the proposed project, Alternative 4 would be consistent with the project site’s land use 

designations set forth in the County of Los Angeles General Plan, the Malibu Local Coastal Program 

Land Use Plan and the University’s LRDP. 

 

Off-site land use compatibility impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be greater than the 

proposed project.  While the uses are compatible with the surrounding community, the proposed 

project locates an Athletics/Events Center at a greater distance from off-site homes than the 

Alternative 4.  For on-site land use compatibility, this alternative is considered to be equal to the 

proposed CLP 

 

Global Climate Change 

Alternative 4 proposes 140,633 more square feet of development than the proposed project.  Potential 

greenhouse gas emissions would be greater during the grading and construction activities of 
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Alternative 4 than that of the CLP.  Emissions are annualized over the life of the operation of the 

project. 

 

Alternative 4 proposes to add 468 beds to the campus; the same as the proposed CLP.  Factoring in an 

increase in visitor, service, faculty, and staff trips commensurate with the increase in square footage, it 

is anticipated that on average Alternative 4 would eliminate 673 daily trips to the campus during the 

school year.  Given that the proposed project would eliminate 744 daily trips, Alternative 4 would 

result in 71 more daily trips to the campus on average. Factoring in changes in greenhouse gas 

emissions related to electricity, water, natural gas, wastewater, and solid waste disposal resulting from 

the change in square footage of Alternative 4, the Alternative would result in more greenhouse gas 

emissions than the proposed project.  Therefore, the Alternative would result in a greater impact than 

the proposed project.  

 
6.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE  

In addition to the discussion and comparison of impacts of a proposed project and the alternatives, 

CEQA Guidelines requires that an “environmentally superior” alternative be selected and the reasons 

for such a selection disclosed.  In general, the environmentally superior alternative is the alternative 

that would be expected to generate the least amount of adverse impacts.   

 

A summary of the environmental impacts anticipated for the proposed project and each alternative is 

provided in Table 6-1 above.  In this case, the Alternative 1 (No Project) would result in the fewest 

significant adverse impacts and thus is considered the environmentally superior alternative.  However, 

Section 15126.6(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an environmentally superior alternative be 

selected above and beyond the No Project Alternative.  Based on the alternative analysis provided 

above, it has been determined that of the remaining alternatives, Alternative 4 (No Amendment to 

Long Range Development Plan) would result in the fewest number of significant adverse impacts 

However, when compared to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would result in greater impacts than 

the proposed project; thus the proposed CLP has been chosen as the environmentally superior 

alternative. 
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7.0 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

Section 15126.2(c) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines states that significant 
irreversible environmental changes associated with a proposed project shall be discussed, including the 
following:  
 

• Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project, which 
would be irreversible because a large commitment of such resources makes removal or non-use 
thereafter unlikely; 

• Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts which commit future generations to similar 
uses; and 

• Irreversible damage, which may result from environmental accidents, associated with the project. 

 
Implementation of the proposed CLP would include infill and replacement development, as well as the 
renovation existing facilities for a net increase of 394,137 square feet consisting of athletic, recreation, 
and residential facilities, parking structures, and other academic and support facilities in six different 
components.  Development of the proposed project would require the demolition of the Outer Precinct 
(59,348 square feet) and the Student Health and Counseling Center trailers (3,455 square feet).  Overall 
the proposed project would modify the existing campus through the addition of the new and upgrade 
facilities, as well as the increase of 468 on campus student residents.  Although the nature of this 
development is permanent, the CLP components would be compatible with existing surrounding 
University institutional uses.  
 
