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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) has been prepared by the County of Los Angeles, as
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The County will use this EIR in
its consideration of requested approvals in connection with Pepperdine University’s proposed Campus
Life Project. The Final EIR consists of responses to comments received on the Draft EIR (provided in
Section 2.0 of this document) and the Draft EIR as modified in Section 3.0 of this document. Section 4.0
provides a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for all of the measures identified in the Final
EIR.

1.1 Contents and Organization of the EIR

The Final EIR consists of the following four chapters:

+ Section 1.0 Introduction. This chapter describes the purpose of the Final EIR and the
organization and contents of this document.

+ Section 2.0 Comments and Responses. This section provides responses to each of the written
comments received during the public comment period on the Draft EIR (November 10, 2010 to
January 10, 2011) and testimony provided at the public hearings before the Regional Planning
Commission on December 2, 2010 regarding the University of Pepperdine’s proposed Campus
Life Project. Responses are also provided for written comments received after the close of the
public comment period.

+  Section 3.0 Draft EIR Revisions. This chapter includes revisions to the Draft EIR featuring
minor changes and additions to the text in response to the comments received on the Draft EIR.
Changes to the Draft EIR are shown in underline/strikethrough format.

+ Section 4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) is the document used by the enforcement and monitoring agencies
responsible for the implementation of the proposed project’s mitigation measures.

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Final EIR
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE NOVEMBER 2010 DEIR

This section provides written responses to all comments received on the DEIR during its public review
period from November 10, 2010 through January 10, 2011.

Comments Received from Federal, State, and Local Government

National Park Service

Air Quality Management District

California Coastal Commission

California Department of Parks and Recreation
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy
California Department of Fish and Game
Department of Public Works

Department of Parks and Recreation

Los Angeles County Fire Department

City of Malibu

Comments Received from Organizations

Malibu Chamber of Commerce
Malibu Country Estates
Malibu Township Council

Comments Received from Individuals

Alexandra Wolter
Chris Allen

Leia K. Lineberger
Rich Danker

M. Hunter Stanfield
Sierra Reicheneker
Adria Stoliar
Nobar Elmi

Laura Elena Ortuno
Stephani Smith
Joseph Daniel Smith
Keith Jarbo

Mark Mushkin
Kely O’Rear

Emily Rose Reeder
Nabil Barsoum
Ann Graham Ehringer
Grant Adamson
Alan Schimpff
Marie Wexler

Greg lee

Ben Ephraim

Fiona Corrigan
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comments Received During Hearing Examiner’s Project Public Hearing,
December 2, 2010

Michael Corrigan
Greg Lee

Emily Rose Reeder
Kendall Fisher
Carson Radke
Krista Friedman
Mariah Stockman
John Watson
Jordan Kahler
Rachel Williams
Susan Saul

Lisa Sheedy
Rebecca Evans
Marty Wilson
Frank Brady
Nicolai Sadarodski
Simon Baker
Ashley Watson
Steve Uhring
Paul Grisanti
Rand Clifford
Robert Briskin
Samantha Miller
Richard Gary
Hiro Kotchounian
Armand Grant

Katherine Yasick
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

TOPICAL RESPONSE 1: AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC

Several commenters raised concerns about average daily traffic volumes resulting from the Campus Life
Project (CLP or the “Project”). CEQA requires the Draft EIR to include an analysis of average daily
traffic and peak-hour traffic volumes. As stated in Section 5.8, Traffic and Access, of the Draft EIR, the
proposed Project would result in a decrease in both average daily traffic and A.M. and P.M. peak hour
commute traffic generated at the Pepperdine campus. The CLP provides additional residential housing
(i.e., 468 additional beds) without increasing enrollment, thereby eliminating the daily commute trips
associated with 468 students. Under normal day-to-day conditions, the CLP would eliminate 744 average
daily trips (ADTs) from local roadways, thus improving local roadway operations in the surrounding
community. Specifically, Project’s anticipated reduction in ADTs is expected to have beneficial impacts
on many of the intersections in the vicinity of Pepperdine’s campus including PCH/Corral Canyon Rd,
PCH/John Tyler Drive, and PCH/Malibu Canyon Road. The traffic reductions associated with the CLP
would occur on the vast majority of the school days throughout the year.

Specifically, within the total 744 daily trips eliminated, the CLP would reduce peak hour traffic
entering/leaving the campus by 67 A.M. trips and 52 P.M. trips, therefore resulting in a beneficial impact to
the study-area intersections. Traffic counts collected at the University show that each commuter student
generates almost three one-way trips per day to and from the campus. Traffic counts also include the local
trips made by resident students to the surrounding amenities in the Malibu area. Trip generation studies were
completed at Pepperdine University to develop trip generation rates applicable to each “campus user group” —
resident students, commuter students, faculty/staff, and visitors/service vehicles. The individual trips
generated by the different campus user groups were quantified at the campus gates by manually counting the
vehicles entering and exiting the campus with the different parking decals issued to each of the campus user
groups (resident students have different parking decals than commuter students who have different decals
than faculty and staff). The trip generation studies by user group were combined with the traffic counts
collected at access points at the campus during the 2008-2009 academic year to facilitate the development of
daily and peak hour rates per user group. From these rates, trip generation calculations were developed for
the CLP. The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works has evaluated these results and concluded
they accurately reflect traffic changes resulting from the incorporation of the CLP. Based on this study, the
Draft EIR concluded that the daily traffic volumes generated at the campus will decrease as a result of
reducing the number of commuter students. The trip generation estimates developed for Phase I and Phase II
of the Project are shown in the tables contained in Draft EIR Section 5.8, Traffic and Access and shown
below. As shown, Phase I of the CLP would result in a decrease of 477 average daily trips. The Project, at
the conclusion of Phase Il would eliminate 744 average daily trips.

Commenters have expressed concern with the generation of traffic by the new Athletics/Events Center
(AEC). The Draft EIR determined that the vast majority of events at the AEC result in no new traffic
impacts. Despite this conclusion, the Draft EIR conservatively evaluates potential worst-case impacts
that could occur from well-attended events at the new AEC that are scheduled to start or end during peak
hour periods, have 3,750 attendees or more and involve a majority of attendees from off-campus. It is
unlikely that all of these circumstances would occur (see Topical Response 4: Athletics and Special
Events). If such an event were to occur, the CLP would result in significant and unmitigable impacts at
local intersections. A statement of overriding considerations will address how the benefits of major
events outweigh the impacts of a limited number of major events where specifically defined in which said
intersections would have unmitigable impacts, which would be an extremely rare occurrence. As stated
in Topical Response 4: Athletics and Special Events, an event would have to start or end during the peak
period during the weekday, have over 3,750 attendees, with a large percentage of attendees commuting to

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Final EIR
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

the AEC from off-campus locations. Mitigation Measure 5.8-3 has been modified to further reduce
impacts from these events. However, none of the maximum capacity events at the Firestone Fieldhouse
held within the past year started or ended during the peak period, and typically athletics events do not host
more than 60 percent of attendees from off-campus.’ Setting aside this limited occurrence and
conservative scenario, on most days the CLP would result in a decrease in overall traffic on the
surrounding roadway network.

It is also important to consider that the Pepperdine campus currently provides services and amenities that
reduce the need for both existing and future resident students, faculty and staff to travel off campus; and the
CLP will expand these services and amenities. Existing services that would be available to future students
include the free shuttle service that transports students, staff, and faculty to/from local Malibu area shopping
centers. The shuttle service runs four times per day. Basic services, groceries, food, toiletries, and amenities
are available on-campus. Recently, the University added Nature’s Edge to the Tyler Campus Center, which
specifically sells healthy groceries on-campus so that students who do not have cars have access to food
outside of the cafeteria. Food and snacks are also available at other on-campus locations including the La
Brea café and Jamba Juice. Automated Teller Machines (ATM) are located throughout campus, reducing the
need to travel off-campus for banking services.

The CLP would expand the current practice of providing amenities and shopping opportunities on campus.
New amenities include a café and convenience store at the outer precinct, as well as the new student
recreational facilities in the converted Firestone Fieldhouse (these include a new student gym, increased
opportunities for court sports and intramural activities, etc.). It is anticipated that the existing and proposed
services and amenities provided on-campus would further reduce traffic generated at the campus, as both
existing and future resident students, faculty and staff would have greater and more varied retail selections
and recreational opportunities on the campus. As stated, despite these on-campus amenities, the traffic
analysis took local and weekend trips into consideration when analyzing the total trip reduction resulting
from the conversion of existing commuter to resident students. The Los Angeles County traffic impact
criteria require that the impact analysis focus on the weekday A.M. and P.M. peak commuter periods, which
are the times when traffic demands are highest on a day-to-day basis. However, it is noted that the overall
traffic generated by the University on weekends is much less than on weekdays. Thus, the University’s
contribution to traffic on the off-campus street network on weekends is much lower than the contribution to
traffic during weekdays.

Finally, some commenters raised concerns regarding traffic impacts during summer months, and AEC events
that may be held during summer months. Importantly, given the drop in on-campus residents and the
elimination of commuter students traveling to and from the campus that occurs during summer months, it
is not possible that traffic generation during the summer would exceed non-summer month peak traffic
conditions due to the Project. The peak hours evaluated in the Draft EIR are therefore sufficient to capture
the worst-case traffic conditions. As stated, this analysis revealed that the Project would result in a net benefit
to both average daily traffic and A.M. and P.M. peak hour commute traffic.

' This ratio was developed based on ticket data collected at basketball games held at the Firestone Fieldhouse.
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Pepperdine University CLP Trip Generation

A.M Peak P.M Peak
User Group CLP Proposed Change ADT Hour Hour
Rate Trips Rate Trips | Rate | Trips
Phase 1
Visitors/Service 10 Visitors 2.0 20 0.137 1 0.143 1
Resident Student 308 bed spaces 0.75 231 0.028 8 0.084 26
Commuter Student -308 students 2.76 -850 0.210 -65 0.235 -72
Faculty/Staff 49 employees 2.49 122 0.242 12 0.257 13
Total -477 -44 -32
Phase I & 11
Visitors/Service 20 visitors 2.0 40 0.137 3 0.143 3
Resident Student 468 bed spaces 0.75 351 0.028 13 0.084 39
Commuter Student -468 students 276 | -1,292 0.210 -98 0.235 | -110
Faculty/Staff 63 employees 2.49 157 0.242 15 0.257 16
Total -744 -67 -52
Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Final EIR
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

TOPICAL RESPONSE 2: LIGHTING

This topical response is provided due to the number of commenters that raised questions on lighting
including intensity of lights, frequency/duration of use, and dark sky impacts.

Background

A lighting impact study was undertaken to determine whether the proposed Campus Life Project (CLP)
components will result in negative light pollution impacts and, in particular, potential glare or light
trespass impacts. The lighting impact study methodology and thresholds of significance were based on
illumination industry standards, in conjunction with established California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) guidelines. The Draft EIR “Technical Lighting Report” (contained in Appendix G) analyzed a
variety of factors and took physical measurements at 15 “Receptor Sites” in the vicinity of campus
determine the potential for new CLP lighting to result in significant impacts in areas beyond the campus’
property line.

The Technical Lighting Report evaluated the following forms of quantitative lighting conditions:

+ Illuminance (or light falling on a surface), used to calculate light trespass; and
+  Luminance (visual brightness), used to calculate glare.

The CLP would have potential significant impacts if light from its components caused offsite areas to
exceed the standards establishing thresholds of significance for light trespass or glare. An explanation of
these standards/thresholds follows.

Thresholds of Significance for Light Trespass

“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. Light trespass is
evaluated by measuring the project’s illuminance (light falling on a surface), which is the measured or
calculated light incident upon a receptor site measured in footcandles (fc). The Technical Lighting Report
calculated illuminance at 15 Receptor Sites in the areas surrounding the University.

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 fc or
more, beyond the property line, is the measure used for the threshold of significance.” For reference, the
illuminance directly below a streetlight is 2 fc, the midpoint between two street lights is approximately
0.5 fc, and illuminance caused by a full moon is approximately 0.1 fc.

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 measurement of 0.1 fc is used to
determine significance. This measurement for meeting the threshold is consistent with the Illuminating
Engineering Society of North America (IESNA)’ guidelines. Receptor Sites surrounding CLP
Component Site 5 (Enhanced Recreation Area) were evaluated using this criterion, as well as sites in the

2 The perception of illuminance level is relative to the contextual light levels; see section 2.3.1.1 of the Technical Lighting
Report, Draft EIR Appendix G, for an explanation of the relative nature of the perception of illuminance.

3 The IESNA Lighting Handbook: Reference & Application. Ninth Edition. Illuminating Engineering Society of North America,
New York. 2000.

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Final EIR
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (the Conservancy)-owned Malibu Bluffs 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 Los Angeles County does not have a
numeric threshold of significance, the lighting studies conducted for the Draft EIR identify and refer to a
number of non-binding standards that support the 0.5 fc and 0.1 fc threshold levels applied in this section.
The IENSA, 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 fc standard is appropriate for the off-site areas, which most closely fall within the
characterization of low-to-medium levels of ambient brightness, and the 0.1 fc standard, as the most
conservative standard that exists, is applied to areas that are “intrinsically dark, such as a National Park”
and are therefore appropriate for the natural areas surrounding the proposed CLP.

Thresholds of Significance: Glare

“Glare” is defined as visual discomfort resulting from high contrast in brightness levels that may occur in
either day or nighttime views. Glare is evaluated by measuring the project’s luminance, which is the
visible surface brightness of objects within one's field of view measured in footlamberts. Levels of glare
are expressed by a contrast ratio, or “luminance ratio”. The luminance ratio describes the range of
difference between a bright foreground object and a darker background.

The contrast or luminance ratio takes into account the way the eye takes in multiple illuminated elements
within its view and is established by the maximum measured or calculated point value* (of appearance of
brightness) to the average point value® (of appearance of brightness). With this ratio, the human eye can
evaluate the relative brightness of specific objects within a given context or point of view. This contrast
ratio provides a quantitative threshold measurement to designate glare. Based on studies of luminance
documented in the IENSA Lighting Handboo®k the following contrast ratios and their impacts are utilized
by the Technical Lighting Report:

»  Contrast ratios of 1:1 to 3:1 are not differentiable to the human eye.

«  Contrast ratios between 3:1 and 10:1 are considered “Low Contrast”, which means the difference
in brightness can be perceived, but does not cause discomfort.

+ Contrast ratios between 10:1 and 30:1 are considered “Mid Contrast“, which again means
differences in brightness can be perceived, but the differences do not rise to a level of discomfort
or “glare.”

+  Contrast ratios above 30:1 are considered “High Contrast” and classified as glare by the IENSA.
Note: For the purposes of the Draft EIR, this contrast ratio is used as the measurement for the
threshold of significance for glare impacts.’

In evaluation of existing conditions, measured points are used. For future conditions, calculated points are used. In both cases,
these points show the maximum luminance value visible from a specified point of view and receptor site.

At each receptor site, a grid of luminance measurements is taken that extends 30 degrees from the top to bottom and 90
degrees from left to right. Calculation or measurement points are taken at 6 degree increments horizontally, and 3 degree
increments vertically. The average point value represents the average of all measured or calculated points values.

See supra footnote 3.

All on-campus measured contrast ratios exceeded the 30:1 ratio. The lowest existing contrast ratio on Campus was measured
to be 36.4:1 at Receptor Site C. A photograph of existing nighttime conditions at Receptor Site C is provided on page 42 of
the Lighting Impact Study, Appendix G of the DEIR.

< o
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

With this background, the following section of the Topical summarizes the CLP’s potential light trespass
and glare impacts.

CLP Impacts on Light Trespass and Glare

To evaluate whether or not the CLP would cause light trespass and/or glare, the Technical Lighting
Report investigated light trespass and glare conditions at a variety of physical locations in the vicinity of
the University (again, the 15 “Receptor Sites”). Commenters specifically expressed concerns about
potential impacts at the Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs. A summary of those impacts follows.

Evaluation of Impacts at Malibu Bluffs
Receptor Site T Measurements

The Technical Lighting Report evaluated impacts at Receptor Site T, (see Draft EIR Figure 5.7.2-1),
which is located on a trail that crosses a level terrace surface in a natural area of Conservancy-owned
Malibu Bluffs property approximately 500 feet south of PCH and 450 feet westerly of the centrally
located picnic area in the developed area of the Malibu Bluffs Community Park. Receptor Site T, which
has distant views of CLP Component Site 3 (Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field), represents a worst-case
location that could potentially experience adverse light and glare impacts within the Conservancy-owned
Malibu Bluffs property since it is closest to CLP light sources. Other potential viewing sites are located
farther away and at lower elevations than Receptor Site T; thus providing more opportunities for
intervening terrain and vegetation to block views of Component 3. It is located approximately 3,200 feet
(0.6 mile) from the athletic field lighting proposed at Component 3. The site is located near the center of
one of the proposed overnight camping locations in the park and has a direct view of the intersection at
John Tyler Drive and PCH. See Section 4.4.15 of the Technical Lighting Report.

Light Trespass / llluminance

In the existing condition, the illuminance levels at Receptor Site T were measured to be 0.003 fc, on
February 2, 2010. To evaluate light trespass, the Technical Lighting Report calculated the future
illuminance contribution from the simultaneous lighting of the CLP components (including the Enhanced
Recreation Area, and Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field), and related projects (including baseball field) and
found that in this circumstance no significant impact would result. The calculated future contributed
illuminance from the CLP and related project lighting is 0.003 fc. Under the mitigated conditions,
contributed illuminance is calculated to be 0.002 fc. If only one of these athletic facilities were operating
with the required mitigations, the contributed illuminance is calculated to be 0.001 footcandles. Such an
illuminance contribution is far below the most restrictive threshold of significance used to evaluate the
effect of light trespass, and it should be noted that it is within the range of illuminance under existing
conditions. The light trespass contribution of the CLP and related projects at Receptor Site T will be
imperceptible. Further, a full moon could increase the light level to as much as 0.1 fc, 33 times more
illumination than the illuminance contribution of the CLP lighting. With these considerations, it is clear
that the CLP lighting has no effect on the illuminance conditions, and would not result in light trespass at
the Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs. To ensure no significant impacts, the Technical Lighting Report
also studied glare at the Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs.

Glare & Contrast / Luminance

The evaluation of the Iuminance or glare conditions determined that CLP lighting, even with
simultaneous operation of CLP project and related projects, will not result in a significant impact on
Receptor Site T.

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Final EIR
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Measuring Brightness at Malibu Bluffs

In the existing condition, the luminance levels at Receptor Site T were measured to be a maximum of
3.324 footlamberts and average 0.127 footlamberts, resulting in a contrast ratio of 26.2:1. This represents
a contrast condition within the high range of “Mid Contrast”, which means that differences in brightness
are perceptible, but do not cause discomfort or glare.

The future luminance levels at Receptor Site T are calculated to be a maximum of 6.150 footlamberts and
an average of 0.211 footlamberts for the non-mitigated CLP lighting and the related projects, resulting in
a contrast ratio of 29.1:1, which is still within the “Mid Contrast” band. For the mitigated CLP and
related project lighting, the future luminance condition is calculated to be a maximum of 3.740
footlamberts and an average of 0.131 footlamberts, resulting in a contrast ratio of 28.6:1, a less than
significant contrast ratio and below the level of discomfort or glare.

Viewing the Lighting Fixtures from Malibu Bluffs

Other commenters expressed concerns that the CLP’s sports lighting would be visible from Malibu
Bluffs. View study analysis has shown that the CLP Athletic lighting fixtures will be visible from Site
Receptor Site T (see Figure 1). However, because the fixtures (or luminaires) are fully shielded and
aimed downward, the light sources (lamps) will not be visible from Receptor Site T. As shown in Figure
2, the proposed pole heights are designed to enable steep aiming angles that reduce light trespass and
glare impacts. Further, this design approach is most sensitive to concerns related to sky glow and
coincides with the recommendations to reduce or mitigate sky glow provided by the International Dark
Sky Association (IDA) and IESNA. Additionally, the implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.7.2-6
ensures that poles that are visible to the general public will incorporate exterior textures and color
coatings that will blend with prevailing background colors and textures.

For a complete review of CLP lighting impacts at all Site Receptors, please see Draft EIR Appendix G.

Effects of Sky Glow and Dark Sky Ordinances

Commenters have expressed concerns that the CLP may cause “sky glow”, a form of light pollution.

Sky Glow

“Sky glow” is created when light is reflected and scattered by dust and gas particles in the atmosphere.
Nighttime sky glow is caused primarily by light that is emitted upward, but can also be caused by light
that is reflected from the ground, or by natural sources such as the moon and stars. Sky glow is inherently
inconsistent, and can vary widely depending on weather conditions, the amount of dust and gas in the
atmosphere and even the viewing angle. Human made causes of sky glow include electric light that is
emitted directly upward into the sky (uplight), or reflected off of the ground or other surface. Such light
illuminates the aerosol particles within the atmosphere and results in a luminous background.

Nature of Emitted Light and Sky Glow

Light that results in sky glow is redirected back to the ground as a result of the initial angle of light and
the presence of particulates and aerosols within the atmosphere. As shown in Figure 3, light emitted
between 80 and 100 degrees from nadir® has the greatest effect on sky glow where it is most aerosol
dependent. Light emitted at these angles has a greater effect in rural areas in which buildings do not

¥ Nadir is the direction pointing directly below a particular location.
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obstruct the light emitted at these angles. Light emitted between 0 and 80 degrees is far less likely to
result in sky glow because the light travels downward towards the ground rather than horizontally into the
sky.

CLP Impacts on Sky Glow

As indicated in Section 5.2.5 of the Technical Lighting Report, the CLP’s proposed lighting
improvements are based on design principles and recommendations provided by the IDA and IESNA to
prevent or minimize all forms of light pollution, including glare, light trespass, and sky glow. Such
practices include the use of cutoff and shielded fixtures to prevent light from being directed into the sky
or to neighboring properties. Because the existing area and sports lighting are not shielded, the
implementation of the design criteria would align Pepperdine more with the design standards associated
with dark sky and improve the overall lighting environment.

Calculating Future Impacts of Lighting on Sky Glow

The IESNA and the IDA do not recognize or endorse a calculation method to analyze the future impacts
of lighting on sky glow. Rather, these organizations provide design principles to reduce or curtail the
impact of lighting upon sky glow. These principles are utilized within the proposed lighting
improvements outlined in Section 5.2.5 of the Technical Lighting Report and include the use of cutoff
and shielded fixtures. Further, it requires that all fixtures aimed upward are focused upon an architectural
element and restrict the amount of light entering the night sky.

Specifically, the future CLP Athletic (and related baseball field) and Project site lighting have been
designed based on IESNA and IDA recommendations for the reduction of light pollution (sky glow) and
include the following:

1. Limit flux (light emitted from fixture) above horizontal with the use of cutoff and shielded
luminaires.

2. Minimize non-target illumination. All proposed luminaires are aimed downward or restrict light
onto illuminated surface (such as a field of play or sign) to restrict the amount of light escaping
into the night sky.

3. Reduce outdoor light levels during times of low use.

Further reducing the potential for creating sky glow, the CLP lighting elements have been designed to use
a variety of non-binding “dark sky” ordinances and policies as models for good design (both of which are
designed to decrease sky glow).

CLP Consistency with Local Dark Sky Policies

No adopted locally dark sky ordinances apply to the Project site. While regulation of light trespass is
commonplace within Los Angeles County, and the City of Malibu, these jurisdictions do not regulate
lighting based upon visibility of the night sky (i.e. sky glow). However, the lighting proposed as part of
the CLP meets a number of instructive, non-binding dark skies policy guidelines.

Los Angeles County Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan

The Los Angeles County Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan does not include policies that
regulate light trespass, light spill, or decreased visibility of night sky due to lighting.
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County of Los Angeles: The Proposed Santa Monica Mountains Local Coastal Program, Coastal Zone
Plan

While not applicable to the Project since it is a draft document not yet adopted, the only land use plan that
differentiates between light spill as a nuisance (light trespass) and light spill as a cause of decreased
visibility of the night sky is the County’s, The Proposed Santa Monica Mountains Local Coastal
Program, Coastal Zone Plan. The draft Conservation of Open Space Policy identified in The Proposed
Santa Monica Mountains Local Coastal Program, Coastal Zone Plan (Section 11, Conservation of Open
Space Element, Policy CO-56) states that the purpose of the draft policy is to maintain the visibility of the
night sky, and requiring users to “Control lighting to preserve the visibility of the night skies and stars,”
(Section II. G. Conservation and Open Space Element. Scenic Resources CO-56). The lighting design
guidelines provided in Section 5.2.5 of the of the Technical Lighting Report align with this draft policy
because it requires that all Campus Life Project athletic lighting have shielding and specific aiming
criteria as well as cutoff (i.e., blocking light emitted above the horizon) for Campus Life Project site
lighting.

Further, the proposed project lighting for the Campus Life Project also meets proposed requirements of
draft policy LU-31 of The Proposed Santa Monica Mountains Local Coastal Program, Coastal Zone
Plan which provides a draft policy for private residential zones, primarily for security purposes and in
order to limit light trespass and light pollution. The draft policy is to:

Limit exterior lighting, except when needed for safety. Require that new exterior lighting
installations use low-intensity directional lighting and screening to minimize light spillover and
glare, thereby preserving the visibility of a natural night sky and stars and minimizing disruption
of wild animal behavior, to the extent consistent with public safety.

Again, the CLP’s lighting design guidelines provided in Section 5.2.5 of the Technical Lighting Report
align with this draft policy by utilizing low-intensity directional lighting and providing screening to
minimize spillover and glare.

CLP Consistency with Other Recommended Dark Sky Best Management Practices (BMPs)

The IDA provides recommended BMPs for outdoor lighting installations and guidelines for lighting
regulations. The IDA Simple Guidelines for Lighting Regulations for Small Communities, Urban
Neighborhoods, and Subdivisions is informative as a specific example of a Dark Sky guideline. The
Project incorporates numerous BMPs and technologies described by the IDA, including the use of full
shielding and limiting luminaire wattage, as appropriate.

Conclusion

The lighting guidelines designated within Section 5.2.5 of the Technical Lighting Report are based on
design principles and recommendations provided by the IDA and IESNA to prevent or minimize all forms
of light pollution, including glare, light trespass, and sky glow. These are the same practices required
within some other jurisdiction’s local ordinances and policies and include the use of shielded fixtures.
The proposed lighting improvements exceed many such guiding industry standards with the planned
implementation of cutoff luminaires for site lighting to reduce sky glow and minimize the direct view of
the light source. Further, because the existing site and athletic lighting are not shielded, the
implementation of the design criteria, which includes cutoff shielded light fixtures, would align

° If adopted, CO-56 would be applicable to the project site.
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Pepperdine more with the design standards associated with dark sky and improve the overall lighting
environment.
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 3: EVENT NOISE FROM THE ATHLETICS/EVENTS CENTER

This response addresses concerns raised by several commenters about the potential noise impacts on
Malibu Country Estate (MCE) residents adjacent to John Tyler Drive from sports and other campus
events at the Athletics/Events Center (AEC). The effects of the Campus Life Project (CLP), including the
operation of the proposed AEC, on noise are discussed in greater detail in the Draft EIR Section 5.5,
Noise.