Development of the proposed project would result in the incremental use and depletion of renewable and 
non-renewable resources during construction and operation.  Construction would require the consumption 
of natural resources as well as renewable and non-renewable materials, including building materials (e.g., 
wood and metal) and fossil fuels (e.g., gasoline, diesel fuel, and natural gas).  Once operational, the 
project would require the consumption of natural resources as well as renewable and non-renewable 
materials such as electricity, natural gas, potable water, and fossil fuels for building systems, such as 
heating, air conditioning, and lighting.  To a degree, these resources are readily available, and are 
expected to remain available in the foreseeable future.  Nevertheless, all non-renewable resources are 
finite in supply, given the length of time required by the natural process to create them.  As discussed in 
Section 5.10 (Utilities), the University currently utilizes reclaimed water for landscaping purposes and 
employs successful construction and operational recycling programs that divert a substantial amount of 
solid waste from County landfills.  In addition, the proposed project would be obliged to comply with all 
applicable County ordinances requiring green building, and drought-tolerant landscaping standards.  As 
such, given the project’s commitment to energy efficiency, the commitment of these resources to 
construct and operate is not considered significant.  Nevertheless, mitigation measures have been included 
in this EIR to reduce and minimize project-specific and cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. 
 
Irreversible long-term environmental changes associated with the proposed CLP would include an 
increase in stationary and event-related noise levels, although not at significant levels.  The proposed 
project would also result in an increase of greenhouse gas emissions.  Design features have been 
incorporated into the development and mitigation measures are proposed in this EIR that would minimize 
the effects of the environmental changes including increases in greenhouse gas emissions associated with 
the development of the project to less than significant levels.  As previously mentioned, while the CLP 
would increase residential housing by 468 beds, the proposed project would not change current student 
enrollment at the University. Consequently, the proposed project would eliminate the daily commutes for 
468 students; thereby, resulting in a decrease of 744 average daily trips and associated trip-related air 
quality emissions and noise levels.  The proposed Athletics/Events Center would increase the capacity for 
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large events by 1,896 seats when compared to the Firestone Fieldhouse. Furthermore, the proposed 
Athletics/Events Center would relocate games and events, as well as its’ associated parking, to an interior 
campus location farther away from adjacent neighbors.  As discussed in Section 5.8 (Traffic and Access), 
the University would continue to employ a traffic and parking management plan for the Athletics/Events 
Center in order to minimize congestion and provide a level of safety for motorists and pedestrians before 
and after large events.  The proposed CLP would be located in a site that is currently institutionally 
designated and the implementation of the project would enhance the campus environment.  
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts. 
 
The project proposes no uniquely hazardous uses, and its operation would not be expected to cause 
environmental accidents that would affect other areas.  The project site is located within a seismically 
active region and would be exposed to ground shaking during a seismic event.  However, conformance 
with the regulatory provisions of the Uniform Building Code pertaining to construction standards would 
minimize, to the extent feasible, damage and injuries in the event of such an occurrence.   
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8.0 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS   

8.1 DEFINITION OF GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe the potential growth inducing 
impacts of a proposed project.  Specifically, Section 15126.2 (d) states: 
 

“Discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or 
the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment.  Also discuss the characteristics of some project, which may encourage and 
facilitate other activities that could substantially affect the environment, either individually or 
cumulatively.  It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, 
detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.” 

 

8.2 POTENTIAL GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE CLP 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the potential growth inducing impacts of a 
proposed project be evaluated by analyzing the following four considerations.  A detailed discussion 
regarding how the CLP relates to each consideration is provided below.  
 
Ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of 
additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment: 
 
As discussed in Section 5.12, the proposed CLP has been conceptually approved and is considered within 
the densities of the University’s Development Program Zone (DPZ) and the Long Range Development 
Plan (LRDP).  Further growth of the Pepperdine University Malibu campus is controlled by the 
University’s DPZ and LRDP.  Implementation of the proposed project would add 468 student beds and 
increase existing university staffing by 48.3 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, without increasing 
student enrollment.  Students that would reside on the Malibu campus under the proposed project and new 
staff that would be employed by the CLP already reside in the region.  Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed project would not induce substantial direct population growth in the area.  
 