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3, Project Description, the CLP’s AEC component provides a new
interior-campus location for an athletics and events venue that will replace the existing athletics and
events uses at the current on campus Firestone Fieldhouse (Fieldhouse) venue. It should be noted that
because the campus does not currently have a separate recreation center, in addition to accommodating
campus events and the University’s athletics department, the Fieldhouse serves students’ recreation needs
as well.

Existing Conditions: The Firestone Fieldhouse

As part of the CLP, the AEC will replace the Fieldhouse, which currently features 3,104 fixed seats, as
the campus’ main athletics and events venue. The AEC will have 5,000 fixed seats, for a net addition of
approximately 1,900 fixed seats on-campus. The Fieldhouse currently accommodates up to 470
temporary seats as well, and the AEC will not expand that number. The University currently holds men’s
and women’s intercollegiate basketball and volleyball games, varsity practices, intramurals, and student
“pick-up” games on one performance court at the Fieldhouse. The Fieldhouse also hosts concerts,
speeches and other Pepperdine campus events.

Fieldhouse as an Athletics Facility

The Fieldhouse does not adequately meet the needs of the student body or the University’s athletics
department — it is outdated and undersized compared to other venues athletic venues in the West Coast
Conference (WCC) (Pepperdine University is a member of the WCC). In fact, it is the smallest venue in
the WCC." 1In addition to limitations on spectator seating, the Fieldhouse also places logistical
challenges on the University as it tries to run a NCAA Division 1 sports program. For example, during
intercollegiate competition, both the home and visiting teams must share locker room space, often
resulting in the visiting team utilizing a nearby classroom for changing during games.

Fieldhouse as a Student Recreation Center

In addition to Fieldhouse’s size and logistical limitations as an intercollegiate athletic venue, the
Fieldhouse also has a distinct lack of recreation space for students to utilize (e.g. for “pick up” basketball
and volleyball games). This limited “court space” is further limited by intercollegiate games and
practices and non-athletic University events. The Fieldhouse also has limited gym facilities for the
Pepperdine population-in fact, the student weight room that serves the undergraduates and all four
graduate student programs is housed in a basement area of the Fieldhouse that was converted from two
racquetball courts.

In summary, though functional for Pepperdine when constructed in 1973, the Fieldhouse no longer meets
the needs of the University’s athletics program, student body, and campus community as a whole. In
order to enhance the quality of life for its existing student body and provide athletic facilities capable of

1% pepperdine University has the smallest athletics venue in the WCC at a capacity of 3,104. St. Mary’s University is the only
other WCC school with a capacity below 4,000 seats. Brigham Young University, which recently joined the WCC, has the
largest venue, with a capacity of 22,700 seats.
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supporting a premier NCAA Division 1 athletics program, the CLP will create athletic, event, and
recreation space that meets the needs of the University moving forward.

Following completion of the AEC, the University will remove the fixed spectator seating from the
Fieldhouse and transition the Fieldhouse into an upgraded student recreation center, practice facility, and
activity venue consistent with existing types of programming, and will host water polo and swimming
athletic activities.

Athletics/Events Center

The AEC is intended to provide state of the art amenities in an event and performance venue that is
consistent with a high-caliber University education experience. Also, the AEC would enhance athletic
recruiting efforts at the University by offering prospective student athletes a competition and practice
facility that is on par with the caliber of competition at other schools in the WCC. The ACE will provide
the University with upgraded and additional practice facilities for its intercollegiate teams, a NCAA
Division I regulation volleyball and basketball competition venue, and a unified location for its Athletics
department offices. A total of 5,000 permanent seats will be provided, with additional seating provided
by up to 470 folding chairs, to provide a combined total of 5,470 seats for athletic and other campus-
hosted events. As explained in the Draft EIR Section 3, Project Description, Pepperdine is seeking 5,000
permanent seats in the AEC to meet minimum seating requirements to host NCAA Division 1 regional
championship tournament games for men’s and women’s volleyball and women’s basketball.""  For more
detail on the AEC, please refer to Topical Response 4: Athletics and Special Events, and Reponses to
Comments from the City of Malibu, Response to Comment MBU-1.

AEC Noise Impact

Certain commenters have expressed concerns that the operation of the AEC will result in adverse noise
impacts on the neighboring Malibu Country Estates (MCE). As discussed in detail in Draft EIR Section
5.5, Noise, events at the AEC will have a less than significant noise impact. To reach this conclusion,
Draft EIR took into account the levels of attendance at on-campus events. Data provided by the
University revealed that less than 3,000 persons attend most campus events (the types of events that will
be held at the AEC in the future) and more than 90% 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). With this background, the Draft EIR then analyzed
traffic patterns to determine noise impacts on MCE.

Parked Vehicle 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 decibel (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.

I Based on the expertise and experience of the University’s Athletics Department regarding historical host area
sizes for NCAA regional round of competition minimum venue size.
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Event Related Traffic Noise

The majority of events at the AEC that will generate the off-campus traffic capable of creating noise
impacts on MCE will be held on evenings and weekends when traffic and parking demands are low.
However, the Draft EIR evaluates circumstances from a worst-case impact, such as a sell-out AEC event,
at peak traffic conditions for morning and evening hours weekdays. The presumed worst-case traffic
noise impact would be a comparison of an existing maximum attendance Fieldhouse event versus a future
peak attendance event at the AEC.

The Draft EIR determined that current events at the Fieldhouse can generate 858 vehicle trips if 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.”> Due the increased number of seats at the
AEC, the Draft EIR determined that 455 “new” vehicle trips will be generated to/from the campus for a
sell-out event at the AEC.

Based on current, observed Pepperdine traffic patterns, 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.
Draft EIR 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
Fieldhouse sell-out will be increased by +1 to +2 dB for a combination of existing measured ambient plus
a new AEC sell-out. This difference in noise levels from increased traffic on John Tyler Drive would be
negligible from a sell-out event with a post 10:00 P.M. departure. As discussed on page 5.5-18 of the
Draft EIR, this conclusion is derived on noise calculations based on peak hour event-related traffic,
assuming conservatively that half of attendees would use John Tyler Drive for egress and that it would
remain open past 10:30 P.M. to allow attendees to exit after special events. For more information on John
Tyler Drive please refer to Topical Response 8: John Tyler Drive.

On-Campus Chiller Plant

The only CLP significant noise expected will be from the AEC-adjacent chiller plant. Chiller plant noise
is expected to be potentially significant prior to mitigation. Mitigation Measures 5.5-10 through 5.5-12
provide means to reduce the level of significance to a less than significant level. These include enclosing
the chillers in ventilated buildings, locating the cooling tower in a site with interrupted lines-of-sight to
the nearest noise sensitive uses, and equipping cooling towers with variable speed drives that allow
nocturnal fan speed reduction during periods of reduced cooling demand.

AEC Location on Campus and Noise Benefits

Due to the new location of the AEC, campus events will be located further away from MCE residences,
diminishing the amount of noise residents currently experience with the proximal Fieldhouse, and will
also have the benefit of dorms and intervening buildings to assist in noise blockage. Also, the proposed
location provides almost 15 dB of additional noise attenuation as a result of the increased distance
between the center and adjacent residences, along with the fact that the activities will take place indoors,
which will further reduce noise impacts.

"2 This assumption is based on current observed event attendance on the Pepperdine campus.
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Related Project: Future Use of the Firestone Fieldhouse: Recreation Center Noise

As explained above, the Fieldhouse currently operates as both an athletics venue and student recreation
center. There are no restrictions on the hours of operation of the Fieldhouse.

Noise associated with the conversion of the Fieldhouse to a student recreation center is evaluated in detail
on Draft EIR page 5.5-24. Noise associated with the Fieldhouse such as car alarms, door slams,
conversations, etc., also known as “single event noises,” were measured from the source to the closest
MCE residence. Based on the measurements taken, and with consideration to low background levels in
the evening to mask on-campus event noise, future use of the Fieldhouse in the late evening will not have
a significant noise impact. Single event noises will be less than that which exists during late evening or
early morning hours at the eastern tier of MCE homes.

The Draft EIR notes that the Fieldhouse currently provides a home for informal recreation, intramurals,
events, and competitive athletics uses. Construction of the AEC will result in the relocation of 283
student athletes along with coaches and support staff, to their own facility. The relocation of regularly
recurring games, events, and daily practices for four different athletic teams as well as spectators for these
events will reduce the intensity of official athletic use, while allowing for a replacement of some athletic
uses with informal recreation use, which is more intermittent and less intense.
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 4: ATHLETICS AND SPECIAL EVENTS

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3, Project Description, the Campus Life Project (CLP) provides for a
new, state-of-the-art athletics and events facility. This topical response is provided as a number of
commenters inquired about the nature, size, and frequency of events, both athletic and non-athletic,
following completion of the CLP.

Existing Conditions: The Firestone Fieldhouse

As part of the CLP, the AEC will replace the Fieldhouse, which currently features 3,104 fixed seats, as
the campus’ main athletics and events venue. The AEC will have 5,000 fixed seats, for a net addition of
approximately 1,900 fixed seats on-campus. The Fieldhouse currently accommodates up to 470
temporary seats. The AEC will not expand that number but will also accommodate 470 temporary seats.
The University currently holds men’s and women’s intercollegiate basketball and volleyball games,
varsity practices, intramurals, and student “pick-up” games on one performance court at the Fieldhouse.

In addition to sports games and recreational uses, the Fieldhouse currently hosts a number of other
activities and events, including but not limited to graduation ceremonies, concerts, lectures, physical
education classes, concerts, bible lectures, new student orientation, convocation, athletics camps,
intramurals, informal recreation, and alumni events. There is currently no maximum number of events
allowed per year at the Fieldhouse, nor are there existing limitations on leasing of the facility to outside
parties.

Future Conversion of the Firestone Fieldhouse

Upon completion of the AEC, the spectator seating at the Fieldhouse would be removed, and the venue
would be utilized primarily as a recreational facility. However, events and activities would continue to
occur at the Fieldhouse in a manner generally consistent with existing types of programming (with the
exception of the spectator events which would relocate to the AEC). Please refer to Topical Response 7:
Related Projects, for more information on the Fieldhouse conversion.

Athletics/Events Center

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, the AEC would accommodate existing uses
by providing a high caliber events venue consistent with an institution of higher education along with
athletic capabilities comparable to other schools in the West Coast Conference (WCC). This would allow
the University to remain competitive and relevant while continuing to deliver upon its promise of a
quality education to Pepperdine students.

Public Input on AEC Siting

Importantly, Pepperdine has directly responded to the input of its adjacent neighbors in planning the
facility. For example, the University’s Development Program Zone (DPZ) and Long-Range Development
Plan (LRDP) include a 70,000 square foot auditorium with 3,500 seats totaling 75 feet in height. This
auditorium is approved for construction in the area that fronts John Tyler Drive immediately adjacent to
the Fieldhouse and directly across from Malibu Country Estates. As part of the Project, the CLP proposes
to forgo the proposed 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 AEC away
from the existing approximately 3,570-seat Fieldhouse venue (seating count includes temporary folding
chair seating). Following completion of the AEC (which results in 1,600 fewer seats than the total
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combined amount approved in the DPZ and LRDP" for the auditorium and the Fieldhouse), the
Fieldhouse will eliminate the athletic and event uses requiring spectator seating, dramatically reducing the
intensity of use at this facility by eliminating its role as the primary spectator seating venue on-campus.
Similarly, as originally conceptualized, the AEC component of the Project involved renovating the
existing Fieldhouse and decking the Fieldhouse parking lot. The University has conceptual approval for
such a project in its long-range plans. After discussions with neighbors and consideration of their
proximity to the Fieldhouse, however, the University elected to consolidate and relocate the proposed
athletics and events uses to a separate facility in the northern campus interior.

In 2008 Pepperdine reconvened its Advisory Transportation Committee, comprised of community
stakeholders including CalTrans, metro, City of Malibu, Malibu Country Estates HOA, Los Angeles
County Traffic and Lighting and Regional Planning, and the Sheriff’s Department. At three meetings
held in 2008, 2009, and 2010, the committee discussed traffic methodology, traffic implications, and
prospective mitigation measures related to the Project, and specifically the AEC.

AEC Purpose and Use

The new facility would continue to satisfy the campus’ need for a NCAA Division I regulation volleyball
and basketball competition venue, and would also be used for a wide range of other activities and events.
As such activities and/or events are currently held at the Fieldhouse, they are part of the existing
environmental setting, or baseline condition, against which project-induced changes in the physical
environment must be evaluated in order to determine project impacts. The nature and frequency of events
at the AEC would be generally consistent with the types of programming currently offered at the
Fieldhouse.

The purpose and project objective of the AEC is to construct a modern, state of the art athletics and events
venue that is on par with Pepperdine University’s high caliber educational mission. Upon completion of
the Fieldhouse in 1973, the facility was considered a state-of-the-art athletics venue; however, today, the
Fieldhouse is outdated, undersized, and one of the most under equipped athletic venues in the WCC. At
3,104 permanent seats, the Fieldhouse is the smallest athletic venue in the WCC and is more analogous to
a high school gymnasium than an NCAA Division I athletic venue. '* Further, there is only one men’s
and one women’s locker room facility at Fieldhouse. During athletic events, home and visiting teams
have to share the locker room space or the visiting team is provided use of a nearby classroom. Also, the
existing student weight room at the Fieldhouse is in fact two converted racquetball facilities. Though
functional for Pepperdine when constructed in 1973, the Fieldhouse no longer meets the needs of the
University’s Division 1 athletic programs and active student body.

In addition, the AEC will also allow the University to bid for regional rounds of competition in men’s and
women’s volleyball as well as women’s basketball, which requires a minimum of 5,000 seats."> This is

" The DPZ and LRDP include the existing 3,570-seat Firestone Fieldhouse (470 temporary) and a separate 3,500-scat
auditorium. Combined, these previously approved facilities would provide 7,070 seats. The CLP eliminates all Fieldhouse
seating and proposes 5,470 seats (470 of them temporary) at the AEC.

' pepperdine University has the smallest athletics venue in the West Coast Conference at a capacity of 3,104. St. Mary’s
University is the only other WCC school with a capacity below 4,000 seats. Brigham Young University, which recently joined
the WCC, has the largest venue, with a capacity of 22,700 seats.

15 Based on the expertise and experience of the University’s Athletics Department regarding historical host area sizes for NCAA
regional round of competition minimums, to be considered to host key athletic events, venues must meet certain minimum
seating requirements. To host first, second and regional rounds for the women’s basketball national championship tournament,
a minimum of 5,000 seats is required. See Reponses to Comments from the City of Malibu, Response to Comment MBU-1.
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critical for purposes of competitiveness, student athlete recruitment, and fostering a sense of school spirit
amongst all students and participants in the larger community.

AEC Special Event Impacts: Traffic

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.8, Traffic and Access, the Project would decrease traffic following
completion of CLP due to the conversion of commuter students to resident students. Thus, in the vast
majority of circumstances the Project would generate beneficial impacts to the local roadway system.
However, the Draft EIR also conservatively evaluates potential worst-case impacts that could occur
resulting from well-attended events at the AEC with a significant percentage of attendees arriving from
off-campus that are scheduled to start or end during peak hour periods on weekdays.

The Draft EIR found that an AEC event that starts or ends during a weekday A.M. or P.M. “peak” traffic,
has over 3,750 attendees, and has a large percentage of attendees commuting to the AEC from off-campus
locations could result in significant and unmitigable impacts at eight study intersections. However, this
set of circumstances is unlikely to occur for a variety of reasons. First, many people attending games at
the AEC will be members of the Pepperdine community who are already on campus, and as such will not
generate additional traffic demand--based on past attendance records for athletic events, off-site visitors
typically do not make up more than 60 percent of the crowd at athletics events on campus. Further, that
the percentage of on-campus attendees to Pepperdine events is anticipated to increase following
completion of the AEC, due to the CLP’s addition of on-campus student housing. Additionally, based on
past attendance records, very few sold-out games are anticipated at the AEC. For purposes of
comparison, there were only six maximum capacity events (maximum of 3,570 attendees) at the existing
Fieldhouse in 2010. Finally, there were no home athletic games that started at the evening peak hour and
none of the maximum capacity events from 2010 started or ended during the peak hour periods.

Despite the unlikely occurrence of circumstances that would result in a significant and unavoidable traffic
impact, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that require the University to implement an Event
Management Plan, designed primarily to manage on-campus traffic and parking, and a Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) Program, intended to minimize large-scale event traffic impacts during peak
hours to the maximum extent feasible and reduce the number of vehicles traveling to campus for events. The
TDM Program will be developed in conjunction with the County. The TDM Program shall include the use of
a shuttle bus system for large events in order to reduce traffic entering/exiting the campus or booking policies
that would prevent the AEC from hosting a sold-out event on the same night as another off-site traffic
generating event on campus. It is very likely that the required TDM Program will achieve mitigation to a
level of insignificance. In order to set forth a conservative analysis, however, the Draft EIR concludes
that the Project has the potential of significance after mitigation and thus requires a Statement of
Overriding Considerations.

Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field

The Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field component would meet the present and future institutional needs of
the University’s soccer program, which includes providing a NCAA-compliant competition field that is
the preferred-size to meet the needs of the existing women’s soccer team and a possible future men’s
team. Currently, the existing soccer field meets the minimum size requirements for NCAA-compliance
for women’s soccer and any potential men’s team; however, it falls under the preferred size of the NCAA
and the West Coast Conference. '

'® The minimum soccer field size requirements for NCAA and West Coast Conference competition are as follows: The field of
play shall be rectangular, the width of which shall not be more than 75 yards [225 ft] or less than 70 yards [210 ft] and shall
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The Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field would host events, games, and practices. As is the case currently, the
women’s soccer team would host 12-14 games per year from August through December, in addition to
practices. Athletic camps are typically scheduled for 5-6 weeks each per year during the summer months.
Field use would occur predominantly during daylight hours; however, nighttime games, practices, and
special events would occur during evening hours. Although Pepperdine does not have a men’s soccer
team or plans to add a men’s team, if men’s soccer was added at some future point, that would result in
the addition of an equivalent number of home games as the current women’s team (i.e., 12-14 games per
year). As with all Project lighting, nighttime lighting of the field would employ state-of-the-art shielding
and aiming technologies. Use of athletic field lighting for games that are regionally broadcast (requiring
different lighting standards than average nighttime use) shall be subject to a mitigation measure (MM
5.7.2-2) that limits such events to 10 per year at the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field. For additional
information on Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field Lighting, refer to Topical Response 2: Lighting.

not exceed the length. The length shall not be more than 120 yards [360 ft] or less than 115 yards [345 ft]. The preferred size
is 75 yards [225 ft] by 120 yards [360 ft].
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 5: CONSTRUCTION PHASING AND MANAGEMENT

This response addresses concerns raised by several commenters about the traffic, noise, and air quality
impact of proposed construction activity on off-site residents, access and location of parking for students
and construction workers, and the potential for the Campus Life Project (CLP) and its phasing to change
in scope and content. The effects of the Project on average daily traffic are discussed in Draft EIR
Section 3.0 Project Description, Section 5.4 Air Quality, 5.5 Noise, and 5.8 Traffic and Access.

Proposed Project Construction Phasing

Buildout of the CLP would occur in two phases over approximately twelve years. 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. During this phase, the School of Law Parking Structure and the
Outer Precinct portion of the Student Housing Rehabilitation would be constructed. 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 remain and 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
Square 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.

Table 1
Construction Duration and Personnel — Phase I

. Average Construction

Component Duration Workforce
School of Law Parking Structure 14 months 31 workers
Student Housing Rehabilitation — 18 months 72 workers
Outer Precinct
Athletics/Events Center 30 months 143 workers
Debris Basin Portion of Enhanced 12 months 21 workers
Recreation Area

Table 2
Construction Duration and Personnel — Phase 11
. Average Construction
Component Duration Workforce
Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field 14 months 29 workers
Student Housing Rehabilitation — 30 months 67 workers
Standard Precinct
Town Square 24 months 49 workers
Enhanced Recreation Area 12 months 21 workers
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Potential Alternative Project Construction Phasing

The proposed Project phasing is defined above; however, specific component phasing is contingent upon
fundraising and future University needs. Because of these contingencies, it is possible that the order of
component construction could change. Nevertheless, there are limits to the order in which components
could proceed. The EIR includes mitigation requiring that 100 new beds be constructed and occupied
prior to the construction and occupancy of the AEC. This measure was developed to ensure that traffic
reductions of the new housing units occur prior to the traffic increases resulting from future faculty and
staff increases related to new CLP facilities. Therefore, to manage construction of the CLP, housing will
be among the first projects. This potential alternative construction phasing could result in the Standard
Precinct preceding the Outer Precinct. While unlikely, and not planned for, the EIR identifies this
scheduling flexibility.

Standard Precinct Housing Constructed Prior to Outer Precinct Housing

Table 3 below shows the revised trip generation estimates for the CLP assuming that the Standard
Precinct housing is built in the first phase and the Outer Precinct housing is built in the second phase.

Table 3
Pepperdine University CLP Trip Generation With Revised Student Housing Phasing
CLP ADT A.M. Peak Hour | P.M. Peak Hour
User Group Proposed Change | Rate Trips Rate | Trips | Rate | Trips
Phase I
Visitors/Service 10 visitors 2.0 20 0.137 1 0.143 1
Resident Student 160 bed spaces 0.75 120 0.028 4 0.084 13
Commuter Student -160 students 2.76 -442 0.210 -34 0.235 -38
Faculty/Staff 49 employees 2.49 122 0.242 12 0.257 13
Total -180 -17 -11
Phases I1&II
Visitors/Service 20 visitors 2.0 40 0.137 3 0.143 3
Resident Student 468 bed spaces 0.75 351 0.028 13 0.084 39
Commuter Student -468 students 2.76 -1,292 0.210 -98 0.235 -110
Faculty/Staff 63 employees 2.49 157 0.242 15 0.257 16
Total -744 -67 -52

As shown in Table 3, the revised phasing of the Project with the Standard Precinct preceding the Outer
Precinct would continue to result in net traffic reductions at the campus for the Phase I development.
Thus the revised phasing would not generate significant traffic impacts.

If the construction sequencing for the Standard or Outer Precinct housing were reversed, Draft EIR Table
5.4-8 shows negligible difference in air quality emissions. Because the equipment fleet is similar for each
component, construction activity noise generation would also be essentially identical (see Draft EIR
Figure 5.5-2).
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School of Law Parking Structure Constructed Prior to Town Square Parking Improvements

Similarly, the School of Law Parking Structure and Town Square components could be switched in the
schedule. In the event that the School of Law 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 on-campus parking locations.

Table 4 shows the revised parking calculations for the campus assuming that the School of Law Parking
Structure and the Town Square parking improvements are switched in the order of construction phasing.

Table 4
Pepperdine University - CLP Parking Demands With Revised Phasing
Demands Supply ® % Occupied | Open Spaces
Scenario Existing Future ® Total
Phase | 3,343 Spaces 54 Spaces 3,397 Spaces | 4,867 Spaces 66% 1,760 Spaces
Phases I&II | 3,343 Spaces 73 Spaces 3,416 Spaces | 5,380 Spaces 63% 1,964 Spaces

@ Assumes 1 space per employee and 50% of visitors on-site. Assumes 49 additional employees and 10 additional
visitors during Phase I, and 63 additional employees and 20 additional visitors during Phases [&I1.

® Assumes 4,584 existing parking supply plus 283 for 4,867 parking stalls during Phase I, and 4,584 existing parking
supply plus 796 for 5,380 parking stalls during Phases 1&II. Parking supply assumes Town Center constructed in
Phase I and School of Law constructed in Phase I1.

The data presented in Table 4 indicate that adequate parking would be provided on the campus for Phase |
with the Town Center and School of Law parking improvements switched in the phasing sequence.

Draft EIR Table 5.4-8 also shows that construction of the School of Law School Parking Structure or
Town Square will generate similar levels of air pollution emissions that differ by no more than ten percent
of each other. Switching their construction sequence will have negligible air quality impact difference.
Draft EIR Table 5.4-9 shows that even with an assumed three project overlap in 2014, impacts will
remain less-than-significant. Any possible future changes in construction phasing would similarly have a
less-than-significant impact.

Temporary Relocation of Students During Construction

Construction of the Outer Precinct would temporarily displace 100 students living in existing dorm
buildings near the Upsilon parking lot. The six existing dorm buildings, including Morgan Hall, Dewey
Hall, Sigma Hall, Shafer Hall, Krown Beta Hall and Krown Alpha Hall are located at the site of the
proposed Outer Precinct. However, only the two western-most buildings must be demolished for
construction of the replacement Outer Precinct residential building. The four eastern-most dorm
buildings are located on the quad portion of the Outer Precinct project. Because the quad does not need to
be constructed at the same time as the Outer Precinct building, the four eastern-most buildings would
remain to offset the temporary loss of beds during the construction of the Standard Precinct in Phase II.
(The Draft EIR includes reference to three remaining dorm buildings because one of the remaining four
buildings may be affected by construction of the AEC and therefore, not available to offset the loss of
beds). The University currently has agreements with multi-family residential complexes in Agoura Hills,
Calabasas, and Woodland Hills to house students off-site. These could provide accommodations for
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students during construction of the Student Housing Rehabilitation. Regularly scheduled shuttles will be
provided to transport students to and from the campus.

The following modifications to mitigation measure MM 5.8-1 will be added to the FEIR to ensure that the
shuttle system is provided during the first phase of the student housing construction.

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. During the construction of the first phase of
the Student Housing Rehabilitation, if the University utilizes off-campus housing to
accommodate displaced student residents the University shall provide regularly scheduled
shuttles to transport relocated students between the off-campus housing sites and the

campus.

Construction Management Planning

Each component of the CLP will require preparation of Construction Management Plans to minimize both
on- and off-campus impacts and disruptions resulting from Project construction activities. These plans
will clearly identify staging areas, haul routes, parking areas, construction hours, crew staffing levels and
schedule (including hours of operation). Additionally, the plan will include implementation procedures
for any construction mitigation measures imposed during the project entitlement process.

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 Seaver Drive, John Tyler Drive (north of the baseball field) and Huntsinger
Circle. Temporary parking during construction would be accommodated by the Page Terrace Parking Lot
and on street parking.

The internal loop road system of the Pepperdine campus begins on the eastern side as Seaver Drive,
proceeding northward around Huntsinger Circle, and becoming John Tyler Drive south of the intersection
with Via Pacifica. Three components, (Outer Precinct, Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field, and the AEC), are
located adjacent to this northern extent of John Tyler Drive and thus have limited or no access without the
use of John Tyler Drive. For this reason, potential limitations on the use of John Tyler Drive in
Construction Management Plans would be limited to those portions south of the Upgraded Soccer Field.
The Construction Management Plans shall give strong preference to the use of the Seaver Gate instead of
John Tyler Drive as the designated haul route.

Evaluation of the anticipated numbers of truck trips that may use John Tyler Drive found that their
numbers would not result in significant noise level impacts to offsite uses. Further, MM 5.4-2 (Air
Quality Section, page 5.4-31) specifies that trucks or other heavy equipment would not be permitted to
idle their engines longer than five minutes.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 5.5-6 confirms that the location of construction staging and delivery areas will be
located as far feasible from existing residences. Construction workers are expected to park on the job site
and no closer than 185 feet from any off-campus residence.

Anticipated construction that has the potential for heavy truck noise shall be scheduled from mid-morning
to mid-afternoon when residential zones will be the least sensitive to outside noise disturbances.
Additionally, Mitigation Measure 5.5-4 requires that residents of Malibu Country Estates subdivision be
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given advanced notice of the anticipated start date, duration, noise impact, and other pertinent information
for the construction of each proposed plan component. Notification will be delivered through U.S. mail
to the MCE homeowner’s association and the City of Malibu 72 hours prior to construction activity.
Should residents have any complaints or questions regarding these activities, a phone number will be
provided for registering concerns.

Seaver Drive, John Tyler Drive, (north of the baseball field), and Huntsinger Circle will be used for haul
routes for dirt, materials, concrete, and other large deliveries. Incidental queuing of one or two trucks
may briefly occur on John Tyler Drive as they are waiting to pull into a driveway. Queues extending to
PCH are highly unlikely. Trucks hauling excavated materials would primarily use Seaver Drive, with
some extra large and unique deliveries using John Tyler Drive, (south of the baseball field), as a matter of
logistical necessity. Significant noise levels would not arise as a result of the potential use of John Tyler
Drive. To avoid any noise and air quality disturbances generated by idling trucks, Mitigation Measure
5.5-7 requires truck and heavy equipment to idle no longer than 5 minutes.

Materials used to reduce noise generated from construction equipment will be applied during
construction, and are included in the following mitigation measure.

+  Mitigation Measure 5.5-8 requires the use of a % inch plywood screen for any semi-stationary
piece of equipment operating under full power exceeding sixty minutes per day within 280 feet of
any offsite residence. Said screen shall be 3 feet higher and 6 feet wider in size from all outer
edges of the noise generator.

Notification of Construction Activity:

Heavy equipment operations shall be between the hours of 7:00 A.M. to 7:00 P.M., Monday through
Friday, Saturday from 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. and a 72-hour notice of the planned activity will be posted
publicly. Heavy equipment operations shall not occur on Sundays or national holidays. With regard to
truck hauling, Mitigation Measure 5.5-9 states that it shall be confined to the hours of 7:00 A.M. to 7:00
P.M. Monday through Friday, and 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. on Saturday to minimize noise disturbances to
residential and commercial land. Additionally, strong preference shall be given to utilizing Seaver Drive
instead of John Tyler Drive for designated haul routes.

Advanced notice of hauling routes will be provided no later than 72 hours prior the planned activity.
Additionally, according to Mitigation Measure 5.5-5, advanced notice shall be posted at the construction
site and along the proposed truck haul route of the proposed activities. Information will include the type
of project, duration of construction activity, and a contact phone number for people to register complaints
and concerns.

Construction Noise Mitigation Plan:

Mitigation Measure 5.5-1 requires the preparation of a Construction Noise Mitigation Plan prior to the
issuance of grading permits to construction the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field. The plan, when
completed, will ensure construction activity is consistent with the Los Angeles County Code. Per the
Code, noise levels cannot exceed the 75 decibel (dB) noise threshold for construction activity noise for 10
days or less, or, 60 dB noise threshold for construction activity noise for more than 10 days duration, to
be measured at the nearest off-site residential property. Further, the Construction Noise Mitigation Plan
will apply measures to ensure the threshold is not exceeded, such as using smaller and quieter equipment
or implementing sound barrier equipment at the construction site for operation of semi-stationary heavy
equipment within 280 feet of any residence.
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Construction and Air Quality:

Section 5.4 Air Quality features Mitigation Measure 5.4-1, a Construction Management Plan to control
fugitive dust. It includes dust control measures regarding:

- Simultaneous site disturbance.

+ Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning on-site
construction activity including resolution of issues related to PM-10 generation.

+ A plan to control fugitive dust and PM-10 emissions and other dust control measures compliant
with SCAQMD minimum requirements for construction activities to be prepared and submitted to
the County with measures such as:

o Applying soil stabilizers to inactive areas.

o Preparing a high wind dust control plan to implement at wind gusts exceeding 25 miles per
hour.

o Stabilizing previously disturbed areas if subsequent construction is delayed.
o Covering all stockpiles with tarps.
o Dirt hauling trucks to be covered with tarp.

»  Compliance with all applicable SCAQMD Rules and Regulations including Rule 403 insuring the
clean up of construction-related dirt on approach routes to the site.

«  Watering techniques to mitigate construction-related dust particulates.
+  Minimization of wind erosion of soil through vegetative cover, with irrigation provided
+ Cleaning and paving of construction access roads after each work day.

o Suspension of grading operations during any first stage ozone episodes.

o Enhanced Recreation Area: A period of several years.

Construction Traffic

Phase I

Construction of the new student housing units in the first phase of the Project will result in a reduction of
daily and peak hour trips at the campus as a result of commute students relocating to the campus (net
reduction of 477 daily, 44 A.M. and 32 P.M. peak hour trips). Once the beds are constructed and occupied,
these traffic reductions would offset the traffic that would be generated by construction workers and delivery
vehicles traveling to and from the campus.

However, there are two components of Phase I construction project that could potentially generate traffic
prior to students relocating to the new housing facilities on the campus: 1) the School of Law Parking
Structure requiring 31 construction workers, and 2) the Student Housing Rehabilitation - Outer Precinct
requiring 72 workers. Trip generation estimates for these two CLP components are shown below.

School of Law Parking Structure

31 construction workers @ 1.5 workers per vehicle =21 vehicles
10 Material Deliveries = 10 Vehicles
31 vehicles @ 2 trips per vehicle (1 inbound + 1 outbound) = 62 trips per day

Student Housing Rehabilitation - Quter Precinct

72 construction workers @ 1.5 workers per vehicle = 48 vehicles
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10 Material Deliveries = 10 Vehicles
58 vehicles @ 2 trips per vehicle (1 inbound + 1 outbound) = 116 trips per day

Most of the worker commute trips are anticipated to occur outside of the peak hour periods since construction
workers will arrive at the campus prior to 7:00 A.M. and end their work day before 4:00 P.M. The majority
of the material delivery and hauling trips would also be scheduled outside of the morning and afternoon peak
hour periods. Review of the traffic count data collected in the study-area shows that traffic generally peaks
between 7:30 and 8:30 A.M. in the morning and 4:30 to 5:30 P.M. (or later) in the evening.

Even if a large percentage of the construction worker trips arrived at the campus during the A.M. peak hour
period and departed during the P.M. peak hour period, construction worker traffic generated during the
School of Law Parking Structure and Outer Precinct Housing construction phases would not significantly
impact the study-area street network based on the traffic impact thresholds adopted by Los Angeles County
and the City of Malibu.

Based on the distribution of traffic at the campus gates (30% via John Tyler Drive gate and 70% via the
Seaver Drive gate), the 21 A.M. peak hour trips and 21 P.M. peak hour worker trips generated during the
School of Law Parking Structure construction project would result in about 6 peak hour trips using the John
Tyler Drive gate and 15 trips using the Seaver Drive gate. These minor traffic additions would result in
Volume/Capacity (VC) ratio increases of less than 0.02 at the intersections located in the City of Malibu,
which is considered a less than significant impact based on the City's adopted CEQA traffic impact
thresholds.

Similarly, the 48 A.M. peak hour trips and 48 P.M. peak hour trips generated during the construction of the
Outer Precinct Housing project would result in about 14 peak hour trips using the John Tyler Drive gate and
34 trips using the Seaver Drive gate. These traffic additions would result in V/C ratio increases of less than
0.02 at the intersections located in the City of Malibu, which is considered a less than significant based on the
City's adopted CEQA traffic impact thresholds.

The largest construction work force estimated for Phase I would be the 143 workers required for the AEC
project. Trip generation for this component of the CLP is shown below.

Athletics/Events Center

143 construction workers @ 1.5 workers per vehicle = 95 vehicles
15 Material Deliveries = 15 Vehicles
110 vehicles @ 2 trips per vehicle (1 inbound + 1 outbound) = 220 trips per day

Again, most of the worker commute trips are anticipated to occur outside of the peak hour periods since
construction workers will arrive at the campus prior to 7:00 A.M. and end their work day before 4:00 P.M.
Further, the new beds which would be constructed and occupied prior to commencement of the AEC project
would result in a reduction of 477 Average Daily Trips (ADT), 44 A.M. and 32 P.M. peak hour trips as a
result of students relocating to the campus.

Even assuming that a large percentage of the AEC construction worker trips arrive during the A.M. peak hour
period and depart during the P.M. peak hour period, construction worker traffic would result in a net increase
of 51 A.M. peak hour trips (95 worker trips minus 44 commuter students trips = 51 net) and 63 P.M. peak
hour trips (95 worker trips minus 32 commuter students trips = 63 net). The 51 A.M. peak hour trips and 63
P.M. peak hour trips would result in about 15 A.M. hour trips and 19 P.M. peak hour trips using the John
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Tyler Drive gate; and about 36 A.M. hour trips and 44 P.M. peak hour trips using the Seaver Drive gate.
These minor traffic additions would result in V/C ratio increases of less than 0.02 at the intersections located
in the City of Malibu, which is considered a less than significant based on the City's adopted CEQA traffic
impact thresholds. For more information, refer to Draft EIR Section 5.8, Traffic and Access.

Phase II

The peak construction workforce estimated for the Phase II projects is 74 workers for the Standard Precinct
Housing project. The trip generation estimate for this construction work force is shown below.

Student Housing Rehabilitation - Standard Precinct

67 construction workers @ 1.5 workers per vehicle = 45 vehicles
10 Material Deliveries = 10 Vehicles
55 vehicles @ 2 trips per vehicle (1 inbound + 1 outbound) = 110 trips per day

Again, most of the worker commute trips are anticipated to occur outside of the peak hour periods since
construction workers will arrive at the campus prior to 7:00 A.M. and end their work day before 4:00 P.M.
The new beds that would be constructed an occupied in Phase I would result in a reduction of 477 daily, 44
A.M. and 32 P.M. peak hour trips as a result of students relocating to the new on-campus housing facilities.

Even assuming that a significant portion of the Standard Precinct Housing construction workers arrive during
the A.M. peak hour period and depart during the P.M. peak hour period, construction worker traffic would
result in net increase of 1 A.M. peak hour trips (45 worker trips minus 44 commuter students trips = 1 net)
and 13 P.M. peak hour trips (45 worker trips minus 32 commuter students trips = 13 net). The 1 A.M. and 13
P.M. peak hour trips would result in about no A.M. peak hour trips and 4 P.M. peak hour trips using the John
Tyler Drive gate; and about 1 A.M. peak hour trip and 11 P.M. peak hour trip using the Seaver Drive gate.
These minor traffic additions would result in V/C ratio increases of less than 0.02 at the intersections located
in the City of Malibu, which is considered a less than significant impact based on the City's adopted CEQA
traffic impact thresholds. For more information, refer to Draft EIR Section 5.8, Traffic and Access.

Construction Parking

Adequate parking resources would be available on the Pepperdine campus to accommodate the increased
parking demands generated by construction workers. The parking surveys completed for the Draft EIR
found that there are a total of 4,584 existing parking spaces on the campus and that 3,343 spaces were
occupied during the peak 1-hour period of the four days that were surveyed. Thus, 1,241 spaces are
available for use by construction workers. During Phase I, the largest construction work force would be
associated with the construction of the AEC, with approximately 143 workers required. The existing
surplus parking of 1,241 parking spaces would be sufficient to accommodate the parking demands
generated by the construction workers required for the Phase I projects. It is also noted that the
University is committed to managing the campus parking supply during the various construction projects
to ensure that parking is readily available in the most convenient locations for students, faculty, staff, and
the construction workforce. This may, for example, include use of special parking permits and shuttling,
as necessary, in order to fully utilize parking resources at on-campus parking locations that are currently
underutilized.

The Phase I component of the CLP includes two parking structures (School of Law and ACE) that will
result in a net increase of 573 spaces on the campus. The increased parking provided in Phase I would
provide additional parking resources at the campus that would accommodate the additional parking
demands generated by the construction workers required for the Phase 1l components of the CLP. The
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parking analysis presented in the Draft EIR indicates that there would be 1,760 surplus spaces on the
campus after the Phase I components are constructed (or 1,327 spaces if the School of Law structure is
not built in Phase I). The peak construction work force estimated for the Phase Il projects is 67 workers.
The demands generated by these construction workers would be easily accommodated on the campus
with the expanded parking supply that would be available after Phase I is completed.
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 6: SUSTAINABILITY

This topical is provided to address several commenters’ inquiries on Pepperdine University’s sustainable
practices, including questions about whether the Campus Life Project (CLP) proposes Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification by the United States Green Building Council
(USGBO).

Background

Since the inception of its Malibu campus, Pepperdine has engaged in and created numerous practices to
minimize impacts on the environment and to instill an eco-minded awareness in its students.
Pepperdine’s commitment to creating a sustainable campus began in 1972 when it began using reclaimed
water for irrigation. Today, reclaimed water accounts for over 99.1% of total campus irrigation.
Additional practices have been added since that time including the implementation of the Hydrogeologic
Monitoring Program (HMP) in 1987, a sophisticated subsurface water monitoring program for irrigation.
To this day, the HMP serves to further Pepperdine’s conservation goals by allowing the campus to save
water and minimize runoff while ensuring that Pepperdine’s irrigation practices have no adverse effects
on the campus or the surrounding environment. The program is just one example of the University’s
commitment to sustainability.

Over time, Pepperdine has continued to improve its environmental practices and remain steadfast in its
commitment to sustainability through communication, implementation, and education. In 2008, the
Pepperdine University Center for Sustainability was created to function as the clearinghouse and conduit
for all sustainable measures on-campus and to facilitate efforts across the campus. Existing efforts
include a recycling program to divert solid waste with a 78% diversion rate; water saving fixtures such as
low-flow toilets and showerheads; curriculum such as the Social Environmental and Ethical Certificate at
the Graziadio School of Business and Management; local and organic food options; a community organic
garden; a successful Rideshare program that subsidizes and incentives carpools, vanpools, mass transit,
and walking; as well as landscaping with native species. Pepperdine’s current sustainable building
practices also include high-efficiency fluorescent and LED lighting, sustainable materials such as carbon-
neutral recycled carpet tiles, minimized grading techniques, energy management systems, chiller water
cooling, hydronic gas heating systems, solar reflective film, optimal solar orientation, natural ventilation,
solar sun-shades, occupancy sensors, low-VOC building materials, and project construction waste
diversion rate of over 80%.

The CLP

The proposed Project will continue to promote sustainability as an ethical obligation for future
generations on campus. The proposed CLP components will utilize numerous “green” development
techniques set forth in the Los Angeles County Code Green Building Standards, including guidelines for
energy conservation, outdoor water conservation, indoor water conservation, resource conservation, and
tree planting. The project will comply with the County’s Low Impact Development, Drought-Tolerant
Landscaping and Green Building Ordinances.

As the Project proposes upgrades to aging facilities, it will result in the replacement of several older
facilities with buildings that have state-of-the art energy- and water-efficiencies incorporated into the
designs along with the use of sustainable building materials. 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 and the University’s comprehensive recycling program. The
conservation program presently employed at the University saves approximately 90.3 million gallons per
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year of potable water resources and diverts over 78% of waste generated at the campus from landfills. As
an example of the types of sustainable improvements that will occur, the University would replace the
older Standard and Outer Precinct residential units with modern residential units that incorporate
sustainable components such as low-flow fixtures, natural ventilation rather than HVAC, optimal solar
orientation, and central hydronic heating rather than decentralized electric resistance heaters as currently
exist in the residence halls. These facilities will incorporate energy efficient components that meet or
exceed all federal, state, and local requirements.

The CLP would also institute an important step towards greater sustainability by realizing the
University’s first LEED certification. The CLP contemplates a minimum of LEED certification for the
Student Housing Rehabilitation component and a LEED Silver accreditation for the Athletics/Events
Center component (as defined by the 2010 USGBC LEED certification standards), which will also serve
to comply with the County Green Building ordinance.

Educating and positively influencing the Pepperdine campus community on the importance of
environmental responsibility is also directly at the heart of the University’s mission, and will be an
important part of active campus life upon implementation of the CLP. Pepperdine hosts multiple groups,
clubs, and events that give students the opportunity to engage in environmental stewardship. For
example, the Pepperdine Green Team at Seaver College, Net Impact at the Graziadio School of Business
and Management, as well as the Environmental Law Society at the School of Law all bring together
passionate students who work with the Pepperdine University Center for Sustainability to continually
improve sustainability on campus. These groups focus on researching innovative ways for students and
the campus as a whole to implement sustainable, holistic practices into everyday life as well as providing
opportunities for careers in the “green” economy. For the past 22 years, Pepperdine has also come
together on "Step Forward Day" to benefit the community and dedicate students to a lifetime of service.
In 2009, more than 1,400 participants provided 4,200 hours of community service at more than 45
different locations. Some of the services included trail maintenance, trash pickup, beach cleanups, and
community beautification. Further, there is an environmental emphasis at the Pepperdine University
Volunteer Center that provides these opportunities on an annual basis. In 2010, Pepperdine students
provided over 145,000 hours of service in the communities in which they live and learn around the world.

As described in further detail in Section 5.8, Traffic and Access, of the Draft EIR, the University has also
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. The CLP would continue these important practices.
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 7: 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
the Draft EIR, cumulative impacts are those resulting from individual effects of the Campus Life Project
(CLP) in combination with effects of other related projects. To that end, Draft EIR Section 4.0,
Environmental Setting, presents a list of related projects used in conducting the cumulative impact
analysis for the Project. The related projects included in the cumulative impact analysis were compiled in
coordination with Los Angeles County and City of Malibu staff shortly after publication of the Notice of
Participation (NOP). In its comments on the Draft EIR, the City of Malibu provided the Lead Agency
with an updated related projects list. The incorporation of new related projects does not result in any new
significant and unavoidable environmental impacts.

Two of the related projects described in the Draft EIR, the Firestone Fieldhouse expansion and baseball
field lighting, have been the subject of several comments. Each is discussed in turn below.

Expansion of Firestone Fieldhouse

On July 7, 1987, Los Angeles County approved a Development Program Zone (DPZ) that gave
conceptual approval for the facilities on Pepperdine’s Malibu Campus described in the Specific Plan for
Development. The Specific Plan for Development included a Master Plan list of existing and proposed
facilities for the campus, and the DPZ established the general extent and character of development for the
University, requiring Pepperdine to obtain site-specific approvals for each facility in the form of a
conditional use permit (CUP). Subsequently, in April 1990, the California Coastal Commission approved
its Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the University, which, like the DPZ, provided conceptual
approval for the campus facilities. Under the LRDP, site-specific approval of the facilities was required
in the form of a Notice of Impending Development (NOID).

In 2007, Pepperdine began the process of realizing its long-term planning vision for the existing Firestone
Fieldhouse (Fieldhouse) by proposing to utilize existing approvals to expand the recreational facility to
provide enhanced multi-use sport and related support facilities (the “Fieldhouse Improvements”). The
approved Fieldhouse has no restrictions on hours of operation. The Fieldhouse Improvements were
envisioned to consist of a gymnasium annex with recreational space that connects to the Fieldhouse
directly to the east of the existing facility. The Fieldhouse Improvements would also provide improved
fitness space, including a sports court, two group exercise rooms, a cardiovascular exercise room, and
storage space, as well as recreational and related facilities connected to the Firestone Fieldhouse on the
western side and on a portion of the roof of the existing facility.

As stated, the Fieldhouse Improvements were conceptually approved by the Los Angeles County and
Coastal Commission in the DPZ and LRDP. The current implementation plans for the Fieldhouse
Improvements were approved by the Department of Regional Planning on March 5, 2008, and by the
Coastal Commission on August 7, 2008. The University intended to commence construction on the
Fieldhouse Improvements in May of 2009; however, decided to put the project on-hold in light of the
economic situation. To capitalize on efficiencies, Pepperdine University intends to complete the
Fieldhouse Improvements following completion of the Athletics/Events Center (AEC) when an
alternative location for athletics and events will allow for the temporary loss of the use of the Fieldhouse
as a recreational facility.
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Initially, the CLP included a component related to the conversion of the Fieldhouse that would have
involved additional expansion beyond what was approved in the Fieldhouse Improvements. However,
this aspect of the Project was deleted during the refinements to the Project, which occurred after the NOP
was released. Contrary to the assertions of some of the commenters, neither the previously proposed
conversion included in the CLP NOP nor the Fieldhouse Improvements approved in 2008 are part of the
Project. The Fieldhouse Improvements that were approved in 2008 but put on hold in 2009 due to the
economic situation will commence following completion of the AEC and thus were included as a related
project and analyzed for purposes of cumulative environmental impacts. As discussed in the Draft EIR,
the Project was found to have no significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts when analyzed in
connection with the related projects. There are therefore no Project impacts related to the Fieldhouse
Improvements that warrant mitigation related to the operation of the Fieldhouse, and no nexus between
the Project and the Fieldhouse that render mitigation appropriate or necessary under CEQA.

Baseball Field Lighting

Lighting for the baseball stadium was approved by the County under CUP 2432-(4), and later by the
Coastal Commission as part of the LRDP (Facility 306A). Described in the DPZ and LRDP as “Baseball
Field Lighting: Lighting for nighttime use of the baseball stadium,” these improvements have long been
contemplated by the University’s long-term plans.

As with all Project lighting, state-of-the-art lighting technologies and shielding techniques will be utilized
in the implementation of the baseball field lighting to minimize light trespass to the greatest extent
possible. In response to community concerns regarding the lighting of athletic fields on the campus, the
Draft EIR includes a worst-case analysis of overlap of baseball and soccer field lighting. The number of
nights where both fields would be utilized for games is likely to be very low if not nonexistent, given that
baseball is conducted in the late spring while soccer is held in the fall. Draft EIR Section 5.7 Visual
Resources and Aesthetic Qualities, analyzed the impacts from the simultaneous operation of the soccer
and baseball field and found that even in such circumstances, no significant and unavoidable impacts
would result.

As stated, the previously approved plans proposed as a related project are not part of the CLP, nor are
there any Project impacts related to the baseball field lighting that warrant mitigation. As discussed in the
Draft EIR, the Project was found to have no significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts when
analyzed in connection with the related projects. There is thus no nexus between the Project and the
baseball field lighting that render mitigation at the baseball field appropriate or necessary under CEQA.
Despite the fact that baseball field lighting is a related project, and does not give rise to any impacts that
would necessarily require mitigation, the Draft EIR nevertheless includes a mitigation measure to ensure
that levels remain beneath CEQA thresholds of significance. The mitigation is also included for the
related project because it, like the Project, is under the ownership and control of Pepperdine. The
mitigation measure (MM 5.7.2-3) includes a combination of landscaping and artificial screening devices
designed to ensure that direct line-of-sight visibility of the baseball field surfaces is blocked to the
maximum extent possible.
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TOPICAL RESPONSE NO. 8: JOHN TYLER DRIVE

This response addresses concerns raised by several commenters about the impact of the Campus Life Project
(CLP) on John Tyler Drive and the neighboring Malibu Country Estates (MCE) residences. The effects of
the Project on the residences adjacent to John Tyler Drive are discussed in Draft EIR Sections 5.4, Air
Quality; 5.5, Noise; 5.7, Visual Resources and Aesthetic Qualities; and 5.8, Traffic and Access.

Background

John Tyler Drive is a two- and four-lane collector road that extends north from Pacific Coast Highway,
providing one of only two points of access to the Pepperdine campus. The roadway also connects with
Malibu Country Drive, which provides access to the adjacent MCE, a residential subdivision located west of
the campus. The segment of John Tyler Drive between PCH and Malibu Country Drive contains four lanes
and the road narrows to two-lanes between Malibu Country Drive and the campus gate. The purpose of
collector roads is to connect local traffic generators with higher class roads. In this case, John Tyler Drive
collects traffic from the MCE and Pepperdine University and connects to PCH, which is a major arterial road.

The standard engineering design capacity of a two-lane collector road such as John Tyler Drive is
approximately 10,000 vehicles per day. John Tyler Drive carries about 3,300 vehicles per day including
traffic from the MCE between PCH and Malibu Country Drive, a volume that is well within the capacity of
the collector roadway, and operates at LOS A based on standard engineering design capacities. Further, LA
County traffic guidelines show that two-lane roadways with similar traffic characteristics as John Tyler Drive
have a capacity of about 2,800 vehicles per hour. The existing P.M. hour traffic volume on John Tyler Drive
between PCH and Malibu Country Drive is about 315 vehicles per hour, also showing that traffic volumes
are well below the capacity of the road. For reference, there are several other two-lane collector roads that
connect to PCH in the Malibu area that carry traffic volumes that are similar to John Tyler Drive, including
Trancas Canyon Road (4,000 ADT) and Las Flores Canyon Road (2,400 ADT).

Current Closure of John Tyler Drive Gate

As part of the University’s Graduate Campus Project, also referred to as the Upper Campus Development,
Pepperdine entered into a Memorandum of Understanding in 1999 (MOU) with the Malibu County Estates
Homeowners Association regarding nighttime use of John Tyler Drive and the entrance gate to the
University at John Tyler Drive. The MOU established a temporary closure of the gate 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. This closure was intended to be for a one—year trial term, with subsequent
consideration for removal of the restriction to be determined by the Los Angeles County Planning
Director, according to a condition of the Drescher Graduate Campus Conditional Use Permit. Following
the one-year trial restriction, which began on August 20, 2001, a report was submitted to the Los Angeles
County Planning Director per the terms of the agreement. However, the University has not sought
removal of the closure and has voluntarily continued this practice as a courtesy to the residents of MCE.

The Project does not propose any changes to the current access restriction on John Tyler Drive. However,
pursuant to the terms of the MOU, the access restriction is a voluntary commitment that Pepperdine can
reevaluate at any time by requesting consideration for removal by the Los Angeles County Planning
Director. Further, as summarized below and stated in Draft EIR Section 5.5, Noise, even if Pepperdine
chooses to reopen John Tyler Drive for 24-hour access before, during, or after the completion of the
Project, impacts on neighboring residences in MCE would be less than significant.
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Analysis of Traffic and Noise Impacts along John Tyler Drive

The Pepperdine campus is currently accessible via Seaver Drive and John Tyler Drive; however, as
explained above, the Seaver Drive entrance currently offers the only access point to the campus between
the hours of 10:30 P.M. and 6:30 A.M. due to the voluntary use restriction of John Tyler Drive. The
Draft EIR analyzed the impacts to MCE residences if the John Tyler Drive restriction is lifted, thereby
allowing vehicular access to the campus via either the Seaver Drive or John Tyler Drive gates. As to
potential traffic impacts, trip distribution percentages were developed for the analysis based on review of
the existing traffic flows at the two campus access gates. The traffic counts show that approximately 196
vehicles per day would shift to the John Tyler Drive gate if John Tyler Drive were to remain open during
the hours of 10:30 P.M. and 6:30 A.M.