Development of the proposed CLP would create indirect economic growth in the area during both the 
construction and operational phases.  Short-term, construction-related job opportunities would result in 
secondary economic growth in order to staff construction crews.  In the long-term, the increase of up to 
468 on-campus, resident students and additional staffing as part of the CLP is likely to result in increased 
patronage of local retail and commercial shops, thereby generating additional economic revenue in the 
immediate project vicinity.   
 
The University currently offers on campus shops and dining facilities.  The proposed Student Housing 
and Rehabilitation component would provide additional support amenities such as café dining, open green 
space, common gathering spaces, multi-purpose classroom space, recreation lounges, game rooms, 
outdoor barbeque grills, a student convenience store, open seating space, and a quad area from which 
students would be able use in lieu of utilizing off campus amenities.  
 
A primary objective of the CLP is to expand on campus housing for existing students without increasing 
the existing student enrollment.  While the proposed CLP would also create new jobs on campus, these 
are expected to number only 48.3 FTE employees.  As such, the proposed project would not directly or 
indirectly result in a substantial job/housing imbalance or substantially facilitate the construction of more 
housing in the project vicinity.  
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The proposed CLP and associated movement of students and employees (including construction workers) 
to the Malibu campus are therefore not expected to substantially indirectly induce population, economic, 
or housing growth in the area, as student enrollment would not increase and the proposed FTE employees 
would total only 48.3, and these individuals already reside and commute within the southern California 
region. 

 
Ways that the proposed project may remove obstacles to population growth (e.g., a major expansion of a 
wastewater treatment plant): 
 
The components of the proposed CLP would be located among and/or adjacent to already-built 
components of the University’s Malibu campus.  Both the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District 
(LVMWD) and the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) already provide public 
utilities to the Malibu campus and the proposed CLP would not result in a significant amount of new 
infrastructure on the existing sites or the expansion of critical public facilities.  Implementation of the 
proposed CLP would only result in a provision that includes minimal improvements to existing campus 
infrastructure, such as the requirement (Mitigation Measure 5.10.2.1) for a third pump to be added to the 
University’s Wastewater Flow Equalization Station (WFES).  All improvements would only serve 
Pepperdine University and the CLP sites.  As such, the proposed project does not include the extension of 
existing public roads or the construction of new public roads.  In addition, the proposed project would not 
require the installation of new water mains or water mains with increased capacity that could facilitate 
further growth within the vicinity of the project site.  It is expected that existing sewage treatment/water 
reclamation plants, potable water facilities, and County landfills, as well as associated infrastructure, 
would be able to sufficiently accommodate the proposed project (see Section 5.10, Utilities).  No 
service/utility service connections would be provided to other off-site uses and the service/utility 
connections would be sized to serve only the proposed land uses on the project site. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would not result in the removal of any impediments to growth in 
the area. 
 
How increases in the population from the proposed project may tax existing community serving facilities, 
requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects: 
 
The proposed CLP would not require the construction of new community facilities.  As discussed in 
Section 5.10 (Utilities) of this EIR, existing public facilities (landfills, wastewater conveyance and 
treatment, and water supply and conveyance) are adequate to serve the proposed project.  Both the Los 
Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LASD) and Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) 
indicate that it can serve the project without expanding their current service capacity.  In addition, 
Pepperdine University has a Department of Public Safety (DPS) that is directly responsible for on-campus 
public safety, patrolling campus grounds, first response, and crowd control.  As such, the proposed 
project would not significantly impact fire or police protection services.  The University currently 
provides students with an athletic field, recreational facilities, and a library.  The proposed CLP would 
offer students additional amenities (e.g. upgraded recreational and athletic activities), which would reduce 
the necessity for them to seek similar amenities off campus, thus reducing the project’s demands on local 
parks and public recreational facilities. 
 