To measure traffic-related noise impacts, the traffic analysis then superimposed traffic noise from
possible diverted traffic upon the quietest readings from noise meters placed at the MCE residences
closest to John Tyler Drive. Although traffic noise on private streets is exempt from compliance with the
Los Angeles County Noise Ordinance (the “Noise Ordinance™),"” the Draft EIR uses the Noise Ordinance
standard as a threshold for determination of a potential nuisance impact. The Draft EIR found that
assuming John Tyler Drive was open, and the maximum number of cars used the street to access the
campus, the diverted traffic would not cause the Ordinance’s nocturnal noise standard to be exceeded.
Background noise levels at the closest MCE residences would thus be less than significant.

CLP Construction Activity and Truck Staging Along John Tyler Drive

Several commenters suggested that the use of John Tyler Drive during construction both for the hauling
and transporting of construction materials and staging of trucks would adversely impact the neighboring
MCE residences. As detailed in Draft EIR Sections 5.4, Air Quality; 5.5, Noise; and 5.8 Traffic and
Access; with mitigation, construction related impacts on residences along John Tyler Drive would be less
than significant.

Construction Traffic on John Tyler Drive

In order to reduce impacts to MCE residences, construction managers would direct routine deliveries to
use Seaver Drive. Also, trucks hauling excavated materials would be restricted to using the Seaver Drive
campus entry point from Malibu Canyon Road. However, the configuration of John Tyler Drive provides
the most direct route, and in the case of the Student Housing Rehabilitation and Upgraded Soccer Field,
only route, to certain Project components. The elevation gains and losses and resulting stops and starts
occurring from the topography make vehicular access on Seaver Drive by certain large trucks to many of
the Project’s construction sites substantially more difficult than use of access at John Tyler Drive.
Therefore, it would be essential for some truck access for vehicles hauling and transporting large and
unique deliveries (such as major concrete, wood, and steel materials, major equipment, and structural
components) to use John Tyler Drive as a matter of logistical necessity during construction. Draft EIR
Section 5.5, Noise, evaluated the anticipated number of truck trips that may use John Tyler Drive during
construction and determined increased traffic would not result in significant noise level impacts for MCE
residences.

17 As set forth in Section 12.08.570 1, “The following activities set out in this chapter shall be exempted from the provisions of
this chapter: “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].”
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Truck Staging

During construction, equipment and personnel staging would be accommodated at specifically designated
locations for each component site including the Page Terrace Parking Lot, and/or the selected sites away
from MCE residences as far as feasible and a minimum of 185 feet from the nearest residence.
Temporary parking during construction would be accommodated by the Page Terrace Parking Lot and on-
street parking. Though incidental queuing of one or two trucks may briefly occur on John Tyler Drive as
they are waiting to pull into a driveway, the impacts of this temporally occurrence would be minimal. To
ensure no significant impacts, the Draft EIR implements a mitigation measure that would require
construction staging and delivery areas to be located as far as feasible and a minimum of 185 feet from
the nearest Malibu Country Estate residences (with the understanding that the Student Housing
Rehabilitation and Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field are located within proximity to the Malibu Country
Estates), and would schedule staging and delivery from the mid-morning to mid-afternoon to take
advantage of times when residential zones are less susceptible to outside noise.

Construction Mitigation Measures

Numerous mitigation measures have been proposed in the Draft EIR to address other potential
construction-related impacts along John Tyler Drive. As part of these mitigation measures, the County of
Los Angeles would require Pepperdine to devise and implement a comprehensive Construction Noise
Mitigation Plan. The Project will also require the appointment of a construction relations officer to act as
a community liaison concerning on-site construction activity. Other applicable mitigation measures
include the following:

+  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. Draft EIR
Mitigation Measure 5.5-3.

»  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. Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-4.

«  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. The notice
shall be posted no later than 72 hours prior to the planned activity. Draft EIR Mitigation Measure
5.5-5.

+  Construction staging and delivery areas shall be located as far as feasible from existing residences,
with the understanding that the Student Housing Rehabilitation and Upgraded Soccer Field are
located in close proximity to the MCE 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. Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 5.5-6.

+ Limit allowable idling to 5 minutes for trucks and heavy equipment. Draft EIR Mitigation
Measure 5.5-7

»  Truck Hauling activities shall be restricted to between the hours of 7:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M. Monday
through Friday, 8 A.M. to 5 P.M. on Saturday, and no construction on Sunday, in order to minimize
noise disturbance on surrounding off site residential land. The Construction Management Plan shall
give strong preference to the use of the Seaver Gate instead of John Tyler Drive as the designated
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haul route. Hauling outside these hours shall be permitted only where reasonably necessary, subject
to all County requirements. Example includes completion of concrete pouring. Draft EIR
Mitigation Measure 5.5-9.

Pepperdine has carefully designed the Project’s construction to minimize impact on its neighbors. This
design, along with required mitigation measures, will ensure that there are no significant construction
related impacts on MCE residences.

Transition from Firestone Fieldhouse to the AEC

Athletic games, intramurals, informal recreation, and other indoor University events are currently held at the
Firestone Fieldhouse, which is located on the southern portion of John Tyler Drive immediately adjacent to
MCE residences. Firestone Fieldhouse has a capacity of 3,104 seats plus 470 folding chairs, for a maximum
event capacity of 3,574 seats. Parking for the Fieldhouse is accommodated in an adjacent parking lot (Lot P),
as well as on the street along John Tyler Drive and Banowsky Boulevard and in other parking lots located
north of the Firestone Fieldhouse on John Tyler Drive. Thus, event traffic and parking is now concentrated in
the southwest portion of the campus adjacent to the Fieldhouse facility. These parking lots and street
segments are also located directly adjacent to the homes within the MCE. Given the current location of the
Fieldhouse and the parking lots used for events, the majority of traffic generated by events travels on the
segment of John Tyler Drive adjacent to MCE.

The AEC would replace the Fieldhouse as the chosen venue for campus events and would move event
parking away from the MCE residences. Importantly, the Firestone Fieldhouse would no longer provide
spectator seating for events or serve as the basketball and volleyball athletics venue, dramatically reducing its
intensity of use. The AEC is planned at the top of the campus loop road on Huntsinger Circle north of Via
Pacifica, with event parking provided in the new structure located directly adjacent to the AEC, in the new
School of Law parking structure on Seaver Drive in the northeast portion of the campus, along with street
parking, and additional structures throughout campus as accommodated by the use of campus shuttles.

Relocation of the event center and construction of the new parking structures would change the traffic pattern
on campus as well as at the campus access points. Given the proposed location of the new AEC, event traffic
is anticipated to shift from John Tyler Drive to Seaver Drive. The AEC’s location at the north end of the
campus would encourage more traffic to use the Seaver Drive gate than the current Fieldhouse, resulting
in reduced traffic flows at the John Tyler Drive/Malibu Country Drive intersection. Furthermore, the Draft
EIR traffic analysis and additional evaluation of the Gonzaga/Pepperdine basketball game held in February
2011 (see the following discussion “Evaluating Traffic Impacts of AEC Events”), determined that access
to/from the MCE neighborhood would not be blocked at the start or end of events.

Evaluating Traffic Impacts of AEC Events

Several commentors stated that events currently held on campus cause congestion and create delays for
residents accessing the MCE neighborhood via the Malibu Country Drive/John Tyler Drive intersection.
It is likely that these comments relate to the large Seaver College graduation event that is held on the
lawn, rather than sporting events and other University-related events that are held in the Firestone
Fieldhouse. The Seaver College graduation ceremony can attract up to 10,000 attendees (most of whom
travel to the campus from off-site as contrasted with events at the Firestone Fieldhouse where many of the
attendees are already on-campus), which is thus much larger than events held at the Firestone Fieldhouse.

In order to further address these comments related to event traffic, observations and field studies were
conducted at the campus during the Gonzaga/Pepperdine basketball game held at the Firestone Fieldhouse on
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Saturday, February 12, 2011. The Athletic Department reports the game had an attendance of 1,801. It
should be noted the on-campus Smothers Theater was hosting a concert scheduled to start at the same time as
the basketball game. The purpose of the traffic evaluation was to determine the affect of a well-attended
sporting event on the traffic flows on John Tyler Drive and operations at the Malibu Country Drive
intersection. The results of the traffic surveys are summarized below.

Prior to Event. Traffic counts and delay studies were conducted at the John Tyler Drive/Malibu Country
Drive intersection before the game, which started at 7:00 P.M. (count data included in Final EIR Appendix
N). Traffic on John Tyler Drive was relatively light before the game. Traffic flows entering the campus were
fairly evenly spread out between 6:15 and 7:00 P.M., with 50 to 70 vehicles entering the campus during each
15-minute period. The studies found that delays for vehicles turning into and out of Malibu Country Drive
were not affected by traffic entering the campus, as the average delay per vehicle was less than 5 seconds.
No queues of more that one car were observed in the northbound left-turn from John Tyler Drive onto Malibu
Country Drive or on Malibu Country Drive outbound from MCE. The John Tyler Drive/Malibu Country
Drive intersection operated at LOS A during the peak period when vehicles were entering the campus before
the game.

End of Event. Traffic counts and delay studies were also conducted at the John Tyler Drive/Malibu County
Drive intersection after the game (count data Final EIR Appendix N). Traffic peaked between 8:45 and 9:00
P.M., when 171 vehicles were observed exiting the campus via John Tyler Drive. The studies found that
delays for vehicles turning into and out of Malibu Country Drive were not significantly affected by traffic
exiting the campus. The average delay for vehicles turning left from John Tyler Drive onto Malibu Country
Drive was 7 seconds during the peak 15 minute period, and the average delay for vehicles turning right from
Malibu Country Drive onto John Tyler was less than 5 seconds during the peak 15 minute period. No queues
of more that one car were ever observed in the northbound left-turn lane from John Tyler Drive onto Malibu
Country Drive or on Malibu Country Drive outbound from Malibu Country Estates. The John Tyler
Drive/Malibu Country Drive intersection operated at LOS A during the peak period when vehicles were
exiting the campus after the game ended.

Traffic operations were also observed at the John Tyler Drive/PCH intersection. The traffic signal adequately
accommodated the peak flows before and after the game and no significant vehicle queuing was observed.
Vehicle queues on the John Tyler Drive approach at PCH were easily accommodated within the storage
provided between PCH and Malibu Country Drive. A maximum queue of seven vehicles was observed
during the peak 15-minute period after the game ended. This maximum queue extended less than half of the
distance between the two intersections. See Final EIR Appendix N for traffic count information on the
February 12, 2011 traffic survey.

Closure of John Tyler Drive for Events at the Athletics/Events Center

Currently, off-site attendees to events on the Pepperdine campus can enter and exit the University via
either John Tyler Drive or Seaver Drive, and the CLP proposes the same ingress and egress options for
events to be held at the AEC. Many commenters expressed concerns that events held at the AEC would
have significant traffic, access and parking related impacts in and around MCE and have suggested that
John Tyler Drive be closed during such events. However, as summarized below, this proposed course of
action is not recommended and unnecessary, as AEC events would not have significant impacts on MCE.
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Adverse Effects of Closing John Tyler Drive During AEC Events

John Tyler Drive is one of two roads that provide access to the Pepperdine campus, the other being Seaver
Drive. Both roads contain two travel lanes within the campus system. Thus, each of the two roads provide
50% of the roadway capacity for campus ingress and egress.

While event traffic is anticipated to shift from John Tyler Drive to Seaver Drive, the traffic analysis found
that both roadways should be used for campus access to/from the surrounding street network since closing
John Tyler Drive would result in traffic congestion on the campus and at the Seaver Drive/Malibu Canyon
Road intersection (see discussion below). Thus, use of both roads is recommended in conjunction with the
Event Management Plan to facilitate traffic flows and minimize impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods
and roadways.

Prohibiting use of John Tyler Drive during events at the AEC would adversely affect the campus roadway
network and the adjacent public streets in the following ways:

+  Closing the gate would require both event traffic and all other University related traffic to travel from
the campus parking areas to the Seaver Drive gate. This circulation system would require all event
and University 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 and University traffic were routed through it. Even with a traffic control
officer directing traffic, significant congestion would occur at the intersection.

+  All of the campus traffic would be focused at the Seaver Drive gate and would travel through the
Seaver Drive/Malibu Canyon Road intersection, which would lead to congestion at this traffic signal
and on the adjacent public street system. This would result in a significant increase in delays for
motorists traveling on Malibu Canyon Road.

+  Given the location of the parking areas on campus and the circulation flows that would be required
after an event, it would not be possible to close John Tyler Drive at a point north of Banowsky
Boulevard. Placing a temporary barricade on the road north of Banowsky Boulevard would not
allow adequate space for vehicles parked along the west side of John Tyler Drive to turn around
when exiting the campus at the end of the event (John Tyler Drive width is inadequate for U-turns).
John Tyler Drive would need to be closed just south of Banowsky Boulevard so that vehicles exiting
the campus could use Banowsky Boulevard to exit the Seaver Drive gate. Thus, closing the gate at
John Tyler Drive would 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 the Seaver Drive gate.

Event Management Plan and Transportation Demand Management Program

Understanding that large events held at the AEC could have impacts on traffic and parking on campus,
Pepperdine, in conjunction with the County, would develop an Event Management Plan. Although the
University will implement portions of this plan as-necessitated at every event with off-campus attendees, this
plan is specifically focused on AEC events with more than 3,500 attendees, which is conservatively
equivalent to the current capacity of the Firestone Fieldhouse. The Event Management Plan would include
measures to manage and control traffic and parking for large events so that impacts to the surrounding areas,
including those along John Tyler Drive, are minimized.

Understanding that large events held at the AEC attended by over 3,750 persons that start or end during the
A.M. or P.M. peak periods and draw a large number of attendees from off-campus sources, would have the
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potential to impact the operation of off-campus intersections, Pepperdine, in conjunction with the County,
will also develop a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program. The TDM Program would
include measures, such as those listed in the Traffic Impact Study (Draft EIR Appendix H), to decrease the
number of vehicular trips generated by people traveling to the AEC 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.).

Other Alternatives to Complete Closure

The Draft EIR also analyzes other alternatives for managing traffic along John Tyler Drive on event
days/nights including the following:

«  Close John Tyler Drive Gate Before Evening Events End.

Convert John Tyler Drive-Huntsinger Circle-Seaver Drive To A One-Way System.
« Make Seaver Drive One-Way Inbound at Event Start and One-way Outbound at Event End.
« Make John Tyler Drive a Pedestrian Only Facility.

However as explained in detail in Draft EIR Section 6.0, Alternatives, these alternatives are not feasible,
and for this reason, the recommended access plan for campus events at the AEC maintains ingress and
egress to the campus via both the Seaver Drive and John Tyler Drive gates. Thus, the current use of John
Tyler Drive, which is the use of both roads for two-way flow is recommended in conjunction with the Event
Management Plan and TDM Program to reduce the number of vehicles traveling to campus and to facilitate
traffic flows thereby minimizing impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods and roadways during events.

CLP Noise Impacts on Malibu Country Estates Residences Along John Tyler Drive

Several commenters have suggested that the CLP would result in significant noise impacts to the
residences in MCE along John Tyler Drive. For a more detailed discussion of the CLP’s noise impacts,
see Draft EIR Section 5.5, Noise, and Topical Response 3, Noise.

Baseline

As stated in Draft EIR Section 5.5, Noise, Pepperdine took baseline noise measurements on Wednesday,
April 9, 2008 and Thursday, April 10, 2008 for 24 hours at six noise sensitive locations on and off
campus to help serve as a basis for projecting future noise exposure from the CLP on the surrounding
community. Two of these meters were located adjacent to John Tyler Drive within the MCE. (See Draft
EIR Figure 5.5-1.)

Analysis of noise impacts in the Draft EIR determined that area noise levels are consistently in the upper
50 to low 60 dB Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) range. CNEL levels at all locations are
below Los Angeles County residential planning thresholds. The meters located within Malibu Country
Estates 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.
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CLP Construction Noise Along John Tyler Drive

Some truck hauling of very large or unique project deliveries of building materials (concrete, wood, steel,
etc.) would necessarily require the use of John Tyler Drive during Project construction due to the need for
access and limitations on Seaver Drive discussed above. The reference noise level at 50 feet from a
single passing truck is 50 decibels (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, the Draft EIR determined that haul truck noise impacts to off campus noise-sensitive uses would
be less than significant. Further, numerous mitigation measures have been proposed to address potential
construction-related noise impacts along John Tyler Drive. As part of these mitigation measures, Los
Angeles County would require Pepperdine to devise and implement a Construction Noise Mitigation Plan
structured to achieve a noise performance standard at any off-site residential property lines (including
those residences along John Tyler Drive). For other applicable mitigation measures, see the “Use and
Truck Staging During Construction” section of this Topical Response.

CLP Operational Noise

Commenters have expressed concerns that AEC events would have significant noise impacts on the MCE
residences along John Tyler Drive. As explained in Draft EIR Section 5.5, Noise, any increase in AEC
event traffic related noise along John Tyler Drive has been determined less than significant. Draft EIR
Table 5.5-10 (reproduced below) shows the noise calculations based on peak hour event-related traffic,
conservatively assuming that 50 percent of event-related traffic would utilize each campus 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 Firestone Fieldhouse sell-out will be increased by +1 to +2 dB for a combination of
existing measured ambient plus a new AEC sell-out.

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 on MCE residences.

Table 5.5-10
Special Event Noise Impact Analysis (dB Leq 10-11 P.M.)

Existing Existing Combined Combine Change
i Future Sell-
Roadway Non-Event | Sell-Out Existing Out Traffic ! d Future from
Noise Traffic Event Sell-Out Existing
John Tyler Dr. 51 53 55 55 56 +1 dB
Seaver Dr. 53 53 56 55 57 +2 dB

' 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 5 of event trips utilize the indicated roadway traveling at 25 mph.

'® Time variations in noise exposure are typically expressed in terms of a stead-state energy level equal to the energy content of
the time varying period (called Leq).

1% Using the 50% assumption is a worst-case scenario. As discussed in Draft EIR 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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TOPICAL RESPONSE 9: RESOURCE PROTECTIONS AND CONSERVATION EFFORTS

This Topical Response addresses comments regarding existing resource protections on the Malibu
campus. Over the years, Pepperdine has implemented a number of resource protection measures designed
to further its public resource and open space management goals. A number of these benefits are
summarized below. Importantly, the Campus Life Project keeps each of these important protections in
place.

Over 60% of Pepperdine’s 830-acre Campus is Already Reserved as an Open Space Management
Area (530 Acres)

The University’s long-term plans for campus development and resource protections were reviewed and
approved by the County in 1987. The University submitted its long-range development plan (LRDP)
including the Specific Plan for Development (SPD), to the California Coastal Commission in 1988 and
received approval two years later, after significant review by multiple authorities and natural resource
agencies, including the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (the “Conservancy”). In approving the
LRDP/SPD, the Commission weighed public input and assessed the entire 830-acre campus in order to
ensure that the locations of future build-out represent the least impact on coastal resources, including
minimizing viewshed impacts, avoiding ridgelines, and protecting sensitive areas on the University’s

property.

As part of the LRDP approval process, the University agreed to maintain approximately 530 acres of
undeveloped University property as open space. Examples of allowable activities and uses in the area
include certain low-intensity recreational and equestrian uses, scientific research, maintenance, and brush-
clearing.”® In the late 1990s, the University realized its previously approved plans for a graduate campus
through the approval of the Graduate Campus Project (also referred to as the Upper Campus Development
project). During the Graduate Campus Project approvals, the Conservancy worked closely with the
University to strengthen the protections on the undeveloped 500+ acres through a number of County
restrictions. As a result, the vast open space area is currently designated and conditioned by the County
as an Open Space Management Area,”' to be retained in a natural state by Pepperdine, and is subject to
the same types of low-intensity use restrictions as initially set forth in the LRDP/SPD.

Designation of Open Space Easement (SEA # 5) (Approximately 150 Acres)

During the LRDP approval process, the University was required to preserve of a portion of University
property designated as the Malibu Canyon Significant Watershed in the certified Malibu/Santa Monica
Mountains Land Use Plan. In consideration, the University agreed to permanently preserve, in the form
of an open space easement, a portion of the campus identified as Significant Ecological Area (SEA) No.
5. An Irrevocable Offer to Dedicate an Open Space Easement was recorded by the University on
December 6, 1990.

As the University proceeded with plans to build out the Graduate Campus Project, it worked with the
Conservancy and other public agencies to develop new County and Coastal Commission requirements for

2 Condition 17 of Conditional Use Permit 97-191-(3) states that the following activities and uses are permitted in the Open
Space Management Area: “a. Low intensity recreational uses, e.g. hiking and equestrian trails, picnicking, and cross-country
running courses; b. Scientific research... provided it is done in a manner which is consistent with protection of the resources
within the Open Space Management Area; c. Biological preserve activities, including coastal sage scrub and other restoration
activities and similar programs; d. Controlled burning determined essential by the Los Angeles County Fire Department; e.
Maintenance and brush clearance; and f. Uses permitted in the O-S Open Space Zone, subject to the provisions of Sections
22.40.400 to 22.40.420 of the Los Angeles County Code, except that fishermen’s and hunters’ camps, animal grazing other
than horses and goats, and stands for the display and sale of agricultural products shall not be permitted.”

2! Condition 17 of Conditional Use Permit 97-191-(3)
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the SEA easement. As part of the approval, Pepperdine agreed to amend the Offer to Dedicate in
consultation with the Conservancy and the Coastal Commission to ensure the easement’s consistency
with various park management policies and in connection with the realignment of various public trails
easements discussed below. A Modified Offer to Dedicate Open Space Easement was recorded on March
16, 2000.

Dedication of Public Trails Easement

The University has been particularly active in the dedication and alignment of public access trails on the
Malibu campus property. Originally a condition of the University’s 1988 Coastal Development Permit
for the Arts and Humanities Center expansion, the University maintains a dedicated public trail easement
over the Coastal Slope and Mesa Peak trails, a condition that was repeated as part of the certification of
the LRDP. In accordance with that approval, an Irrevocable Offer to Dedicate an Easement for Public
Trails was recorded on January 24, 1990. The offer created a 20-foot wide public trails easement over
those portions of the Coastal Slope and Mesa Peak trails that cross the University property, the purpose of
which is to allow pedestrian and equestrian ingress and egress during daylight hours.

During the Graduate Campus Project approval process, the County requested the University re-record an
offer to dedicate public trails (CUP 97-191). At that time, field inspections found that it traversed
treacherously steep slopes and was considered unsafe and infeasible. The relocation of the trail alignment
by Pepperdine was made at the request of the Conservancy, implemented by Pepperdine, and is reflected
in the current dedication. To reflect the realignment, a Modified Offer to Dedicate Public Trails was
recorded March 16, 2000.

Off-Site Dedication of Little Las Flores Property

The University is proud of its recent efforts to work in partnership with the Conservancy to achieve the
fee dedication of 72 acres of pristine land located in Little Las Flores canyon. The dedication originated
with the Graduate Campus Project approvals, whereby Pepperdine agreed to permanently preserve the
land in the form of a conservation easement, which was to eventually be replaced by a fee dedication of
the property to a qualified resource agency.

The University recorded an Irrevocable Offer to Dedicate Conservation Property on March 22, 2000. In
2009, the conservation easement was accepted by the California Department of Fish and Game, and the
underlying fee title was accepted by the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority.

Donation of Funds

Over the years, the University has designated and donated significant funds to meet various public
resource protection and recreational goals and requirements. For example, as part of the Graduate
Campus Project approvals, the University set aside $58,400 for the purpose of constructing, maintaining,
and realigning the dedicated portions of the Mesa Peak and Coastal Slope trails. Also, as part of the
Graduate Campus Project, Pepperdine donated to the Conservancy $75,000 for conservation efforts.
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Comments Received from Federal, State, and Local Government

National Park Service

Air Quality Management District

California Coastal Commission

California Department of Parks and Recreation
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy
California Department of Fish and Game
Department of Public Works

Department of Parks and Recreation

Los Angeles County Fire Department

City of Malibu
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United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area
401 West Hillcrest Drive
Thousand Oaks, California 91360-4207

In reply refer to:
L76/NPS Tract No. 134-82

January 18, 2010

Kim Szalay

Department of Regional Planning, County of Los Angeles
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1362

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Szalay:

The National Park Service has reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
Pepperdine University’s Campus Life Project (CLP), which proposes to upgrade athletic,
recreation, parking, and residential facilities at the university’s Malibu main campus. The
project site is within the boundary of the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area.

The National Park Service appreciates the opportunity to participate in the public review
process for the proposed project. We provide comments on the effects of private and public
land development in the Santa Monica Mountains at the invitation of state and local units of
government with authority to prevent or minimize adverse uses. We assume a neutral
position and do not support or oppose land development. We offer the following comments.

We are concerned the DEIR does not adequately mitigate for potential impacts to native
habitat and wildlife. We would appreciate the County’s consideration of the following

comments and direction to the applicant of possible changes to the DEIR prior to certification.

Mitigation Measure 5.3-2, Vegetation and Sensitive Plant Communities

The draft EIR states that 0.41-acre of California Encelia Scrub Alliance occurs within the
development footprint for the expanded recreation area (Component 5). While the DEIR
prescribes a revegetation plan for chaparral habitat, the DEIR does not, and needs to,
prescribe mitigation specifically for the lost acreage of this sensitive plant community
vulnerable to extinction or extirpation within California.

The proposed revegetation plan in the DEIR prescribes restoration of 0.29-acre of chaparral
habitat to mitigate impacts to chaparral. Figure 5.3-5 identifies a proposed on-campus
mitigation area for “Spanish Broom Removal and Coastal Sage Scrub Restoration.”

NPS-1

NPS-2
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However, aerial photography of the proposed mitigation site indicates low cover of invasive
Spanish broom among a generally good cover of native coastal sage scrub. If broom is
removed, areas of removal should be replanted with species associated with the California
Encelia Scrub Alliance that would do well in a disturbed area.

We find the proposed Spanish broom removal mitigation would not be as effective as
restoration of a more severely disturbed or degraded area than the site illustrated in Figure
5.2-5. If no such site exists in the campus vicinity, off-site restoration should be considered.

Component 5 has a development footprint which overlaps into 0.84-acre of a restoration area
conditioned in a previous campus development permit. The 0.41-acre California encelia
sensitive habitat mentioned in the DEIR is part of this 0.84-acre. The DEIR states this
encroachment into the restoration area would be a significant, but mitigable impact (pg. 1-34).
We believe conditions required for previous entitlements should be upheld, unless the new
project offers conditions to override the previous permitted conditions and which offer a
clearly superior benefit to the previous conditioned mitigation. The subject DEIR does not
clearly prescribe mitigation for the loss of this 0.84 acre restoration site, and does not provide
justification for overriding the previous conditioned restoration effort.