Attributes of the proposed project that may encourage and facilitate other activities that would 
significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively: 
 
Implementation of the proposed CLP would require a variety of agency discretionary and ministerial 
actions, including the County’s issuance of conditional use, and building permits, as well as consideration 
under the University’s Long Range Development Plan.  However, these actions are not considered to be 
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precedent setting, because they do not represent an innovation or an action that is uncommon to the 
County of Los Angeles or the California Coastal Commission.  The proposed CLP has long been a 
component of the University’s conceptually approved long-term development plan.  Approval of the 
proposed project is not anticipated to set a precedent that would cause the County or the Coastal 
Commission to approve similar proposals in the future.  As discussed in Section 5.0, all environmental 
impacts (i.e. transportation, noise, etc.) that may potentially result in indirect growth would be reduced to 
less than significant levels with implementation of the mitigation measures identified herein. 
 

8.3 CONCLUSION REGARDING GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE CLP 

Although the proposed CLP would potentially result in the creation of incremental economic growth in 
the immediate project vicinity, the CLP is contained within the University confines and would not 
increase existing student enrollment, while only increasing staffing by 48.3 FTE employees.  As such, the 
CLP is not anticipated to have a widespread growth inducing impact.  Therefore, project-specific impacts 
and the project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts relating to growth inducement would be 
less than significant. 
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9.0 PREPARERS OF THE EIR, CONTACTS, AND REFERENCES   

9.1 PREPARERS OF THE EIR 

9.1.1 LEAD AGENCY 

This document was prepared under the direction and approval of Los Angeles County, the lead agency 
under CEQA.  Envicom Corporation prepared the document for the County, and the County by its 
approval accepts the document as its own.   
 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 

320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
Contact:  Kim K. Szalay, AICP, Principal Regional Planning Assistant 
 
9.1.2 PROJECT APPLICANT 

Pepperdine University 
24255 Pacific Coast Highway 
Malibu, CA 90263 
Contact: Rhiannon Bailard, Assistant Vice President, Governmental & Regulatory Affairs 
Director, Center for Sustainability 
 
9.1.3 EIR PREPARATION 

Envicom Corporation 
28328 Agoura Road 
Agoura Hills, CA 91301 
Contact:  Joseph G. Johns, President  
Primo Tapia III, Vice President 

 
Contributing Staff: 

Travis Cullen, Chief Operations Officer 
Lisa Ballin, Director of Environmental Services 
Carl Wishner, Principal Biologist 
Jack Blok, Principal Cartographer 
Jim Anderson, Staff Biologist 
Brian McCarthy, Senior Project Manager 
Charles Cohn, Environmental Analyst 
Chris Boyte, Graphic Artist 
Erin Evarts, Environmental Analyst/ GIS Specialist 
Renee Mauro, Lead Word Processor/Contracts Administrator 
 

Contributing Consultants 

Associated Transportation Engineers – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking Study 
100 N. Hope Avenue, Suite 4 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 
Contact:  Scott A. Schell, Principal Transportation Planner 
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Civiltec Engineering, Inc. – Water and Wastewater Analyses 
118 W. Lime Avenue 
Monrovia, CA 91016 
Contact:  David Byrum, Principal;  Shem Hawes, Project Manager 
 
Daniel B. Stephens & Associates, Inc. – Groundwater Analysis 
5951 Encina Road, Suite 208 
Goleta, CA 93117 
Contact:  John Kay 
 
Francis Krahe & Associates – Lighting Analysis 
304 South Broadway, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Contact:  Francis Krahe, Principal; Seth Ely, Project Manager 
 
Giroux and Associates – Air Quality and Noise Assessments 
1820 E. Garry St. #211 
Santa Ana, CA 92705 
Contact:  Hans Giroux 
 
RJR Engineering Group – Hydrology and Drainage Analysis 
1956 Palma Drive, Suite J 
Ventura, CA 93003 
Contact:  Rob Anderson 
 
Stoney-Miller Consultants, Inc. – Geotechnical Analyses 
14 Hughes, Suite B-101 
Irvine, CA 92618 
Contact:  Gary Stoney, Bob Reynolds 
 
Van Beveren & Butelo Inc. – Geotechnical Analyses 
706 West Broadway, Suite 201 
Glendale, CA 91204 
 

9.2 AGENCIES CONTACTED FOR PREPARTION OF THE EIR 

• Army Corps of Engineers 

• California Coastal Commission, South Central Coast District 

• California Department of Fish and Game 

• California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

• California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

• California Highway Patrol  

• California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 

• California RWQCB Los Angeles Region 

• California State Parks  

• Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 

• Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 

• Los Angeles County Fire Department 
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• Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

• Los Angeles County Sanitation District 

• Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department 

• Los Angeles County Water District No. 29 

• City of Agoura Hills 

• City of Calabasas 

• City of Malibu 

• Las Virgenes Municipal Water District 

• Las Virgenes Unified School District 

• Mountains Recreation & Conservation Authority 

• National Park Service, Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area 

• Resource Conservation District of the Santa Monica Mountains 

• Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 

• Southern California Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
 

9.3 REFERENCES 

Albertson, Nicole, Pepperdine University.  The Graphic.  Trash worth keeping:  Campus teams with 
recycling company.  11/08/2007.  Accessed on July 5, 2008 from: 
http://graphic.pepperdine.edu/news/2007/2007-11-08-trash.htm. 
 
Army Corps of Engineers Final Mitigation Guidelines and Monitoring Requirements April 19, 2004.  
 
Associated Transportation Engineers, 2010, Traffic Impact Analysis Pepperdine University Campus Life 
Project, Malibu, California dated September 3, 2010. 
 
Association of Environmental Professionals, Alternative Approaches to Analyzing Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions and Global Climate Change in CEQA Documents.  Final – June 29, 2007.  
 
Astin, Alexander W.  “Student Involvement:  A Developmental Theory for Higher Education.”  From the 
Journal of College Student Involvement and available at 
http://www.housing.sc.edu/resed/pdf/AstinInvolvement.pdf. 
 
Banks, Richard C. Human Related Mortality of Birds in the United States.  Special Scientific Report- 
Wildlife No. 215.  United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington D.C., 1979.   
 
Boyle Engineering.   LVMWD Recycled Water Master Plan Update, 2007. 
 
Boyle Engineering.  Integrated Water System Master Plan Updated 2007.  October 2007. 
 
Boyle Engineering.  LVMWD Potable Water Master Plan Update, 2007. 
 
Brown, Joan C. and Ronald M. Bissell, Archaeological Reconnaissance for an Approximately 50 Acres 
Area Located on the Pepperdine Campus, Los Angeles County, California, 1997. 
 
CAL Fire Resources and Assessment Program, Los Angeles County Fire Hazard Severity Zones in SRA 
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California Air Resources Board Air Quality and Land Use Handbook, April 2005. 
 
California Climate Action Registry, General Reporting Protocol:  Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Version 3.1, January 2009. 
 
California Climate Action Team.  Climate Action Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the 
Legislature, March 2006. 
 
California Code – General Provisions – Title 5 – Division 3 – Part 1 – Chapter 3 – Section 56133. 
 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Streambed Alteration Agreement under Section 1603 
of the California Fish and Game Code (Agreement No. 5-193-97). 
 
California Department of Fish and Game.  2003 (September).  List of California Terrestrial Natural 
Communities Recognized by the California Natural Diversity Database. 
 
California Department of Fish and Game.  2009 (December).  List of California Vegetation Alliances. 
 
California Department of Fish and Game.  2009 Special Animals. 
 
California Department of Fish and Game. 2010.  Special Vascular Plants.  Bryophytes and Lichens List. 
 
California Department of Fish and Game. 2009. Rarefind 3 Element Occurrence Report for Point Dume, 
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