Mitigation Measure 5.3-4, Pest Control

In addition to the measures already outlined in this mitigation measure, a mitigation measure
should be added that strictly prohibits use of anticoagulant rodenticides. Rodents that
consume such poisons do not die immediately, but become weakened. They can travel out of
the immediate area of poison application where in their weakened state they become attractive
prey for predators, including large carnivores like bobcat and mountain lion. Anticoagulants
have been identified as a factor in the deaths of mountain lions and bobcats in the Santa
Monica Mountains.'

5.7.2 Light and Glare

The DEIR states that “All [light and glare] impacts would be less than significant; therefore,
no unavoidable significant impacts related to light and glare would result from
implementation of the CLP.” (p. 5.7-62). However, we are concerned that the project may
increase light pollution within the national recreation area, both directly in the canyon in
which the university is situated, as well as increasing overall nighttime ambient lighting and
creating a glow above the ridgelines as viewed from adjacent canyons, including Corral,
Solstice, and Malibu Canyons, and at nearby Malibu Bluffs Park. The DEIR’s own analysis
includes light receptor site locations located at Malibu Bluffs Park (Sites H and T, Figure
5.7.2-1) that report a 60% (Table 5.7.2-6) and 25% (Table 5.7.2-7) increase, respectively, in
illuminance over current background levels as a result of the proposed project.

Riley, S. P., Bromley, C., Poppenga, R. H., Uzal, F. A, Whited, L., Sauvajot, R. M., 2007. Anticoagulant
Exposure and Notoedric Mange in Bobcats and Mountain Lions in Urban Southern California. Journal
of Wildlife Management, 71(6), 1874-1884.
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The DEIR needs to more thoroughly evaluate the proposed lighting for the soccer stadium, in
particular, for its potential cumulatively significant negative effect on wildlife and on
diminished dark sky aesthetics in the adjacent open space, and in the above-mentioned
adjacent canyons. We find any stadium-type lighting within the national recreation area is not
consistent with our wildlife management and visitor experience goals and objectives and
recommend against such lighting.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have questions, please call Melanie Beck,
Outdoor Recreation Planner, at (805) 370-2346.

Sincerely,
Woody Smeck
Superintendent

cc: Joe Edmiston, Executive Director, Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy
Craig Sap, Acting Superintendent, Angeles District, State Department of Parks and
Recreation
Clark Stevens, Executive Officer, Resource Conservation District of the Santa Monica
Mountains

NPS-6
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Responses to Comments from National Park Service

Response to Comment NPS-1

The commenter’s statement that the DEIR fails to mitigate for the loss of 0.41 acres of California Encelia
Scrub Alliance is inaccurate. Mitigation Measure 5.3-8 would mitigate for impacts to 0.84 acres of a
0.93-acre jurisdictional re-vegetation site on the western slope of the Marie Canyon debris basin, which
includes the 0.41-acre area of California Encelia Scrub Alliance.

Response to Comment NPS-2

MMS5.3-8 would mandate a restoration plan for the removal of invasive Spanish broom and other weeds at
a site to the west of John Tyler Drive, and restoration of the site to coastal sage scrub. The proposed
restoration site is identified on Figure 5.3-5 as “Spanish Broom Removal and Coastal Sage Scrub
Restoration.” Contrary to the commenting agency’s description, the restoration plan set forth in MM5.3-8
is not prescribed to mitigate impacts to chaparral. The restoration of chaparral is prescribed by MM5.3-2,
which describes a plan for the restoration of chaparral within disturbed areas to the north of the Drescher
Graduate Campus.

With respect to the “Spanish Broom Removal and Coastal Sage Scrub Restoration” site, field
investigation does not support the commenting agency’s description of the proposed site as containing
“low cover of invasive Spanish broom” and “generally good cover of coastal sage scrub.” Rather, field
investigations reveal a highly disturbed site consisting of coastal sage scrub infested with Spanish broom
and other weeds. As explained in DEIR Section 5.3 and Appendix D, although coastal sage scrub species
are present, without intervention the site will continue to degrade with invasive species further displacing
native vegetation.

MMS5.3-8 has been modified (see Response to Comment SMM-15 for textual changes) to specify that
restoration of the proposed mitigation site shall consist of plantings, as appropriate, of California encelia
and other species associated with California encelia scrub. The composition of the coastal sage scrub
plant community (California encelia scrub is considered to be a component of coastal sage scrub) restored
at the site would ultimately be determined by a specialist based on site conditions. For example, although
restoration to coastal sage scrub is considered feasible given the presence of species such as California
sagebrush (Artemisia californica) and purple sage (Salvia leucophylla), the site may be unsuitable for
restoration to California encelia scrub due to its east to northeast aspect, as California encelia scrub
typically occurs in natural conditions on exposed southwest to southeast-facing slopes.

Response to Comment NPS-3

Controlling and potentially eradicating the Spanish broom infestation at the proposed restoration site and
within adjacent fuel modification areas serves important purposes and makes off-site mitigation
unnecessary. Spanish broom receives a “High” rating from the California Invasive Species Council,
indicating the species potentially has severe ecological impacts on physical processes, plant and animal
communities, and vegetation structure. The on-site areas containing Spanish broom are contiguous to
larger natural areas to the west of the campus within the Marie Canyon watershed. These natural areas
contain coastal sage scrub and patches of native purple needlegrass (Nassella pulchra) grassland, which
could be degraded by the Spanish broom.

Response to Comment NPS-4

MMS5.3-8 would mitigate for the removal of 0.84 acres of a 0.93-acre jurisdictional re-vegetation site on
the western slope of the Marie Canyon debris basin. Importantly, implementation of this Mitigation
Measure would require the approval of Trustee Resource Agencies. Their approval of the identified CLP
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impacts to the re-vegetation site would require Trustee Resource Agencies to issuance new permits that
would replace existing permit conditions. As such, the University would need to process approvals for
such permits and comply with new conditions of approval.

There are advantages to replacing the existing coastal sage scrub revegetation site on the western slope of
the Marie Canyon debris basin with a new restoration project at another location. The revegetation site is
substantially degraded by noxious weeds. In particular, the severely invasive Terracina spurge
(Euphorbia terracina) has spread throughout the site, and it is now on a trajectory towards eventual
dominance by the Terracina spurge and other weeds. Successful restoration of the site has a low
probability of success and the removal of the revegetation site would eliminate the continued spread of
invasive species to nearby drainages and natural areas. Moreover, the permits that established the
revegetation site and the revegetation plan for the revegetation project failed to establish success criteria.
Replacement of the site with a new mitigation project mandated by MMS5.3-8 would result in invasive
weed removal and restoration of coastal sage scrub with clearly defined success criteria.

Response to Comment NPS-5
MMS5.3-4 has been modified to prohibit the use of anticoagulant rodenticides.

Response to Comment NPS-6
See Topical Response 2: Lighting.

Light trespass (illuminance) and glare (luminance) analysis was integral to the evaluation conducted for
the proposed Project and are the basis of quantitative thresholds of significance. As noted in DEIR
Appendix G (the Technical Lighting Study) Section 2.3, Thresholds of Significance, the threshold of 0.1
footcandles (fc) is based on the Professional Best Practice Recommendations of the Illumination
Engineers Society of North America recommended thresholds for Pre-Curfew Light Trespass within the
most restrictive light environments, considered intrinsically dark (Zone E-1), such as a National Park.

The calculated future illumination levels are less than the threshold for significance at all receptor sites
within natural areas. Site F showed the highest calculated future contributed illuminance at 0.064 fc,
which is below 0.1 fc threshold. Further, in the existing condition, the illuminance contribution from the
existing athletic lighting results in 0.1 fc at site F. Thus the CLP improvements will result in decreased
light trespass at Site F.

Sensitive receptor locations were located in natural areas and areas adjacent to residential sites. In all
cases the Project did not result in a significant impact relating to light trespass. For specific receptor sites,
where the contrast ratio was above the 30:1 contrast ratio, mitigations that included view screening were
recommended within the DEIR.

As discussed on DEIR page 5.7-49, 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 for
glare impacts (30:1) when CLP lighting elements are powered to a lighting level to achieve 100 fc of
maintained illuminance. This level is only required for games that are to be nationally or regionally
broadcast. This is likely to be an infrequent occurrence (likely less than 10 nights), the great majority of
the time the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field lights are in use, they will be operating at closer to the 50 fc
maintained illuminance level. No Receptor Sites exceed the threshold for glare impacts when the lights
are operated at this lower 50 fc maintained illuminance level. Because the contrast ratios at these
locations are below existing conditions, impacts are considered to be less than significant; however,
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because they would exceed a 30:1 contrast ratio, mitigation is provided. Impacts would be less than
significant.
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From: Daniel Garcia [mailto:dgarcia@aqmd.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, January 12, 2011 10:46 AM
To: Szalay, Kim

Subject: Campus Life Project Draft EIR

Mr. Szalay,

Per our conversation earlier today the South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) staff does not have any comments regarding the
Pepperdine Campus Life Project Draft EIR at this time. If you have any questions or concerns please contact me at your convenience.

Regards,

Dan Garneia

Air Quality Specialist

Planning, Rule Development, and Area Sources
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

P: (909) 396-3304

F: (909) 396-3324

AQM-1
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Responses to Comments from South Coast Air Quality Management District
Comment AQM-1

South Coast Air Quality Management District indicates that they have no comments on the Pepperdine
Campus Life Project DEIR at this time. This comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE NATURAL RESQURCE AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA

89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 200
VENTURA, CA 93001

(805) 641 -0142

December 16, 2010

Mr. Kim Szalay =

Los Angeles County Dept. of Regional Planning L e
Special Projects Section, Rm 1362

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Pepperdine University Campus Life Project {State
Clearinghouse No. 2008041123)

Dear Mr. Szalay:

Commission staff has reviewed the subject draft environmental document for the Pepperdine University
Campus Life Project, which consists of new and upgraded athletic, recreation, parking, and residential
facilities. Based on our review of the Draft EIR (DEIR), we would like to offer the following comments at
" this time.

For purposes of CEQA, the DEIR has analyzed the proposed projects’ consistency with various land use CCC-1
policies and regulations, including the Los Angeles County General Plan, Zoning Code, and Land Use
Plan, the City of Malibu Local Coastal Program, and the University's Long Range Development Plan
(LRDP). As discussed in the Land Use section of the subject DEIR, the proposed Campus Life Project
components will require amendments to the LRDP that must be approved by the Coastal Commission. We
would note that for the aspects of the proposed Campus Life Project that require amendment to the LRDP,
the standard of review will be consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.

Component 5 of the Campus Life Project is the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area, consisting of an
improved and expanded playing field on the site of the approved equestrian facility. A new debris basin
located north of the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area would replace the existing debris basin. An
existing stockpile area would be reduced in footprint and have a reduced capacity of approximately 8,000
cu. yds. of fill. In addition, a two million gallon underground, chilled water storage tank is proposed o be
buried beneath the Enhanced Recreation Area. The component also provides a 1,600 square foot structure
containing storage space and restrooms.

Similar to the other components of the proposed Campus Life Project, the Enhanced Recreation Area CCC-2
component will require an amendment to the LRDP that must be approved by the Coastal Commission.
Again, the standard of review for LRDP amendments are the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The
proposed Enhanced Recreation Area would encroach into native vegetation areas within upper Marie
Canyon and would result in additional modifications to the Marie Canyon Creek corridor that appear to
constitute Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA). Section 30240 of the Coastal Act requires that
ESHA must be protected against disruption of habitat values, that only uses dependent on the resource
may be allowed within ESHA, and that proposed development adjacent to ESHA shall be designed to
prevent adverse impacts to those areas and be compatible with their continuance. In addition, Section
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30231 of the Coastal Act requires that new development maintain, and restore where feasible, the
biological productivity of coastal waters by controlling runoff, maintaining vegetation buffers that protect
riparian habitat, and minimizing alteration of streams. Coastal Act Section 30236 limits channelizations,
dams, or other substantial alterations of rivers and streams to flood control projects necessary to protect
public safety and existing development and two other types of projects, any of which must incorporate the
best mitigation measures available and where there are no feasible alternatives.

The Enhanced Recreation Area component of the proposed project appears to be inconsistent with these
policies of the Coastal Act and alternatives should be analyzed, including alternative locations, to avoid
impacts to native vegetation and the Marie Canyon Creek corridor that is beyond the footprint of the
existing developed campus. In addition, with the proposed expansion of the footprint of the recreation area,
the lighting upgrade, and increased nighttime use, there is the potential for adverse impacts to surrounding
native habitat areas from increased night lighting that should be evaluated.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject Draft Environmental Impact Report. If you have any
questions, please feel free to contact me.

Very Truly Yours,

oy
Deanna Christensen
Coastal Program Analyst

CCC-2

CCC-3
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Responses to Comments from California Coastal Commission

Response to Comment CCC-1

Commenter notes that the standard of review for aspects of the Project that require amendments to the
Pepperdine University Long Range Development Plan will be consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of
the Coastal Act. For further discussion of the Project’s consistency with the LRDP, please refer to
Section 5.11, Land Use, of the DEIR.

Response to Comment CCC-2

The entire Enhanced Recreation Area is within the University’s developed Campus area and, therefore,
contains existing developed facilities or has been subject to regular use or maintenance. The native
vegetation and the Marie Canyon creek corridor, including the Marie Canyon debris basin and the
upstream channel, located within the Enhanced Recreation Area site are not “relatively pristine,” as the
debris basin, channel, and all native vegetation at the site have a history of disturbance. Figure 5.3-2,
Component 5 - Vegetation Communities Map in the DEIR shows the vegetation types and the location of
the Marie Canyon channel within the proposed Component 5 footprint. As shown on Figure 5.3-2, the
Project would encroach into areas consisting predominately of native vegetation in the southwestern
corner of the site (greenbark ceanothus scrub [Cs/MI/Cb]), the northern portion of the site (birch leaf
mountain-mahogany scrub [Cb/Ml]), the central portion of the site (California encelia scrub [Ec/Bp/Et]),
and within the Marie Canyon channel (black sage scrub [Sm] and mulefat scrub [Bs; Bs/W]). The
greenbark ceanothus scrub has been subject to prior fuel modification and the birch leaf mountain-
mahogany scrub has been encroached upon by use of the adjacent stockpile. The California encelia scrub
is infested with invasive weeds, including the severely invasive Terracina spurge. The Marie Canyon
debris basin and the portion of the Marie Canyon channel within the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area
site have been subject to historical grading and prior cleanouts. The basin and channel also contain
invasive species, and the channel contains minor amounts of placed debris.

Response to Comment CCC-3

An analysis of the potential for adverse impacts of night lighting on surrounding native habitat areas was
conducted and has been included within the DEIR, see Section 5.7.2, Lighting. Sensitive receptor
locations were located in natural areas and areas adjacent to residential sites. In all cases the Project did
not result in a significant impact relating to light and glare.
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@ State of California « Natural Resources Agency Edmund G. Brown, Jr., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION » P.0. Box 942896 « Sacramento, CA 94296-0001 Ruth Coleman, Director

® Angeles District

1925 Las Virgenes Road
Calabasas, California, 91302

January 6, 2011
JAN 10 201

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1362
Los Angeles CA 90012

RE: CDPR Comments on Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
Pepperdine University Campus Life Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report, SCH#2008041123

Dear Los Angeles County Commissioners:

California Department of Parks and Recreation (“California State Parks”), Angeles District staff
has reviewed the above referenced project, and provides the following comments.

The project is located within the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area (SMMNRA)
and involves development into and adjacent to open space areas that connect Malibu Creek
State Park to the north and east, Malibu Bluffs Park to the south, and other SMMNRA areas to
the west. Due to the project’s adjacency to important open space areas, we need to consider
the potential project impacts to local vegetation, wildlife and animal movement through the area.
For this purpose, we offer the following recommendations to improve the project by reducing its
impacts on biological resources.

Impacts to Native Vegetation

The project is noted to have impacts on 0.91 acres of native habitat associated with Component
5 (per Table 5.3-1), yet mitigation is only required for impacts to 0.29 acre of chaparral.
Therefore we recommend modification of Mitigation Measure MM5.3-2 to mitigate for all
native habitat impacts, not just chaparral.

As demonstrated in Figure 5.3-2, the exotic terracina spurge and nonnative annual grasses are
noted as dominants in fuel clearance zones. Management of these, and other invasive weeds,

~is a significant and costly component of resource management within State Parks and

SMMNRA areas as a whole, and eradication of source populations is key to regional
management for these species. Therefore we recommend modification of Mitigation Measure
MMS5-3.3 to ensure that the proposed Exotic Plant Management Plan includes all fuel
modification zones and other areas of the campus where terracina spurge is present, and
not just those within Component 5.

The Los Angeles County Drought Tolerant Plant List includes many invasive species that should
not be planted in or near open space areas despite their drought tolerant properties. This
includes the invasive Spanish Broom, which is identified as a target species for removal for this
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project. For this reason, Mitigation Measure MM5-3.11 should be modified to say that no
landscape specimens shall be used that are listed in the Cal-IPC Invasive Plant Inventory
Database located at: http://www.cal-ipc.org/ip/inventory/weedlist.php

Adverse Effects of Artificial Lighting

There is significant evidence that artificial night lighting can adversely impact wildlife species
biology and ecology. This includes decreased food consumption and increased mortality risk for
small mammals and associated changes in movement and migration patterns (Beier in Rich and
Longcore 2006). Bird nesting patterns can be disrupted (Molenarr et al in Rich and Longcore
2006) and upward pointing floodlights can be especially disruptive to migrating birds and should
be avoided (Gauthreaux and Belser in Rich and Longcore 2006). Adverse impacts on the
biology of reptiles and amphibians have also been documented including changes in
reproduction, foraging, and movement patterns.

Natural levels of illumination at night range from 0.00003 lux for a clouded night sky to 0.3 lux
on a clear night during a full moon. Therefore the significance threshold of illumination (0.1 fc/1
lux) for open space areas appears inappropriately high. In at least one study, a frog’s choice of
mates is affected by illumination changes from ~0.7 to 3 lux (Buchanan in Rich and Longcore
2006), suggesting that the1 lux threshold is too high for some species.

The DEIR identifies that for most project components lighting impacts would be reduced
compared to existing conditions for adjacent open space areas due to use of improved
shielding, light positioning and other technologies. However, several locations in or adjacent to
open space areas either exceed the stated significance thresholds or are close to them. As
shown in Table 5.7.2-5, Site T (Malibu Bluffs Park) would increase in contrast to just below the
significance level of 30:1, while Site M is also reduced to just below this threshold. We
therefore recommend the following:
e Use additional mitigation measures such as native landscaping buffers to reduce
lighting impacts on open space areas to the maximum extent feasible.
e Modify Mitigation Measures MM5.7.2-4 and -5 to be applied to protect adjacent
open space areas, not just residential areas.
e Permit no floodlighting be pointed upward in order to avoid impacts on migrating
birds.

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. Please contact Jamie King,
Environmental Scientist at jking@parks.ca.gov or 818.880.0373 if clarifications are required.

Acting District Superintendent

cc: DPLA Environmental Review Unit, California Department of Water Resources
CDPR, Natural Resources Division, Attn: Clarissa Samaga
State Clearinghouse/OPR
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Responses to Comments from California Department of Parks and Recreation

Response to Comment CPR-1

Contrary to the commenting agency’s assertion, the DEIR fully mitigates for all impacts on 0.91 acres of
native habitat associated with Component 5. Taken as a whole, MM5.3-2, MM5.3-7, and MM5.3-8
would achieve mitigation for the entire 0.91 acres. Therefore, modifying MMS5.3-2 to mitigate for all
0.91 acres of native habitat is not necessary, and would result in duplicative mitigation. As described on
pages 5.3-7 through 5.3-9 and in table 5.3-2 of the DEIR, the composition of the subject 0.91 acres
consists of chaparral (0.29 acres), coastal sage scrub (0.52 acres), and riparian scrub (0.10 acres). The
chaparral would be mitigated by MM5.3-2. The coastal sage scrub, which consists of Black Sage Scrub
(0.11 acres) and California Encelia Scrub (0.41 acres), would be mitigated by MM5.3-7 and MM5.3-8,
respectively. The riparian scrub, which consists of Mulefat Scrub (0.10 acres), would also be mitigated
by MMS5.3-7. MMS5.3-7 would effectively mitigate for impacts to the Black Sage Scrub and Mulefat
Scrub located within the bed and/or banks of the Marie Canyon drainage. The California Encelia Scrub,
located on the western slope of Marie Canyon Debris basin, would be mitigated by MM5.3-8.

Response to Comment CPR-2

MMS5.3-3 has been modified to require weed management within the fuel modification zones of all CLP
components. Pepperdine University has long recognized the importance of weed control and conducts
activities in other areas of the property designed to control several invasive species, including the
Terracina spurge. However, it would not be appropriate to require weed management at “other areas of
the campus where Terracina spurge is present,” as CEQA requires that the CLP EIR address only those
significant adverse effects on the environment that would be a direct or indirect result of the CLP Project.
In addition, under Federal and California law, public agencies may only impose project conditions and
mitigation measures that relate to the impacts caused by a development project. Here, no nexus exists to
link the proposed mitigation to an impact of the Project.

MMS5.3-3 An Exotic Plant Management Plan shall be approved by the Director of Planning prior to
issuance of_the grading permit for Compenent5S the Project. The Plan will emphasize
control of exotic, weedy non-native plants withinand-adjacentte _at all CLP component
sites and within Cempenent—5_the fuel modification zones of all CLP components,
tneludingfuel medificationzones) and prevent the spread of exotic invasive species into
surrounding natural areas. If invasive species from the Compenent5_CLP component
sites 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.

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Final EIR
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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 for the Project at-Cempenent
5 and continue until development of the Project Compenent5 has been completed, and
for an additional five years into the operational phase. The Plan shall also be
implemented at the Component 5 site and within its fuel modification zone in-the-abeve-
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.

Response to Comment CPR-3

MMS5.3-11 has been modified to exclude species listed in the California Invasive Plant Council’s (Cal-
IPC) California Invasive Plant Inventory as well plants listed as ‘noxious weeds’ by the State of
California and the U.S. Federal Government.

MMS5.3-11 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. _No
landscape specimens shall be used that are listed in the California Invasive Plant
Council’s (Cal-IPC) California Invasive Plant Inventory, or which are listed as ‘noxious
weeds’ by the State of California or the U.S. Federal Government. The selected plant list
shall be reviewed by a County of Los Angeles approved qualified biologist to exclude
any potentially invasive species.

Response to Comment CPR-4

The light trespass (illuminance) and glare (luminance) analyses set forth in Draft EIR Section 5.7, Visual
Resources and Aesthetic Qualities is integral to the lighting evaluation conducted for the proposed Project
and form the basis of quantitative thresholds of significance. Commenter questions the use of 0.1 fc as
the threshold of significance for illuminance impacts, noting that at least one study has found changes in
illumination of 0.07 fc to affect the choice of mates in some frogs. As noted in Draft EIR Appendix G
(the Technical Lighting Study) Section 2.3, Thresholds of Significance, the threshold of 0.1 fc is based on
the Professional Best Practice Recommendations of the Illumination Engineers Society of North America
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

recommended thresholds for Pre-Curfew Light Trespass within the most restrictive light environments,
considered intrinsically dark (Zone E-1), such as a National Park.

Contrary to the commenter’s concern with the lighting impacts within natural areas, the calculated future
illumination levels are less than the proposed 0.07 fc at all receptor sites within natural areas. Site F
showed the highest calculated future contributed illuminance at 0.064 fc, which is below 0.07 fc proposed
by the comment. Further, in the existing condition, the illuminance contribution from the existing athletic
lighting results in 0.1 fc at site F. Thus the CLP improvements will result in decreased light trespass from
the baseline conditions at site F.

Sensitive receptor locations were located in natural areas and areas adjacent to residential sites. In all
cases the Project did not result in a significant impact relating to light trespass. For specific receptor sites,
where the contrast ratio was above the threshold of significance, mitigations that included view screening,
were recommended within the DEIR.

As discussed on DEIR page 5.7-49, 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 for
glare impacts (30:1) when powered to a lighting level of 100 fc of maintained illuminance. This level is
only required for games that are to be nationally or regionally broadcast. This is likely to be an infrequent
occurrence (likely less than 10 nights a year); the great majority of the time the Upgraded NCAA Soccer
Field lights are in use they will be operating at the lower 50 fc maintained illuminance level. No Receptor
Sites exceed the threshold for glare impacts when the lights are operated at this lower 50 fc of maintained
illuminance 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 at
Receptor Sites B and M during nationally or regionally broadcast games, mitigation is provided. Impacts
would be less than significant.

Commenter recommends additional mitigation related to landscape buffering for open spaces, expansion
of MM5.7.2-4 and MM5.7.2-5 to include open space protections, and restricting floodlighting. The
implementation of the suggested additional mitigation is not necessary to reduce significant impacts.
There are already multiple mitigation measures, as indicated below, which adequately reduce potential
impacts of concern to the commenter to less than significant. Mitigation measures addressing these
concerns include:

MMS5.7.2-1 which states, “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.”

MMS5.7.2-3 which states, “...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.”

MMS5.7.2-4 is intended to apply to the overall lighting package to be implemented for all of the Project
components and requires the employment of lighting guidelines to minimize all forms of light pollution,
including glare, and light trespass. This minimizing of all forms of light pollution applies to both
residential and natural areas.

MMS5.7.2-4 further states, “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
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

they shall be focused and confined to highlighting or emphasizing architectural features and significant
landscaping elements without resulting in significant lighting impacts.”

“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.”

“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.”

MMS5.7.2-5 will be modified to read as follows:
Project structures shall utilize non-reflective materials to avoid glare intruding onto adjacent residential
properties and open space areas.

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Final EIR
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November 30, 2010

Kim Szalay .

- Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning
Special Projects Section, Room 1362
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Draft Envzronmental Impact Report
Regquest for Extension of Comment Period
SCH# 2008041123

Dear Mr. Szalay:

I am writing to request an extension of the comment period for the Pepperdine University
Campus Life Project Draft Environmental Impact Report. Due to the holidays, the next
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (Conservancy) governing board meeting is
scheduled for January 24, 2010 and we expect that the board will consider adopting a~ -
comment letter on this project at that time. I would appreciate if you would let me know
if you will accept and consider comments from the Conservancy shortly after the
Conservancy meeting, I can be reached by phone at (310) 589-3200, ext. 128, or Judi
Tamasi of our staff can be reached by phone at the same phone number, ext, 121, or via
email at judi.tamasi@mrca.ca.gov. Thank you for your consideration,

SMM-1

Deputy Director for
Natural Resources and Planning

cc:  State Clearinghouse (Scott Morgan)
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January 24, 2011

Kim Szalay

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planmng
Special Projects Section, Room 1362
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report
ScH# 2008041123

Dear Mr. Szalay:

The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (Conservancy) offers the following comments
on the Pepperdine University Campus Life Project (CLP) Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR). Wesincerely appreciate that Pepperdine University representatives hosted
avisit to the site for our staff (at our request) on January 19, 2011 to explain the project and
answer questions. (Note that in this letter, “Pepperdine representative” means either a
Pepperdine employee or one of the hired consultants present at that site visit.) The
Conservancy doesnot object to the concept of the proposed project. However, as described
below in more detail, the Conservancy is concerned with potentially significant impacts to
biological resources (sensitive plant communities and wildlife habitat), visual resources,
recreational resources, land use policies, and traffic/parking. This letter includes several
additional critical mitigation measures to address these issues. The 11 Conservancy primary
recommendations are numbered separately below with the supporting nexus in the body of
the letter. We urge the County to require all of these suggested mitigation measures.

Of note, the California Coastal Commission recently approved the Malibu Parks Public
Access Enhancement Plan-Public Works Plan (PWP), which includes 35 new campsites in
four camp areas, two new parking areas adjacent to Pacific Coast Highway, new trails, and
other support facilities at the Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs, just south of the
Pepperdine University campus, south of Pacific Coast Highway. The Coastal Commission
approved (with some modifications) this plan proposed by the Conservancy and Mountains

Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA) in October 2010. The PWP includes new,

campsites, trails, parking areas, other support facilities and programs, and habitat
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restoration at five of the Conservancy’s and MRCA’s parks in the City of Malibu and
unincorporated Los Angeles County. This was a multi-year, extensive planning effort and
the Conservancy and MRCA are invested in providing a high quality visitor experience. In
particular, the Conservancy is concerned with the potentially significant impacts (e.g., from
lighting) to the Conservancy’s and MRCA’s proposed new campsites at the Conservancy-
owned Malibu Bluffs Property.

Impacts to Visual Resources, Related Land Use Policies, and Needed Mitigation

Given the proposed new camp areas, trails, and other recreational resources at the
Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs property just south of the Pepperdine University, the
Conservancy is concerned with potentially significant impacts to the Malibu Bluffs
viewshed. The DEIR does not include a section addressing potential impacts to recreational
resources. While it does address some limited views to Malibu Bluffs, it does not fully
address potential lighting impacts on campers at the Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs.

According to the DEIR (p. 5.11-28), per the City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use
Plan (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. The City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan Policy 6.23
states in part: '

...exterior lighting (except traffic lights, navigational lights, and other similar

safety lighting) shall be minimized, restricted to low intensity fixtures,

shielded, and concealed to the maximum feasible extent so that no light
- source is directly visible from public viewing areas.

Similarly, in the County’s Proposed Local Coastal Program Coastal Zone Plan, :

Conservation and Open Space Element, Scenic Resources Goals and Policies section,
Policy CO-36 states: "Control lighting to preserve the area's scenic beauty, including specific
natural features and broad vistas." Policy ¢/0s 11.4 in the Draft LA County General Plan,
Conservation and Open Space Element, Section VI: Scenic Resources, Goals, Policies and
Implementation Actions states: "Reduce light trespass and light pollution."

New lighting would result from several elements of the Campus Life Project, including:
National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) soccer field (Component Area 3),
Enhanced Recreation Area (Component Area 5), and other project elements (e.g., new
lighting at new parking structures, building mounted lighting, etc.). For Component Area

3, there would be new lighting for student recreation and non-televised intercollegiate
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games. During televised events, there would be additional lighting. The DEIR (p. 1-67)
states that athletic field lighting levels may be used only on nights in which a game will be
nationally or regionally broadcast, up to 10 events per year. It is not clear if 10 is the
absolute limit that would occur (e.g., DEIR, p. 1-66 states “infrequent occurrence (likely less
than 10 nights...)”

The elevation of the NCAA soccer field would be approximately 10 feet higher than the level
of the existing track and field (DEIR, p. 5.11-39). The tops of the light standards would be
visible from a 1,300-foot-long stretch of Pacific Coast Highway (PCH), a scenic highway
(DEIR, p. 1-62). ) At the Enhanced Recreation Area (Component Area 5), lighting would
be replaced and the new lighting consists of six 80-ft.-tall lighting standards (DEIR, p. 5.3-
37). The DEIR (p. 5.7-28) states that for the Enhanced Recreation Area the tops of the
poles (approximately the top 20 feet of the poles) may be seen from the central of the three
proposed camping sites (at Malibu Bluffs Park). The tops of the poles can be seen from
distances of 4,750 feet (0.9 mile) and over (DEIR, p. 5.7-28). Even if the bulbs would not

visible from Malibu Bluffs due to the recessed placement of the bulbs within the shielding.

element (as a Pepperdine representative stated during the site visit), it still seems that
Malibu Bluffs campers would be able to see the stream of light below the shielding, but
along the portion of the new tall lighting standards that would be visible from Malibu
Bluffs. The biology section of the DEIR (p. 5.3-37) states that 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. It is not clear how “more effective shielding and
downward angled orientation” would lead to lower illuminance (light trespass) at Malibu
Bluffs compared with- existing conditions.

The Conservancy is concerned with not only project-specific, but also cumulative, impacts
from night lighting. The DEIR (p. 1-66) references a related project (but not part of the
Campus Life Project), which includes lighting at the baseball field. In addition, under
existing conditions, there is already substantial lighting at the campus that is visible from
Malibu Bluffs. Also, some of the existing lighting on campus (e.g., globe lighting) is
unshielded and contributes to diminished dark sky conditions. If mitigation is only
proposed for the new fields, it may be insufficient. Additional mitigation, not associated
with the new fields (component areas 3 and 5), may be needed. The Conservancy is
concerned with both new light sources resulting from the project, as well as glow that
compromises dark-sky conditions under existing conditions, with the Campus Life Project,
and combined with other projects. We urge the University to independently bolster the
mitigation measures as part of this California Environmental Quality Act review process

A
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to significantly diminish existing lighting visible from Malibu Bluffs.

Potentially significant impacts to the Malibu Bluffs viewshed, both night-time and day-time
should be mitigated to the fullest extent possible. The Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR) should include at a minimum the following additional analysis and mitigation to
address potentially significant impacts to visual resources.

Conservancy Recommendation No. 1: The FEIR should include super-detailed
oblique views, including cross sections, of the significant new light sources—the NCAA
soccer field and the Enhanced Recreation Area. This would include elevations of
these project components, locations and dimensions of new light standardsincluding
shielding elements, existing and proposed topographic buffers (e.g., berms), and
specifics of tree planting to be used for screening (e.g., locations, species, expected
heights after a specified amount of years, etc.). This should be presented in relation
to views from Pacific Coast Highway and Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs
approved camping area(s).

Conservancy Recommendation No. 2: The FEIR should include a mitigation measure
requiring extensive landscaping to screen lighting standards at the NCAA soccer field
and Enhanced Recreation Area from views from Malibu Bluffs. Again, the specifics
of tree planting to be used for screening (e.g., locations, species, expected heights
after a specified amount of years, etc.) should be identified. Pepperdine, or the
County, should seek input from the Conservancy staff on the landscape screening
plan for these areas. Pepperdine must be held responsible for funding of the
installation of the landscape screening and for the maintenance in perpetuity. The
landscape screening should be installed prior to (preferred, if construction timing
permits), or concurrent with, construction of the respective project element. The
landscaped screening areas must be preserved in perpetuity via a conservation

~ easement offered to a public park agency such as MRCA. This measure must be
enforceable, and should include contingency measures in case the screening effort
1s not successful.

Conservancy Recommendation No. 3: To address the existing lighting impacts on
dark sky conditions, the Conservancy strongly recommends that Pepperdine
University implement measures to reduce existing night-time lighting and otherwise
mitigate existing night lighting conditions. This would include replacement of globe
lighting throughout the campus and improvements to old existing lighting with new

technologically advanced lighting. This analysis would not be complete unless it
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addresses the lighting for the baseball field project.

Conservancy Recommendation No. 4: We urge that the FEIR demonstrate that there
will be no significant lighting impacts to campsites at the Conservancy-owned Malibu
Bluffs from potentially new light sources visible from Malibu Bluffs, as well as from
diminished dark sky conditions. We hope that the additional lighting analysis we
recommend above will support this demonstration.

Impacts to Biological Resources, Related Land Use Issues, and Needed Mitigation

Based on a comparison of Figure 5.11-5 (“LRDP Facilities to be Utilized for the CLP”) and
Figure 5.11-6 (“LRDP after CLP Approval”), it appears that the proposed Campus Life
project would expand the footprint beyond the long range development plan (LRDP) in the
Enhanced Recreation Area (Component Area 5). A Pepperdine representative indicated
that these are conceptual figures and are not meant to show exact locations. Grading for
~ the Enhanced Recreation Areawould be 6.9 acres (DEIR, p. 5.7-22). It does not appear that
the Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) contemplated a detention basin in the proposed
location, nor an expanded recreational field. The current topography reflecting the base
of the naturally vegetated Marie Canyon drainage (maintained occasionally according to
a Pepperdine representative) before it enters the developed/hardscaped Pepperdine
Campus would be filled and replaced by an expanded recreational field, and the debris
basin would be moved to a location further up the canyon. Wildlife such as deer use this
drainage.

The DEIR states that an amendment to the LRDP is required (e.g, pp. 5.11-39, 5.11-41).
The relocated debris basin would result in new impacts to sensitive plant communities. As
the Coastal Commission indicated in its December 16, 2010 letter on the Campus Life
Project DEIR, parts of the Enhanced Recreation Area would encroach into native
vegetation areas that appear to be Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs), and
only uses- dependent on the resource may be allowed in ESHA. This is potentially a
significant impact with respect to biological resources and land use policies. During the
LRDP amendment process, the California Coastal Commission will ultimately make the
determination of whether these new CLP elements are covered under the LRDP. The DEIR
has not demonstrated clearly that the existing approval of the LRDP from the California
Coastal Commission “covers” the modified project elements and locations.

On a similar note, the DEIR states that there would be impacts to 0.48 acre of jurisdictional
waters and that impacts to 0.54 acre were covered under previous permits. (The
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Pepperdine representatives also indicated during the site visit that the new Component
Area 5 project elements are within the boundaries of the previous permits.) However, the
location of the proposed detention basin is different than that in the previous permit, and
it is now being proposed in an area with sensitive plant communities and jurisdictional
waters. Also, the previous permit reportedly approved debris basin maintenance, not an
expanded recreational field in that area. Because of these new locations and uses, this
again raises questions about whether the old permits (from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
California Department of Fish and Game, and Regional Water Quality Control Board)
actually “cover” the new proposed activities. The DEIR has not demonstrated this clearly.
It is also not clear whether the regulatory agencies have agreed with this conclusion.

The Conservancy 1s concerned about cumulative impacts to Marie Canyon watershed.

There are numerous deer on and around the Pepperdine property, and substantial bird life.
The university has converted most of the original riparian habitat, so that the natural mix
of upland and riparian habitat is altered. For this reason, and because of the additional
impacts.to riparian and upland habitats resulting from the Campus Life Project, the FEIR
should evaluate and include a substantial mitigation package, including riparian restoration
and offsite land acquisition, or some alternative more effective mitigation measure(s).

The DEIR shows rather large fuel modification areas, even in areas without buildings (e.g.,
see Figure 5.3-2). The DEIR (pp. 5.3-11, 5.3-12) states that 150 feet is the Los Angeles
County Fire Department (LACFD) standard minimum fuel modification for parking lots.
The DEIR has not clearly documented that LACFD has required this large fuel modification
distance throughout all project areas addressed in the DEIR. With the current project
design such broad fuel modification zones seems unnecessary. For example, at the

Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs, LACFD indicated to MRCA staff in writing, via email, that

10 feet was likely adequate brush clearance from parking areas and roads.

Also, the DEIR appears to present conflicting explanations of the value of fuel modification
areas. On the one hand, the DEIR states that for cutting only (no live plant removal) in fuel
modification areas, the LRDP does not require mitigation. Thisimplies that some ecological
values remain in the fuel modification areas, and mitigation is not proposed in the DEIR for
these areas. On the other hand, the DEIR emphasizes that most of the Enhanced
Recreation Area is in permitted areas, including fuel modification areas. This seems to

imply that it is already disturbed. Based on the site visit, many of these areas contain large -

and dense native shrubs; fuel modification, if occurting, has been occasional or irregular.
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Regardless, the DEIR indicates that at least some of the impacts to chaparral from the
proposed Enhanced Recreation Area isnot within an area already permitted. On the other
hand, during the site visit, a Pepperdine representative indicated that this chaparral area
to be impacted southwest of the southerly turf field at Component Area 5 is actually within
an existing fuel modification area. However, it has not been demonstrated (for example,
on a map) how this is within a required fuel modification area.

Moreover, the proposed Enhanced Recreation Area would impact a mitigation site. This
would be contrary to a fundamental goal to achieve a successful mitigation site-to
implement timing such that recovery of ecological values is maximized and not delayed, in
relation to the timing of project impacts. This points to the importance of recording third
party conservation easements to ensure that mitigation sites are permanently preserved, so
this scenario does not happen again. Otherwise, there is a substantial lag in any recovery
of ecological values from restoration, while project impacts were already incurred.

The DEIR proposed mitigation ratios of 1:1 are typically too low for impacts to jurisdictional
areas and to environmentally sensitive habitat areas. Mitigation ratios of approximately
3:1 are more typical (for example, see Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan) to
deal with the uncertainty of restoration efforts, the temporal loss of ecological values, and
the overall loss of permanent ecological values (as it is very difficult to get a restoration site
to exactly mimic the functions and values of the impact site). Although the existing
restoration site may be somewhat compromised due to the presence of invasive weeds (and
because fuel modification may be conducted periodically within the restoration site

according to Pepperdine representatives), without question it currently provides some

wildlife habitat value. It has been providing some habitat value over the years to somewhat
mitigate the initial habitat impacts. Once this mitigation site is destroyed, those habitat
values will be lost and the restoration effort will need to start at zero again. In particular,
when a mitigation site is being impacted, a higher mitigation ratio is warranted.

With respect to impacts to biological resources, the Conservancy previously raised concerns
about future degradation of habitat beyond the development area in its September 14, 1998
letter to the County on the Pepperdine University Upper Campus Development DEIR. The
Conservancy recommended in that letter that the FEIR include a mitigation measure that
deed restricts all remaining open space surrounding the campus that is not entitled to date.
An offer to dedicate open space easement was recorded for part of the property (Significant
Ecological Area [SEA] 5), but not over the rest of the property. We are concerned with this
proposed expansion into sensitive native vegetation and wildlife habitat (coastal sage scrub,
chaparral, and mulefat scrub) for the Enhanced Recreation Areas (Component Area 5).
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Therefore, those impacts should be mitigafed at a higher ratio than the proposed 1:1 ratio
in the DEIR.

Because of the potentially significant impacts to biological resources and related land use
policies, and the inadequate mitigation proposed in the DEIR, the Conservancy asserts that
the following three additional mitigation measures be evaluated and included in the FEIR,
or alternatively, be substituted by substantially more effective mitigation measures.

Conservancy Recommendation No. 5: Additional land acquisition would be
evaluated and included in the FEIR, or alternatively, substituted by a more effective
mitigation measure. Additional land in the Santa Monica Mountains Coastal Zone
would be offered in fee simple to a public park agency, such as MRCA, for
conservation (and passive recreation, if appropriate) in perpetuity. Uses found to
be contrary to the goals of conservation would be prohibited.

Conservancy Recommendation No. 6: Additional funding for riparian restoration
and/or acquisition (including easements) would be evaluated and included in the
FEIR. This additional funding would be allocated to a public park agency, such as
MRCA. and would be used to restore and/or acquire riparian habitat near to the CLP
site-such as in Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs or Puerco Canyon, respectively.
Alternatively, this measure would be substituted by a substantially more effective
mitigation measure. ‘

Conservancy Recommendation No. #7: Direct dedication of conservation easements
over any new proposed habitat mitigation sites would be evaluated and included in
the FEIR. MRCA is an appropriate entity to accept such easements. Any mitigation
sites that would satisfy the mitigation ratio requirements would not overlap with fuel
modification areas. Uses found to be contrary to the goals of conservation would be
prohibited. (In addition to those habitat mitigation sites, MRCA is available to accept
conservation easements over areas subject to fuel modification in some cases.)
Alternatively, this would be substituted by a substantially more effective mitigation
measure.

Impacts to Traffic/Parking and Needed Mitigation
The project would result in significant unavoidable traffic impacts during large and medium

size events that start or end during the peak traffic hour periods at eight intersections
studied (DEIR, p. 1-74). It does not appear that the DEIR proposes any limit to the number
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of large and medium size events during the year. The DEIR proposes a transportation
demand and event management program, but this impact would remain significant.

The Conservancy is concerned that during these special events, spectators will park or
temporarily stage, in the new parking areas in the Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs and
walk to events. Campus Life Project parking demand forecast numbers are estimated to
be high when the Athletics/Event Center is in use -- in the range of 81-91 percent when
there are 4,000-5,470 person spectators [DEIR, p. 5.8-25, Table 5.8-12]. This perceived lack
of parking may cause Pepperdine visitors to seek parking elsewhere. This may displace the
limited parking at the Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs that would be available for trail
and camp users. Park rangers will likely need to actively patrol and minimize the use of the
. park parking lots for sporting events at Pepperdine. Park users will also get stuck in traffic
when attempting to visit the Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs. In particular, visitors
traveling westbound (northbound), cannot make a left turn on PCH into the park and will
need to wade through the Pepperdine traffic, make a U-turn, then turn right into the
parking lots at Malibu Bluffs. It is clear that park visitors will suffer. To alleviate this
potentially significant impact, the FEIR should provide additional mitigation.

Conservancy Recommendation No. 8: The FEIR should include a mitigation measure
that Pepperdine will compensate MRCA to ensure adequate monitoring and
enforcement of parking (a) during all large size events and (b) during medium size
events during at peak traffic hours. This funding would be used during these events
for staffing of a ranger necessary to do traffic control to minimize impediments to
campers’ and hikers’ access to, and use of, the Malibu Bluffs parking areas.

Pepperdine should also be required to notify the Conservancy and MRCA 15 days
prior to any large or medium size events, and/or televised event. This funding should

be at least $200 per hour for two rangers and support costs, and should increase with

inflation every year. This would cover funding to staff ranger time/benefits/vehicle
to monitor both parking lots at the Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs just for the
duration of these occasional large and medium size events.

Impacts to Recreational Resources and Needed Mitigation

As described above, potentially significant impacts to recreational resources would result
from lighting impacts and traffic/parking impacts to the Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs.
Also stated above, the Conservancy is concerned with the new environmental impacts of
the Campus Life Project, in light of the previously approved Upper Campus Development
Project. Many of the mitigation requirements for the Upper Campus Development Project
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have been fulfilled by the university, and MRCA has accepted some of these dedications.
However, several of the trail mitigation measures have not yet been resolved and should be
resolved as part of the EIR process for the CLP.

The DEIR explains the history of the Conservancy’s recommendation to realign the
proposed Coastal Slope Trail to an area with more favorable topography (see red line on
Figure 5.7.1-7). However, the land surrounding Pepperdine has not been acquired and trail
easements not offered. There are too many unknowns regarding where the Coastal Slope
Trail would connect ultimately on adjacent property. For example, we do not know if in the
future, whether the only available connection would be along the Coastal Slope Trail (West
Branch). Therefore, at this point in time, we need to keep all options open, including the
Mesa Peak Trail, the Relocated Coastal Slope Trail (red line), the original Coastal Slope
Trail (West Branch), and other unanalyzed potential trail alignments further to the north.

A condition of approval for the existing Pepperdine development indicates that trail
construction funding ($58,400 plus interest) be provided for construction of the Coastal
Slope Trail. It appears that the time period may have expired and that now the funds may
be used for park improvements to resource areas on campus or adjacent trails. It appears
that the current status of this money is uncertain and it is not clear that it will be used in the
most effective manner of promoting the Coastal Slope Trail. To address these outstanding

_recreation issues, the Conservancy asserts that the following three additional mitigation
measures must be evaluated and included in the FEIR, or alternatively, be substituted by
more effective mitigation measures.

Conservancy Recommendation No. 9: An additional trail dedication would be
evaluated and included in the FEIR. Pepperdine would directly dedicate a floating
trail easement over the portion of the Pepperdine property bounded on the south
by the proposed Mesa Peak Trail and Coastal Slope Trail-West Branch (see Figure
5.7.1-7 of DEIR), northward to the north edge of the Pepperdine property boundary.
Alternatively, this would be substituted by a more effective mitigation measure
broadly acceptable to local, State, and Federal park agencies.

‘Conservancy Recommendation No. 10: Direct dedications, rather than offers to
dedicate, for any additional trail easements would be evaluated and included in the
FEIR. This is currently the preferred method of California Coastal Commission.

Direct dedications ensure immediate benefits and they eliminate additional

administrative steps, and they eliminate the possibility of the expiration of any offer
to dedicate. Alternatively, this would be substituted by a more effective mitigation
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measure.

Conservancy Recommendation No. 11: Preservation and/or reinstatement of

- funding for construction of the Coastal Slope Trail would be evaluated and included
in the FEIR. Pepperdine would ensure that the trail construction funding ($58,400
plus interest) identified as a mitigation measure for the Upper Campus
Development Project (plus interest) is preserved. The funding and interest would
be reinstated permanently and used for improvements to the Coastal Slope Trail in
Corral Canyon Park and/or Malibu Creek State Park east of Las Virgenes Road.
Alternatively, this would be substituted by a more effective mitigation measure
broadly acceptable to local, State, and Federal park agencies.

Other Comments

Anyreferences to “Malibu Bluffs State Park” should be replaced with “Conservancy-owned
Malibu Bluffs.” The City of Malibu owns the Malibu Bluffs Park adjacent to the
Conservancy land. Also, the Conservancy’s and MRCA’s Malibu Parks Public Access
Enhancement Plan-Public Works Plan should be included in the list of nearby projects.

Thank you for your consideration. Should you have any questions, please contact Paul
Edelman, Deputy Director for Natural Resources and Planning, by phone at (310) 589—

3200, ext. 128 or by email at edelman@smmc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

'ANTONIO GONZ
Chairperson
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Responses to Comments from Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

Response to Comment SMM-1

The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (“SMMC”) requested an extension of the comment period for
the Pepperdine University Campus Life Project (the “CLP” or “Project”) Draft Environmental Impact
Report (“DEIR” or “DEIR”) from January 10, 2011 to January 24, 2011. The Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning did not grant the request to extend the entire comment period; the
Department indicated it would receive late comments from the SMMC on January 24, 2011 and respond
to those comments in the FEIR. The SMMC submitted a comment letter regarding the Project on January
24,2011.

Response to Comment SMM-2

The commenter is concerned with the proposed impacts of the Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs
Property (“the Bluffs”). Please refer to responses to comments SMM-3 through SMM-20 for further
discussion of reasons why the Project will not result in any significant impacts to the Bluffs. Comment
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment SMM-3

This comment is in regard to potential lighting impacts at the Bluffs. Please refer to Topical Response 2:
Lighting for discussion of reasons why the Project will not result in any significant light trespass and/or
glare impacts at the Bluffs. See also Topical Response 4: Athletics and Special Events for a discussion of
the frequency of events held at the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field and Athletics/Events Center, and
Topical Response 7: Related Projects for a discussion of the baseball field lighting. As stated therein,
after mitigation no significant cumulative significant impacts related to lighting will occur upon
completion of the Project and other related projects.

A total of 35 campsites are proposed for the Conservancy-owned Bluffs property located to the south of
the Pepperdine Campus. These campsites are divided into four camping areas. Camping Areas 1 and 2
contain a combined total of 21 campsites that are located west of the John Tyler Drive/PCH intersection.
Camping areas 3 and 4 contain a total of 14 campsites located east of the John Tyler Drive/PCH
intersection. As explained in detail below, of the 35 total campsites on the Conservancy-owned Bluffs
property, only the eastern 14 have any visibility of the lighting poles proposed as part of the Project.
Furthermore, neither the lighting sources nor any interior reflective surfaces of the light fixture hoods will
be visible from any of the camping areas on the Bluffs.

None of the light poles proposed for the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field, Enhanced Recreation Area, and
related baseball lights project would be visible from the two Camping Areas (1 and 2), located west of the
John Tyler Drive/PCH intersection. This is due to the fact that the lines of sight connecting these
Camping Areas to the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field and Enhanced Recreation Area components pass
over and are obstructed by the Malibu Country Estates (“MCE”) residential subdivision. The elevations
and structural elements of MCE homes, topography and mature landscaping combine to reach elevations
that effectively block potential views of the light poles proposed for the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field,
the Enhanced Recreation Area, and the related baseball lights project (see Figures 4 and 5). The
obstruction of views applies to the campsites in Camping Area 2a, which are located near John Tyler
Drive and PCH and have a higher potential for views of the CLP and related projects (see Figure 4,
Profile A). A second terrain view profile, represents a line-of-sight cross-section from the southern-most
campsite in Camping Area 1 and it illustrates the distances between the campgrounds and proposed CLP
and related projects as well as the intervening obstructions that block views (see Figure 5, Profile B).
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() Camping Area 2A

Photographic view corresponds to orientation of terrain view profile from Camping Area 2A.

Malibu Country Estates Malibu Country Estates

Graduate Campus

The elevation of Malibu Country Estates intervenes to block visibility of athletics and recreation areas and associated facilities in views from all campsites in Camping Area 2A.
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View profile from Camping Area 2A

View profile from eastern-most campsite in Camping Area 2A represents potentially the “worst-case” view of athletic field light poles at Component 3.
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(:) Camping Area 1

Photographic view corresponds to the orientation of the terrain view profile from Camping Area 1.

Malibu Country Estates Malibu Country Estates

The elevation of Malibu Country Estates intervenes to block visibility of all existing, and proposed athletics venues and facilities in views from campsites in Camping Area 1.
In this “worst case” view from the southern-most campsite in Camping Area 1, even the water tanks overlooking the Graduate Campus are not visible.

View profile from Camping Area 1
View profile from southern-most campsite in Camping Area 1. Athletic fields light poles are not visible.
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Camping Areas 3 and 4, when combined, contain 14 campsites. These campsites are situated near the
mouth of Marie Canyon as it was originally configured, on the gently sloping surface of the coastal
terrace extending south of PCH. They have the least constrained up-the-canyon views that would permit
visibility of light poles located at Component 3 and at greater distances at Component 5. The views
typically would include varying heights of the light poles proposed for Component 3 and 5.

The illuminated field surfaces of Component 3 and 5 are situated at higher elevations and cannot be seen
from any of the campsite locations at the Bluffs. The 14 campsites within Camping Areas 3 and 4 have
visibility of the light poles proposed for Component 3 and, as illustrated by Profile C (Figure 6), they
may also have some visibility of the tops of the light poles located at the related baseball field project.
Because these campsites are located at distances of between 3,150 feet and 3,990 feet from the poles,
from 0.6-0.7 miles away, visibility of the poles does not constitute a significant view obstruction. Despite
some limited visibility of the light standards from these distances, the lighting sources and interior
surfaces of the light fixture hoods themselves would not be visible from these campsites.

Response to Comment SMM-4

This comment includes a recommendation for cross-section and detailed graphics depicting potentially
significant lighting impacts at the Bluffs. Please refer to response to Comment SMM-3 for references to a
number of graphics and an explanation of the conclusion that no significant and unavoidable lighting
impacts would occur as a result of the Project.

Response to Comment SMM-5

As discussed in Section 5.7, Visual resources and aesthetic qualities of the EIR and responses to
comments SMM-3 and SMM-4, the Project has no significant visual impacts on the Bluffs and thus
mitigation such as landscape buffers is not required or necessary under CEQA.

Response to Comment SMM-6

See Topical Response 2: Lighting, for a discussion of lighting impacts to Malibu Bluffs, impacts related
to sky glow and CLP consistency with dark sky policies and ordinances. As stated therein, the Project
has no significant visual impacts on the Bluffs. Accordingly, the proposed mitigation (i.e., replacement
of globe lighting throughout campus, other improvements to existing lighting, mitigation related to the
baseball field), is not required or necessary under CEQA.

The proposed CLP implements mitigation measures and design features to minimize light impacts. This
includes the replacement of existing globe light fixtures at the proposed Component sites and on-campus
related project sites specifically Firestone Fieldhouse and the Baseball Field Lights.

Response to Comment SMM-7

See Topical Response 2: Lighting, for a discussion of lighting impacts to Malibu Bluffs, impacts related
to sky glow and CLP consistency with dark sky policies and ordinances. As explained therein, and in
response to comment SMM-3, the Project has no significant visual impacts on the Bluffs.

Response to Comment SMM-8

This comment questions the University’s previously approved long-range development plan (“LRDP”),
and the potential for wildlife such as deer to use the drainage in Marie Canyon. The figures in the DEIR
referred to by the commenter (i.e., Figures 5.11-5 and 5.11-6) are intended to show only generalized
locations of existing or proposed facilities. The shapes on the figures are not to scale, and the existing
and approved facilities depicted on 5.11-5 are not reflective of the actual or proposed entitlements. Both
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(® Camping Area 4

Photographic view corresponds to the orientation of the terrain view profile from Camping Area 4.

Graduate Campus

Malibu Country Estates

The elevation of Malibu Country Estates intervenes to block visibility of all athletics and recreation fields. The tops of light poles at Component 3 could be seen at distances
between 3,150 feet and 3,990 feet from campsites in Camping Areas 3 and 4.

View profile from Camping Area 4

View profile from southern-most campsite in Camping Area 4. Top of light poles at Component 3 are visible.
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

figures are conceptual only, and they do not precisely define the limits of proposed development
footprints.

Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the Project does not propose development beyond that which has
long been contemplated in the University’s long-range plans. The Enhanced Recreation Area is proposed
for an area of the campus that was originally approved as a recreation area and retention basin in the
LRDP approved by the Coastal Commission and the Development Program Zone (“DPZ”) approved by
the County. The proposed Enhanced Recreation Area uses, along with all of the CLP components, are
conceptually approved by the LRDP and DPZ. The proposed Enhanced Recreation Area includes the
previously approved horseback riding area.

The commenter mentions that wildlife such as deer use the drainage. The analysis of impacts to wildlife
movement presented in the DEIR considered the full range of potentially occurring wildlife species,
including mule deer. (See, e.g., DEIR pp. 5.3-24, 5.3-26, 5.3-30). Since the proposed Campus Life
Project components are all located within the developed areas of the University campus, the Project
would not fragment existing natural habitats or be sited within an important area for deer movement, such
as a linkage or corridor between larger areas of natural habitat, or an area that would obstruct deer from
accessing essential resources for their survival. Further, the deer will still be able to utilize the drainage to
the north of the Enhanced Recreation Area as well as other habitats in the surrounding area following
completion of the CLP. Accordingly, no significant impacts related to wildlife movement would occur.

Response to Comment SMM-9

In April 1990, the California Coastal Commission certified the LRDP for the University, which, like the
DPZ, provided conceptual approval for future build-out of campus facilities. Under the LRDP, site-
specific approval of the facilities was required in the form of an LRDP Amendment and/or Notice of
Impending Development. Development of the Project will require an Amendment to the LRDP. (See
DEIR Section 5.11, Land Use).

The DEIR includes an assessment of the ESHA status of native vegetation that would be removed by the
Enhanced Recreation Area, including the relocated debris basin, and concludes that the area does not
contain ESHA. (See DEIR page 5.3-18). The assessment was based on criteria established in a
California Coastal Commission memorandum referred to as the “Dixon Memo.” The entire Enhanced
Recreation Area is within the University’s developed Campus area and, therefore, contains existing
facilities or is subject to regular use and maintenance. The native vegetation occurring at the Enhanced
Recreation Area site is not “relatively pristine,” as all native vegetation at the site has a history of
disturbance. For example, areas containing native vegetation have been subject to prior modification by
restoration activities, fuel modification, or debris basin and channel maintenance. Further, substantial
portions of the site are infested by invasive weeds.

The Los Angeles County’s Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan and the City of Malibu Local
Coastal Program Land Use Plan define, and associated maps identify, ESHAs outside of the Project’s
proposed development area. ESHAs located outside of the proposed development area are discussed on
page 5.3-18 of the DEIR.

Response to Comment SMM-10

The comment asks about the relevance of the existing permits issued by regulatory agencies for activities
within jurisdictional areas to approvals for the proposed project. It is important to note that these permits
pertain to the use and management of existing facilities within Marie Canyon, and are not approvals for
elements of the CLP project. Element of the Enhanced Recreation Area would require new approvals by
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regulatory agencies, including the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), the California Department of Game
and Fish (CDFG), and Los Angeles Regional Water Control Board (RWQCB). The Marie Canyon debris
basin and Marie Canyon channel within the Component 5 site were graded during initial construction of
the Marie Canyon debris basin, and have been subsequently disturbed periodically to remove debris and
plant growth consistent with necessary channel maintenance.

Response to Comment SMM-11

As stated in the DEIR, no significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts to biological resources would
result from the Project (See DEIR pgs. 5.3-37). Nor would any significant and unavoidable impacts to
wildlife or birdlife occur. (See DEIR pgs. 5.3-34 to 5.3-37). The planned mitigation measures to offset
project-level impacts included in the DEIR would address both project-level impacts to biological
resources as well as reduce the Project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts to biological
resources to a less than significant level. As all project-level and potential cumulative impacts would be
mitigated by measures included in the DEIR, additional mitigation involving riparian restoration and
offsite land acquisition is not necessary under CEQA.

Response to Comment SMM-12

Pepperdine University has worked in close cooperation with the Los Angeles County Fire Department
(LACFD) to develop its fuel modification practices. Both Pepperdine and LACFD have long considered
wildland fires a critically serious threat to the campus, an assessment that is validated by historic wildland
fire burn patterns. In fact, Pepperdine University’s Malibu campus is located in an area designated by the
LACFD as Fire Zone 4, which is the highest fire hazard category in Los Angeles County. The Campus
and surrounding area are also within an area mapped by the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, the zone of highest severity (see page. 5.9-1). The
University’s fuel modification practices involve clearing or thinning vegetation within 200 feet of
buildings and 150 feet of parking lots, standards that were created in close consultation with and approval
from the LACFD. Discretion is also used on a case-by-case basis to reduce fuel modification buffer areas
where appropriate. The DEIR evaluates the worst-case potential for fuel modification activities around
proposed CLP components and therefore states the maximum applicable buffers (i.e., 200 and 150 feet,
respectively), consistent with distances developed in collaboration with the LACFD.

Response to Comment SMM-13

The DEIR proposes fuel modification in a limited number of areas surrounding Component 1 and 2 that
may extend beyond existing fuel modification boundaries. Although no significant and unavoidable
impacts would result, the DEIR has been revised to require mitigation for any new impacts in those areas
to ensure that impacts are less than significant. The revised mitigation measure reads as follows:

MMS5.3-1 At such time as Component 1 or Component 2 is constructed, the following shall apply:
A detailed fuel modification zone shall be identified and areas containing native plant
communities shall be delineated. Thereafter, to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles
County Director of Planning and the Los Angeles County Fire Department, fuel
modification shall be avoided erlimitedto—selective—thinningand-deadwoodremeval
within areas containing native plant communities within the fuel clearance footprints of
Components 1 and 2, in order to avoid erreduee 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

rnltlgated by 1mplementat10n of MMS 3-10. }Pave}d&ﬁeﬁs—net—pes%%%aﬂd—seleefwe

spee}es—The cuttmg of oak trees shall be hmlted to deadwood rernoval only
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

If avoidance is not possible, and fuel modification would impact native plant
communities within the fuel clearance footprints of Components 1 and/or 2. Pepperdine
University shall compensate for the impacted native plant community(ies) at a 1:1 ratio.
This shall be accomplished by the permanent preservation of in-kind habitat, a
conservation easement to protect in-kind habitat, a contribution to an in-lieu fee program,
or by on-site or off-site restoration/enhancement of in-kind habitat.

A mitigation 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
orading permit for the relevant component, Component 1 or Component 2. The
permanent preservation of habitat, the conservation easement, the contribution to an in-
lieu fee program, or the commencement of the restoration/enhancement plan shall occur
prior to development of relevant component 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

In the case that the mitigation involves restoration/enhancement, the following success
criteria shall be incorporated:

« Successful restoration of the 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 vyear 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
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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.

Response to Comment SMM-14

Draft Figure 5.3-2 has been modified to clarify the extent of the existing fuel modification boundaries at
and adjacent to the proposed Component 5 site. As shown, the impacted areas are within the existing fuel
modification boundaries.
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment SMM-15

The loss of the mitigation site (restoration site) on the western slope of the Marie Canyon debris basin
would be mitigated by MMS5.3-8. MMS5.3-8 has been modified to ensure that the mitigation to
compensate for the loss of the restoration site is initiated prior to the site’s removal. Therefore, the
impacted resource would be compensated for without a substantial delay. The revised mitigation measure
reads as follows:

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 0.84 95 acres west of John
Tyler Drive, and restoration of the site to coastal sage scrub. 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. The California Encelia Alliance is considered to be a component of coastal sage scrub.
Restoration of 0.41 acres of the site should be to California encelia scrub and other plant species
associated with California encelia scrub, as appropriate, given site conditions. The location of the
0.84 95-acre mitigation site is shown on Figure 5.3-5 of the DEIR. 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.

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 commence prior to removal of the re-
vegetation site on the western slope of the Marie Canyon debris basin. 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 0.95-84-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.
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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.

The suggested recording of third party conservation easements gives no assurance of a successful
mitigation site. The restoration site has been from the onset, surrounded by non-native vegetation on
three sides, subject to fuel modification from the adjacent existing recreational field, impacted by required
debris clearance and vegetation clearing activities occurring in the adjacent permitted debris basin, and a
gully to the north that was subject to filling and restoration of vegetation as mitigation for the permitted
stockpile.

Response to Comment SMM-16

A mitigation ratio of 1:1 is recommended to compensate for project impacts to jurisdictional areas and
native vegetation at the Component 5 site. The 1:1 ratio is justified due to the current and/or historically
disturbed condition of the impacted resources, which is indicative of lower relative ecological value when
compared to more pristine habitats. All impacted areas are within the University’s developed Campus,
and are either currently infested with invasive weeds, subject to fuel modification, and/or subject to
routine use or maintenance. The Marie Canyon debris basin and Marie Canyon channel within the
Component 5 site were graded during initial construction of the Marie Canyon debris basin, and have
been subsequently disturbed by debris basin and channel cleanouts and maintenance. The debris basin
and channel are also disturbed by invasive species. The restoration site on the western slope of the debris
basin was initially established by regulatory agencies as compensation for impacted resources in Marie
Canyon at a 1:1 mitigation ratio. Therefore, the mitigation ratio for replacement of the restoration site is
proposed to be consistent with the ratio mandated by the original agreement. Also, the restoration site is
severely infested with invasive weeds, approximately one-half of the restoration site is affected by fuel
modification, and the site is surrounded on three sides by facilities, i.e., the Marie Canyon debris basin,
existing recreational fields, and an unpaved access road. The impacted chaparral vegetation at the
Component 5 site has either been subject to prior fuel modification activities, or has been encroached
upon by other human activities, including permitted stockpile use and hiking activities.

Response to Comment SMM-17

As stated in the DEIR, no significant and unavoidable impacts to the open space areas on campus would
occur as a result of the Project. Accordingly, a mitigation measure that deed restricts this area is not
necessary or required under CEQA. As noted by the commenting agency, over 60% of Pepperdine’s 830-
Acre Campus is Already Reserved as an Open Space Management Area (530 Acres). Please refer to
Topical Response 9: Resource Protections and Conservation Efforts, for further information on the
numerous resource protections in place on the University’s property. The Project maintains each of these
protections.
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Response to Comment SMM- 18

The commenter proposes additional mitigation in the form of land dedications for conservation in
perpetuity, transfer of funds to a public agency to restore and/or acquire riparian habitat, and direct
dedications of conservation easements over proposed new habitat mitigation sites. These measures are
not necessary as, mitigation is currently identified in the DEIR that would compensate for project impacts
to biological resources at a 1:1 ratio. See Comment SMM-16 above for discussion of the 1:1 mitigation
ratio. Accordingly, the commenter’s proposed additional mitigation is not necessary or required under
CEQA.

Response to Comment SMM-19

See Topical Response 4: Special Events, for a discussion of the Athletics/Events Center and mitigation
measures addressing traffic impacts from large events.

It is highly unlikely that individuals would park at the Bluffs to attend events at the Athletics/Events
Center for numerous reasons. First, PCH is a busy highway that lacks sidewalks and pedestrian lighting
along either the northern or southern sides of the highway’s frontage with the Pepperdine University
campus and Malibu Bluffs Recreation Area. This fact would force pedestrians to walk along poorly lit
highway shoulders to reach crosswalks at signalized intersections. Second, the walk from the Bluffs to
the Athletics/Events Center would be long and difficult given the steep terrain. The shortest and most
direct walking route to the AEC is from intersection at PCH and John Tyler Drive. Such a walk would
cover, at a minimum, a distance of 3,950 feet (0.748 miles), uphill all the way, with an elevation gain of
approximately 295 feet at an average ascending slope of 7.5 percent. Third, and most importantly, the
University would provide ample parking in much closer proximity to the AEC in the interior of the
campus, with much of it being made available in the parking structure immediately adjacent to the AEC.
Additional parking will be available at the School of Law Parking Structure with shuttles provided to and
from the AEC. Given that parking will be plentiful, there would be no reason for individuals to utilize the
Bluffs lot, which for the above-described reasons is highly inconvenient in comparison.

Response to Comment SMM-20

See Topical Response 9: Resource Protections and Conservation Efforts for a discussion of trail easement
dedication and funding. See Topical Response 1: Average Daily Traffic

See response to comment SMM-19 and Topical Response 4: Special Events, for a discussion of the
Athletics/Events Center and mitigation measures addressing traffic and parking from large events.

See Topical Response 2: Lighting for a discussion of potential lighting impacts to the Bluffs.

The commenter proposes mitigation measures including additional trail dedications, easement
dedications, and funding donations. However, the commenter does not identify any nexus between the
Project impacts and any of the proposed mitigations. To the contrary, the proposed CLP does not propose
to alter any previous agreements regarding trail easements or funding donations involving the University.
Absent a nexus to Project related impacts, a mitigation measure cannot be imposed. Accordingly, the
proposed mitigations are not necessary or required under CEQA.

SMM-21

References to “Malibu Bluffs State Park” will be replaced with “Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs”
throughout the DEIR.
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From: Daniel Blankenship [mailto:DSBlankenship@dfg.ca.gov]
Sent: Friday, January 07, 2011 2:16 PM

To: Szalay, Kim

Subject: Pepperdine University Campus Life Project

Dear Mr. Kim Szalay,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above referenced DEIR. The
Department appreciates the thorough evaluation of biological resources
impacts within the DEIR. The Department concurs with the biological
mitigation measures with one recommendation. The impacts to Department
jurisdictional riparian habitat is well delineated within the DEIR with
recommendations of 1:1 ratio to offset habitat impacts related to Lake

and Streambed Alteration Agreement jurisdictional areas. The Department
recommends that specific mitigation ratios be developed following the

LSA notification application process when Department staff have the
opportunity to evaluate the site. Please contact me if you have any
questions.

Thanks,
Dan

Daniel S. Blankenship

Staff Environmental Scientist

CA Department of Fish and Game
P.O. Box 221480

Newhall, CA 91322-1480
phone/fax (661) 259-3750

cell (661)644-8469
dsblankenship@dfg.ca.gov

DFG-1




2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Responses to Comments from California Department of Fish and Game
Response to Comment DFG-1

It is acknowledged that the binding mitigation ratio for project impacts to California Department of Fish
and Game (CDFGQ) jurisdictional habitat would be determined during the CDFG Lake or Streambed
Alteration Notification process (Fish and Game Code Section 1602 permit application), which would not
occur until after a FEIR for the proposed Project has been approved. A 1:1 mitigation ratio to offset
impacts to CDFG jurisdictional habitat is recommended in the DEIR.
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From: Yanez, Jarrett [mailto:JYANEZ@dpw.lacounty.gov] Sent: Tuesday, December 21, 2010 7:59 AM To: Szalay,
Kim Cc: Ibrahim, Amir; Duong, Toan Subject: RE: Pepperdine Campus Life Project, Project No. R2007-03064
CUP200700203- DRP- DEIR- Due to LDD: 12/13/10

The Department of Public Works has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Pepperdine Campus Life
Project, Project No. R2007-03064 CUP200700203 and has No Comment. Thank you.

If you have any question feel free to contact us.

From: Yanez, Jarrett Sent: Wednesday, November 24, 2010
9:48 AM To: Wan, Jeremy; Ibrahim, Amir; Narag, Andy; Khalkhali, Tony; Pletyak, Jeff Cc: Duong, Toan Subject:
Pepperdine Campus Life Project, Project No. R2007-03064 CUP200700203- DRP- DEIR- Due to LDD: 12/13/10

Please review the Draft Environmental Impact Report. A CD will be delivered soon.

If you have any questions call Toan Duong, extension 4945.

Please review and forward your comments to us by 12/13/10. If we do not receive a reply by the date comments are due,
it shall be determined that your section/division will not be adversely impacted should this proposal subsequently be
approved by the County or other agencies. If you have no comments we still request you return this form as indicated
below. Thank you.

Each reviewing division/section is allotted a reasonable total for this project using the PCAs below. If your charge
exceeds a reasonable amount, please request for pre-authorization. A charge back will be requested for all non-
authorized charges.

County Engineer review_L0703064CE

Road related review_L0703064R

Flood related review_L0703064F

Review of Environmental Documents

Land Development Division, 3rd Floor

(626) 458-4906

PROJECT NAME: Pepperdine Campus Life Project, Project No. R2007-03064 CUP200700203

DOCUMENT TYPE: Draft Environmental Impact Report

AGENCY/ENTITLEMENT (S): Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/LOCATION: 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 project does not propose to increase enrollment. See document for additional information. TG:
628-G6.

DATE RECEIVED: 11/24/10 = COMMENTS DUE: 12/13/10

REVIEWING DIVISIONS:

DPW|

DPW-1




[1B&  [x] GMED [x] LDD [1PDD []WMD

[1DES x_ Geotechnical Engr  x_ Hydrology/Water Quality [x] T&L [Tww
[1EPD __ Geology __Transportation/Grading [] WRD [1SM
[1FMD x_ Water/Sewer [1 Other:

If we do not receive a reply by the date comments are due, it shall be determined that your division will not be adversely
impacted should this proposal subsequently be approved by the County. If you have no comments we still request you
return this form as indicated below.

CONTACT PERSON: Toan Duong Extension 4945
Please review the DEIR and forward your comments.
PLEASE CHECK ONE:
[ 1 We have no comments at this time.
[ 1 Please see comments attached.

Commenting divisions, please email your comments written in Word document as soon as they are approved by your
division administration and follow up with a hard copy. When necessary, comments should be accompanied by marked
plans.

RNy, R RNy ]

Signature Division Date

Jarrett Yanez

Los Angeles County Department- Public Works

Land Development Division || CEQA Unit

(626) 458-7152

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message, including any attachments, from the Department of Public Works is
intended for the official and confidential use of the recipients to whom it is addressed. It contains information that may be
confidential, privileged, attorney work product, or otherwise exempted from disclosure under applicable law. If you have
received this message in error, be advised that any review, disclosure, use, dissemination, distribution, or reproduction of
this message or its contents is strictly prohibited. Please notify the sender of this email immediately by reply email that you
have received this message in error, and immediately destroy this message, including any attachments. Thank you in
advance for your cooperation.!



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Responses to Comments from California Department of Public Works

Response to Comment DPW-1

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works indicates that they have no comments on the Campus
Life Project Draft Environmental Impact Report. This comment is acknowledged for the record and will
be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

“Creating Community Through People, Parks and Programs”
Russ Guiney, Director

December 23, 2010 Sent via e-mail: kszalay@planning.lacounty.gov

TO: Kim Szalay
Department of Regional Planning
Special Projects Section

FROM: Joan Rupertw
Department of Parks and Recreation

Environmental Section

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF COMPLETION (NOC) AND AVAILABILITY (NOA)
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)
PEPPERDINE CAMPUS LIFE PROJECT
PROJECT NO: R2007-03064-(3)

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. RCUP 200700203
PARKING PERMIT NO. RPKP 200700014
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2008041123

The NOC/ NOA of the Draft EIR for the above project has been reviewed for potential
impact on the facilities of this Department. We have determined that the proposed
project will not affect any Departmental facilities.

Thank you for including this Department in the review of this notice. If we may be of
further assistance, please contact Ms. Julie Yom at (213) 351-5127 or
lyom@parks.lacounty.gov.

c: Parks and Recreation (N. E. Garcia, L. Hensley, J. Yom)

Planning and Development Agency * 510 South Vermont Ave » Los Angeles, CA 90020-1975 = (213) 351-5198

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DPR-1




2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Responses to Comments from California Department of Parks and Recreation

Response to Comment DPR-1

Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation indicates that the proposed Project will not
affect any Departmental facilities. This comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded
to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELLS LACFD
FIRE DEPARTMENT

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3294

(323) 890-4330"

P. MICHAEL FREEMAN
FIRE CHIEF v : : . .
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

February 1, 2011

-Kim Szalay, Staff Member
Department of Regionhal Planning
Special Projects Section

320 West Temple Street, Room 1362
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Szalay:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, NOTICE OF COMPLETION AND AVAILABILITY,
PEPPERDINE CAMPUS LIFE PROJECT, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2008041123, PROJECT
NO. R2007-03064-(3), CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 200700203, PARKING PERMIT NO.
200700014, ENVIRONMENTAL REVI_EW NO. 200700169, MALIBU (FFER #201000233)

The Draft Environmental Impact Report has been reviewed by the Planning Division, Land
Development Unit, Forestry Division, and Health Hazardous Materials Division of the County of Los
- Angeles Fire Department. The following are their comments;

PLANNING DIVISION:

1, We have no comments at this time. o LACFD-1

" LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT:

1. The development of this project must comply with all applicable code and ordinance LACFD-2
requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows and fire hydrants. |

2. This property is located within the area described by the Forester and Fire Warden as a Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) or Fire Zone 4. All applicable fire code and LACFD-3

ordinance requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire hydrants, fire flows, brush
clearance and fuel modification plans, must be met.

. SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:

AGOURA HILLS BRADBURY CUDAHY HAWTHORNE LA MIRADA MALIBU POMONA -SIGNAL HiLL
ARTESIA CALABASAS DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HILLS LA PUENTE MAYWOOD RANCHO PALOS VERDES SOUTH EL MONTE
AZUSA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LAKEWOOD NORWALK ROLLING HILLS SOUTH GATE
BALDWIN PARK CERRITOS EL MONTE INDUSTRY LANCASTER PALMDALE ROLLING HILLS ESTATES TEMPLE CITY

BELL CLAREMONT GARDENA INGLEWOOD LAWNDALE PALOS VERDES ESTATES ROSEMEAD WALNUT

BELL GARDENS COMMERCE GLENDORA IRWINDALE LOMITA PARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS WEST HOLLYWOOD
BELLFLOWER COVINA HAWAIIAN GARDENS LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE LYNWOOD PICO RIVERA SANTA CLARITA WESTLAKE VILLAGE

LA HABRA ' WHITTIER




Kim Szalay, Staff Member
February 1, 2011

Page 2

Specific fire and life safety requirements for the construction phase will be addressed at the |
building plan check process prior to building permit issuance. There may be additional fire and
life safety requirements during this time.

The Fire Prevention, Land Development Unit has reviewed the Conditional Use Permit for the
proposed project and prepared a report. Attached is a copy of the report which contains
specific requirements and conditions of approval for this project.

Should any questions arise, please contact the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land

Development Unit, at (323) 890-4243.

FORESTRY DIVISION — OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:

i

HEALTH HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DIVISION:

The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division
include erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered species, vegetation,
fuel modification for VHFHSZ or Fire Zone 4, archeological and cultural resources, and the
County Oak Tree Ordinance.

The areas germane to the statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department, Forestry Division have been addressed.

1.

The Health Hazardous Materials Division has no objection to the proposed project.

If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330.

Very truly

RYLO

R. TODD, CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION

PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU

JRT:j

LACFD-4

LACFD-5

LACFD-6

LACFD-7

LACFD-8

LACFD-9



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Responses to Comments from Los Angeles County Fire Department

LACFD-1

The County of Los Angeles Fire Department states that the Planning Division does not have any
comments on the Pepperdine Campus Life Project DEIR at this time. This comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

LACFD-2

The development of the Campus Life Project will comply with all code and ordinance requirements for
construction, access, water mains, fire flows and fire hydrants. Fuel modification practices, such as
clearing or thinning vegetation within 200 feet of buildings and 150 feet of parking lots, involved the
consultation and approval of the Los Angeles County Fire Department. Pepperdine will continue to
cooperate with the Los Angeles County Fire Department regarding all applicable fire code and ordinance
requirements.

See comment SMM-12 for more information on Pepperdine’s cooperation with the Los Angeles County
Fire Department.

This comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for
their review and consideration.

LACFD-3
All fire code and ordinance requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire hydrants, fire flows,
brush clearance and fuel modification plans will be met. In addition, Mitigation Measure 5.3-3 ensures
that exotic, weedy non-native plants at all Component sites and fuel modification zones will be
controlled.

See comment SMM-12 for more information on Pepperdine’s cooperation with the Los Angeles County
Fire Department.

LACFD-4

The County of Los Angeles Fire Department’s Land Development Unit states that specific fire and life
safety requirements for the construction phase will be addressed at the building plan check process prior
to building permit issuance and that there may be additional fire and life safety requirements during this
time. This comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their review and consideration.

LACFD-5

The County of Los Angeles Fire Department’s Land Development Unit states they provided a report on
the Conditional Use Permit for the Campus Life Project, which states the specific requirements and
conditions of approval for the project. This comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

LACFD-6

The County of Los Angeles Fire Department’s Land Development Unit provides contact information if
any further questions arise. This comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

LACFD-7

The Forestry Division of the Los Angeles County Fire Department states their statutory responsibilities
with regard to the Campus Life Project which include erosion control, watershed management, rare and
endangered species, vegetation, fuel modification for VHFHSZ or Fire Zone 4, archaeological and
cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance. It should be noted, with regard to the County Oak
Tree Ordinance, that neither an oak tree permit nor oak tree mitigation is required. This due to the fact
that two coast live oaks located within the grading zone for the proposed CLP will not be impacted by
project grading activities nor will they be removed from the Project site. Additionally, there are no oak
trees at the Project site that meet the County ordinance’s size located within the protection zones. This
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodes for their
review and consideration.

LACFD-8

The Forestry Division of the Los Angeles County Fire Department states that the areas germane to the
statutory responsibilities of their department have been addressed. This comment is acknowledged for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

LACFD-9

The Health Hazardous Materials Division of the Los Angeles County Fire Department states they have no
objection to the proposed Campus Life Project. This comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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City of Malibu

23815 Stuart Ranch Road - Malibu, California - 90265-4861
(310) 456-2489 - fax (310) 456-7650
www.ci.malibu.ca.us

January 12, 2011

Kim Szalay

County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street _
Los Angeles, California 90012

Reference: County Project No. R2007-03064-(3)
Pepperdine University Campus Life Project

Dear Mr. Szalay:

Herein you will find the City of Malibu's comments regarding the Pepperdine University Campus Life
Project (CLP) Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) dated November 5, 2010. The City's Traffic
Engineer, Willdan Engineering, also reviewed the DEIR and provided comments specific to the Traffic
and Access Section which are attached with this letter.

Overriding Comments on the DEIR;
1. The DEIR discusses updating the soccer, basketball and volleyball venues to meet current
National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) requirements; however these requirements

are never described.

For the Soccer Field, the DEIR should include the minimum size requirements of the field,
number of games anticipated, specific requirements for lighting and number of spectator
seats. Also, the Aesthetics Section of the DEIR (5.7) discusses a large retaining wall (up to
36 feet in height) as required for expansion of the field. This should be included in the
project description as it is a significant design feature. MBU
For the basketball/volleyball venue (the Athletics and Events Center (AEC)), the DEIR
should include the number of games anticipated as well as the minimum number of
spectator seats that would be required. Details of the proposed parking -structure (i.e.
number of levels) should be included.

This information would allow the reader to ascertain as to whether the proposed venues are
planned to be developed at the minimum size required or larger than what would be
required to be NCAA compliant. If the venues are larger and/or are planned for a more
intense use, could they be reduced in size/capacity? Additionally, more details about the
lighting proposed would be beneficial to have earlier in the DEIR.

2. The project description does not include enough information as to the planned Qses of the_
AEC. Basketball and volleyball games are mentioned, as are weekly convocation, potential MBU
graduation ceremonies and an annual Bible Lectureship Series, but few details are given as
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to the frequency and capacity of these events. Also, the DEIR fails to mention whether the
AEC will also be used for other types of events, namely concerts or shows.

. The DEIR identifies significant and unmitigable impacts to seven intersections within City of
Malibu limits that are associated with large events at the AEC which start or end during
peak traffic hours. How can Los Angeles County (LA County) adopt a Statement of
Overriding Considerations (SOC) for impacts that are not within its jurisdiction? How can
LA County make the determination that the benefits of a project in the County outweigh the
impacts to the City of Malibu?

. The DEIR does not discuss the use of the campus for camps and similar overnight
programs during the summertime. According to the University’'s website, “from May 7 to
August 14 of each year, the campus is open to outside groups who choose to live on the
campus and experience a great setting, wonderful facilities, and an array of food
options...Pepperdine has hosted various groups including academic programs for both
adults and children, ESL programs, church groups, and sports camps.”

The DEIR should analyze the impacts of an increased potential for overnight visitors on
campus during the summertime that will occur as a result of the planned addition of 468
beds. How will traffic and daily trips be impacted by the camp attendees during the
summer? Further, the City experiences high levels of traffic during the summer months,
which could be directly impacted should a large event take place at the Events Center
during peak hours. Pacific Coast Highway is the main artery for the hundreds of thousands
of visitors that come to the City during the summer. Did the traffic study take into
consideration summertime traffic when analyzing large events? : ,

Project representatives have touted the project as being environmentally efficient and have
mentioned that the structures will be Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED) certified. However, the DEIR never discusses the environmental benefits of this
certification. s this still the plan? The only environmental plan mentioned in the DEIR is a
comprehensive recycling program that is already employed on campus and' will be
expanded upon completion of the CLP.

. The DEIR reference to the “Malibu Bluffs State Park” is incorrect. The former Malibu Bluffs
State Park ownership changed hands in 2006 after the California Department of Parks and
Recreation transferred the park's 93 acres control to the Santa Monica Mountains
Conservancy (SMMC). The SMMC established the Malibu Bluffs Recreation Area, an
Open Space Preserve of 90 acres on the bluffs between Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) and
Malibu Road, directly opposite the University. The Malibu Bluffs Recreation Area surrounds
the 6-acre Malibu Bluffs Community Park, which is located on a 10-acre parcel that the
SMMC sold to the City of Malibu.

The reference to the park should be changed throughout the document, including in the
figures, to be consistent with this information.

Finally, it was noted that a number of references in the DEIR, including Bluffs Park, are out
of date. Does the outdated information have an overall effect on the validity of the
environmental review? Could newer information provide a more accurate review of the
impacts and suggested mitigation measures? '
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Executive Summary

7.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

The DEIR briefly mentions four related projects that are not included in the project
description for the CLP. Have these related projects already been permitted by LA County?
If not, why are they not included as part of the proposed project?

The Soccer Field is proposed to be raised in total elevation by 10 feet. The DEIR never
explains why this is necessary and it would seem that the change in elevation would add to
visual and lighting impacts from the field onto the nearby residences.

All but one out of the eight the intersections identified as potentially having a significant and
unmitigable impacts are located within the City of Malibu.

Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.8-3 requires the development of a Transportation Demand
Management Program (TDM) in conjunction with LA County. Is City or Caltrans input
anticipated? Also events are anticipated to begin during AM and PM peak hours. How
many are anticipated during this time per year? Why is it necessary to for these events to
start during peak hours?

On a related note, to benefit the layperson reading the DEIR, some section of the document
should include an explanation as to what exactly AM and PM peak hours are. It should
briefly summarize how these times are established, who establishes them and the method
in which they are used to analyze traffic impacts.

MM 5.1-1 calls out that further exploration, testing and analysis re: grading and earthwork
will be done in the future when 40-scale plans are. available. This appears to be deferring
possible mitigation. The measure fails to explain what happens if new information results
from the study. The measure should continue to explain that if “testing turns up X, then Y
will be required”. ’

pg; 1-10 includes the statement that the proposed remedial grading for certain project
elements has not been évaluated based on recent geotechnical studies. Why not? How
old are the studies that are being relied upon?

MM 5.1-5 discusses mitigation for landslides neaf the Enhanced Recreation Area as being
stabilized by “appropriate means”. ‘What does this entail?

MM 5.1-12 discusses standards for street paving that will offset potential grdund furching.’
However, the project description does not include any information about paving streets,

MBU-7

MBU-8

MBU-9

MBU-10

MBU-11

MBU-12

MBU-13

only the installation of parking lots and entrance driveways. Should the measure be revised MBU-14

to focus on these areas or does the project description need to be updated to discuss
streets? '

pg. 1-18 includes a discussion on stormwater runoff. The DEIR anticipates a small
increase in runoff in cubic feet per second (cfs) that could impact downstream facilities in
the City. The City should be allowed to review and comment on the Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that will be reviewed and approved by LA County.

MM 5.2-2 states that “grading operations, to the maximum extent feasible, will be during the

MBU-15

dry season.” (emphasis added) Why doesn’t this measure simply limit the grading to April —- MBU-16

October for the whole project? A caveat could be added, as is present in. Chapter 8 of the
City’s Local Coastal Program (LCP), to allow grading during the rainy season to remediate V

N
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24

25.

26.

27.

hazardous geologic conditions that endanger public health and safety.

MM 5.2-9 requires that a SWPPP manager oversee and monitor BMP and stormwater
management programs. However, this measure fails to explain how this is supposed to be
accomplished and also does not explain what happens if thresholds are found to have been
exceeded. This measure needs more information to demonstrate that it will adequately
mitigate the impact of surface water pollution.

MM 5.2-8 requires quarterly, semi-annual and an annual monitoring of all proposed
mitigation measures and devices. This measure is extremely vague. Who will get the
reports, who will determine whether the reports should be quarterly vs. semi-annual vs.
annual, will the results of the reports be made available to the public?

pg. 1-26 the biological impacts section only mentions nesting birds and fails to discuss
migrating deer.

pg. 1-28 states that the thinning of ESHA as required for fuel modification around the
proposed structures and parking lots does not require mitigation per the University’s Long
Range Development Plan (LRDP). This is in conflict with the ESHA standards that the City
is subject to via the City’s LCP. This project should be required to mitigate for all ESHA
encroachments.

pg. 1-28 discusses that an onsite restoration area is located north of the Drescher Graduate
Campus near the water tanks. Why is this area barren in the first place? Should it have
been restored as part of the Drescher project?

MM 5.4-1 states that a mitigation measure could include appointing a construction relations
officer to act as a community liaison concerning onsite construction activity. Having a point
person for members of the public to contact with questions/complaints should be
mandatory, not optional. :

pg. 1-47 states that “grading operations shall be suspended during any first stage ozone
episodes”. What does this mean? When can grading resume? Who is responsible for
stopping work?

MM 5.4-2 discusses a Construction Management Plan. This plan should prohibit staging of
trucks off-campus along John Tyler Drive and along PCH in the vicinity of that entrance to
campus. Additionally, where will construction workers park their personal vehicles?

MM 5.5-4 regarding heavy construction, the measure states that homeowners in the MCE
will be notified, but it does not detail how they will be contacted and how many days in
advance they will receive notice. Also, the MCE Homeowners Association and the City of
Malibu should receive notice of such activities.

N

MBU-16

MBU-17

MBU-18

MBU-19

MBU-20

MBU-21

MBU-22

MBU-23

MBU-24

MBU-25

MM 5.5-8 requires the use of %-inch plywood to screen for machinery that operates for
more than one hour at a time. The measure never explains what this specific width or
material type is supposed to accomplish. Would a thicker material block more sound? Also,
why is it only used when the machinery is in direct line of sight from residential bedrooms?
How are the construction workers supposed to know which windows are in bedrooms?
This measure needs clarification.

MM 5.5-9 makes the blanket statement that construction activities shall be limited to
N
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28.

20.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. This seems to limit all construction activities to these
hours, when the intent may be to limit just the use of heavy construction equipment to this
time frame. Please explain. Also, what commercial land is being referred to in this
measure?

MM 5.5-5 regarding hauling, the measure requires that notice be posted at the site and
along the route. However, the measure does not say how many days in advance of hauling
that the notices be posted. ]
pg. 1-53 includes a mention of removing the nighttime closure of the John Tyler Drive gate.
Why is this proposed and/or necessary in association with the subject project?

pg. 1-57: what are the total number of soccer games (on an annual basis) that are |
anticipated to last past 8:00 p.m.? The DEIR indicates that there is only a women’s NCAA
team at this time. What permitting would be required in the future should the University
start a men’s team as well? Would the number of night games per year double?

A

MBU-27

MBU-28

MBU-29

MBU-30

pg. 1-569: what are the anticipated hours of operation for the Firestone Fieldhouse when it . | mBu-31

becomes a Recreation Center only?

Baseball Field and Soccer Field lighting — what is the planned number of nights where both
fields will be lit for games/practices simultaneously? Does the lighting section analyze the
impacts to MCE if both fields are lit at the same time?

Was the lighting of these fields included in the LRDP approved by the CCC? If not, the MBU-32

CCC has strict requirements for the lighting of sports fields. For example, the City of
Malibu’s LCP Land Use Plan (LUP) Policy 6.23 states that “exterior lighting (except traffic
lights, navigational lights, and other similar safety lighting) shall be minimized, restricted to
low intensity fixtures, shielded, and concealed to the maximum feasible extent so that no
light source is directly visible from public viewing areas.”

pg. 1-60 if all component areas are considered to be sensitive for cultural resources, then

why isn’t monitoring required for all grading/earthmoving operations? A mitigation measure MBU-33

should be required for monitoring of all project components.

MM 5.7.2-1 requires submittal of a Lighting Plan. Why isn’t this part of the application

package to be reviewed as part of the project description? The measure states that there MBU-34

will be approximately 10 televised sports events that require high lighting levels. Is this 10
nights per season, per year, per sport? The impact is unclear.

pg. 1-67 states that lighting can’t be used for events that will end past 10:00 p.m. Does this

mean that all lights go off at 10:00 p.m. and people leave the games in the dark? Or does MBU-35

game time end at 9:30 p.m. to allow for safe exit from the field? Are low-level lights for
security planned at the field as well?

Project description is unclear as to how tall and how many light standards will be placed at MBU-36
the Soccer Field and the Enhanced Recreation Area.

MM 5.7.2-3 discusses installing landscaping and artificial screening devices east of John |

Tyler Drive to block light from the Baseball Field. This measure fails to identify why this is MBU-37

necessary, what sensitive receptors are being impacted and where this screening will
actually be placed. Furthermore, why is a mmgatlon measure included for something that is
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38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

not part of the project description?

This is also the first mention in the DEIR of three additional related projects (other than the
Baseball Field lighting) that may contribute to cumulative impacts. The names and
locations of these projects should be identified in this measure for clarity.

MM 5.8-1 requires that prior to occupancy of the AEC, the university must provide 100
additional beds. It is unclear what this measure signifies and how 100 additional students
living on campus will offset over 1,000 additional spectator seats at the AEC.

pg. 1-73 discusses the CLP Housing Program. What is S this program, has it been created
yet and how will it reduce trips to and from campus?

pg. 1-75 suggests the posting of “No Event Parking” signs at the entrance to MCE. If on
property located within the City of Malibu, these signs will require permits from the City prior
to placement.

MM 5.8-2 since the vehicles coming out of campus will be entering into the City, the City of
Malibu, and Caltrans as well, should be invited to comment on the Transportation Demand
Management Program (TDM).

How was 3,500 spectators at the AEC chosen as the number that would trigger the
implementation of the TDM? Does LA County code define what constitutes a “large event’?

pg. 1-76 discusses that event monitoring will take place to review-the adequacy of the TDM.
However, it does not mention who will reviewing the TDM, how often the TDM would be
reviewed and how the plan would be adjusted, if necessary. Does the revised TDM have to
be submitted to LA County? A copy should also be submitted to the City of Malibu.

MM 5.8-3 lists a conflicting number for attendees at athletic events from MM 5.8-2. [s the
trigger number for the TDM 3,500 or 3,750 spectators? Also measure 5.8—3 includes hours
for the events while measure 5.8-2 does not. Why are these two mitigation measures
different?

pg. 1-77 states that an event at maximum capacity will occupy 91% of the campus parking.
How can this be a less than significant impact? Where are the faculty, campus workers and
students parking during such an event?

pg. 1-78 includes a discussion of traffic impacts. The question remains: while the project
will reduce vehicle trips during the week, wouldn’t trips to and from campus increase on the
weekends due to there being more students living on campus? It would seem as two
separate discussions of traffic impacts should occur, one for weekly use and one for
weekend use.

pg. 1-85 includes a mitigation measure for cumulative impacts to wastewater. MM 5.10-.2-
2 seems unnecessary as the DEIR found that impacts are less than significant. Also, what
information could a sewer study provide? Is this measure necessary?

pg. 1-89 in the off-site impacts section, it states that other impacts related to the AEC are
anticipated to be less than significant. This statement is untrue, as there will be a
Statement of Overriding Considerations necessary for traffic impacts related to the

proposed project.
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48.

pg. 1-90 discusses that the proposed plan is “generally‘ consistenf” with both the LA County
General Plan and the Malibu LCP Land Use Plan. What does this mean? In what ways
could the plan be inconsistent? ' '

Project Description

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

pg. 3-8: if the goal of the project is to provide on-campus housing for 75% of the Seaver
(undergraduate) population, what is the current undergrad enroliment? |t is difficult to
ascertain whether the project meets this goal without knowing how many students are
currently enrolled at Seaver College.

pg. 3-10: the Standard Precinct student housing includes community buildings. The
physical attributes section of the Standard Precinct (pg. 3-12) does not explain what these
buildings are and what they will be used for.

pg. 3-12: for each component of the project, the project description includes a construction
description. However, for the student housing, Soccer Field, Town Center and the School
of Law parking structure, there is no information given regarding the staging and hauling
proposed (which are described for both the AEC and the Enhanced Recreation Area).
Please include this information for all components of the project.

pg. 3-13 mentions the removal of 290 beds for upperclassman on-campus housing as part
of the Outer Precinct construction. The project description details that these students will
be temporarily relocated offsite, but it fails to describe to where the 103 demolished parking
spaces will be relocated.

Further, the impacts discussion fails to mention the additional vehicles trips that will result
from 290 students having to live offsite for potentially 1.5 years while the Outer Precinct is
being reconstructed. To mitigate this, the Outer Precinct should not be demolished until the
Standard Precinct is ready for move-in. The additional beds in the Standard Precinct could
house the upperclassmen until the Outer Precinct is completed.

pg. 3-15 discusses that underground pipelines will be used to conduct chilled water to other
locations on campus. Will these pipelines be installed as part of the CLP? This needs to
be clarified.

pg. 3-16 states that the construction and hauling route will be located along John Tyler
Drive. Why is this necessary? Couldn’'t impacts to MCE be avoided if the route was
relocated to Seaver Drive and out onto Malibu Canyon Road? If trucks will be located
adjacent to the residences in MCE, please prohibit idling for more than five minutes to
reduce noxious odors / noise and to restrict the beeping which occurs when a truck backs
up to only occur during approved construction hours.

pg. 3-16 states that 566 parking spaces will be displaced during the construction of the
AEC. The DEIR should demonstrate that there is actually room for these displaced parking
spaces on the campus streets and in the Page Terrace Lot. Who typically parks in the
Page Lot? Is there room for additional displaced cars there?

pg. 3-17 discusses the use of the proposed athletic facilities. There needs to be a better
discussion of what is actually planned for the Enhanced Rec Area. How frequently would
this site be used for games? How many games would occur after dark and require lighting?
What level of lighting would be present at night for this area?

7N
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57.

58.

59.

pg. 3-21 includes the first mention in the DEIR that construction of the Enhanced
Recreation Area will require excavation of 100 feet of the adjacent street. Will all access
around the north side of campus be blocked during construction or will vehicles be able to
pass through? How long will the street be partially/fully blocked? Will this construction
temporarily conflict with the TDM for any planned large campus events?

pg. 3-22: where is temporary parking for the School of Law (291 spaces) going to be
relocated during the construction of the parking structure (Component 6)?

pg. 3-24: the construction phasing and grading discussion on this page is unclear. While
Figure 3-12 provides a good description of the anticipated project timeline, the discussion
includes several alternative scenarios. It would be helpful for the DEIR to include a Figure
to visually represent these alternative timelines.

In addition, it would be helpful o include a tabie that would show student beds and parking
spaces that would be displaced during each phase of the project. This table could
demonstrate that there is adequate room on-campus, or conversely that there are off-site
provisions, for the displaced students and cars.

Environmental Setting

60.

61.

62.

pg. 4-1 states that Malibu Colony is directly south of campus. This is not accurate. Mallbu
Road is located south of campus. Please revise.

pg. 4-2: this section of the DEIR cites the “City of Malibu Draft General Plan”. The City’s
General Plan was adopted by the City Council in November 1995. Please remove the
reference to the document being a draft throughout the DEIR. Also, the City of Malibu has
a certified LCP (2002) which includes maps and information related to trails in the City.
These maps are called the LCP Park Lands Maps. The DEIR should also cite the City’s
LCP in this discussion.

pg. 4-4 includes a listing of cumulative projects in the City of Malibu. As this list looks to be
very outdated, the date of origin should be listed to clarify when the list was created. Many
of the projects on the list have already been completed and many new projects are
currently underway in the City. An updated list, dated January 3, 2010, is attached with this
letter so the record may be up to date.

Impacts Analysis

63.

64.

65.

pg. 5.1-23: why haven’t geotechnical studies -been completed to study the location of the
School of Law parking structure?

pg. 5.3-37 includes the first mention that 80 foot high lighting standards will be placed in the
Enhanced Recreation Area. Why is this extreme height necessary? Can the same level of
lighting be achieved with lower light standards? Since there is no need to light the
recreational fields for televised games, what is the minimum recommended footcandles and
lighting standard height for the proposed use?

pg. 5.5-5 discusses LA County Noise Ordinance requirements (which mandate no
excessive noise between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 6:30 a.m.). The noise impacting the
MCE should be held to the standards set forth in the City of Malibu Noise Ordinance
because they are more stringent. The Malibu Ordinance prohibits construction noise on
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66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

weekdays between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., before 8:00 a.m. or after 5:00
p.m. on Saturday, or at any time on Sundays or City-designated holidays.

pg. 5.5-5 includes a discussion of the measurement of baseline noise levels. What was the
methodology used to determine the dates for study (a Wednesday and Thursday in April
2008) and what the six receptor locations were? It appears as if two locations are adjacent
to off-site residential uses and one location is adjacent to an onsite residential use. Why
would the Firehouse, the Soccer Field and the Page Terrace parking lot qualify as sensitive
receptor locations? L
pg. 5.5-8: the baseline conditions documented along the western side of campus were with
the evening closure of the John Tyler Drive gate. If this nighttime closure were revoked, as
a potential scenario discussed in the DEIR, the baseline conditions will change and may
need to be reevaluated. '

pg. 5.5-11 anticipates using 10 cubic yard haulers to export the 70,000 cubic yards of soil
offsite. This contradicts pg. 5.4-14 which identifies the use of 14 cubic yard haulers for the
same export. Which size of dirt hauler is correct? Does this discrepancy require
recalculations in the Air Quality or Noise sections of the DEIR? :

pg. 5.5-11: what does 160 truck trips per day calculate out to? How often are trucks
anticipated to be leaving the site? Will the truck trips be limited to off-peak hours?

pg. 5.5-11 states that because of easier-access from PCH, deliver trucks may prefer to use
the John Tyler Drive gate to enter campus. There should be a mitigation measure
employed to require that delivery trucks enter the campus.only at the Seaver Drive gate off
of Malibu Canyon Road. '

pg. 5.5-17 states that “a medium sized event with 3,500 attendees would generate 840 off-
campus trips”. Since there are only 831 parking spaces that will be provided at the AEC
parking structure, where will the remaining cars go? What will happen at a full capacity
event? ]
pg. 5-5.20 discusses the impact of the noise generated by the AEC air cooling facility on the
MCE, but ignores impacts on adjacent student housing. Why? Has it been determined that
the onsite sensitive receptors exempt from noise impact analysis?

pg. 5.7-28 mentions three overnight camping locations that are proposed in the SMMC
owned portion of Bluffs Park, called the Malibu Bluffs Recreation Area. On October 13,
2010, the SMMC Plan was revised at a CCC hearing and now includes the following
planned improvements: four camp areas with a total of 35 campsites (20 large and 15
small) plus 3,759 linear feet of trails to be added to the existing 2.3 miles of trails on the
site. This new information should be incorporated into the DEIR. ]
pg. 5.7-29 is the first time that the DEIR mentions that the Soccer Field light standards may

be up to 110 feet tall. This should be discussed in the project description section at the
beginning of the document. :

pg. 5.7-39 this section fails to adequately describe existing lighting conditions on the Soccer
Field. How many perimeter lighting standards are there currently? How bright are they?
How tall are they? Including this information will give the reader an idea of what visually will

change when the standards are increased to 110 feet tall and will use up to 100 footcandles
o
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76.

77.

78.

A

of brightness.

pg. 5.7-40 needs to include the same information regarding existing conditions at the
Enhanced Recreation Area as are requested for the Soccer Field.

pg. 5.9-25: will Los Angeles County Sheriffs’ Department (LACSD) services be required for
traffic control during large events at the AEC (namely shutting down the traffic signals and
manually directing traffic at Malibu Canyon and at John Tyler Drive)? The City requests to
be consulted during the formulation of any transportation management plan which mitigates
impacts to Malibu Country Drive (and the rest of the MCE), Malibu Canyon Road and
Pacific Coast Highway. The plan should include details regarding what types of events
would trigger the need for additional LACSD personnel and/or public safety officers. Also,
as these are direct impacts from the project, the plan should propose mitigation measure for
which the applicant is responsible for funding.

pg. 5.11-8: Figure 5.11-4 should include a key to explain what each of the numbered
facilities on the LRDP Map are. It would be especially helpful to at least identify the
approved but not yet built LRDP facilities.

Alternatives

79.

80.

81.

pg. 6-18 discusses potential relocation of the AEC to a site known as the Wave Property
located in the Civic Center area of the City of Malibu. This page also mentions that the site
is located within the Malibu Civic Center Specific Plan. This plan is only a draft document
and was never adopted by the City Council. —

pg. 6-18 mentions that a structure with 1,824 parking spaces will be sufficient to provide
parking for the 5,470 seat off-site AEC, assuming three spectators per car. This page cites
the M.M.C. for parking requirements. Rather, the citation should be from the Malibu LCP
Local Implementation Plan (LIP) Section 3.12 which requires 1 space for each 3 fixed seats
or for every 21 square feet of seating area where there are not fixed seats, plus 1 space for
each 2 employees for theaters, auditoriums, arenas or stadiums when they are not part or a
school or institutional. The number of required parking spaces needs to be recalculated to
show compliance with LIP Section 3.12. '

Additionally, if the same physical structure of the AEC were proposed, it would not meet
any of the development standards applicable to the Community Commercial (CC) zoning
district in which the Wave Property is located. This zoning district does not permit the
construction of a stadium. Additionally, the height and floor-area-ratio (F.A.R.) far exceed
anything that could be permitted by City standards. For a CC property, the maximum
F.A.R. that could be constructed would be 20% with a development agreement to provide a
community benefit. Additionally, the maximum height permitted for structures is 28 feet. An
almost 240,000 square foot, 105 foot high AEC would be completely out of scale with the
existing and future: development in the Civic Center area.

pg. 6-21 discusses that the project would require excavation to a depth of 25 feet below
grade. Due to the high groundwater levels in this area of the City, this could prove

MBU-75

MBU-76

MBU-77

MBU-78

MBU-79

MBU-80

infeasible as dewatering would probably have to be incorporated.pg. 6-23 the discussion of MBU-81

noise impacts fails to mention the impacts to the immediately adjacent residents in the
Malibu Knolls neighborhood who already have serious concerns with existing development
in the Civic Center area. V

N
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82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

This page also mentions that certain homes within the Malibu Knolls will have direct views
of the AEC at this location. As the AEC will lie directly between homes and their views of
the Pacific Ocean, it is anticipated that the AEC will block ocean views, which are protected
by the M.M.C., from these homes.

pg. 6-25 notes that a large event is categorized as exceeding 3,100 spectators. Previously
in the DEIR a large event was defined as 3,500 people and in another section as 3,750

people. The document should be consistent with the total number of people that constitute

a large event.

pg. 6-25 discusses wastewater generation of the project. At this time the City does not
have a sewer or treatment plan to process the wastewater from a potential AEC.

pg. 6-27 assumes a parking requirement of one parking space per bed if an alternative for
off-site student housing were proposed at the Wave Property. For off-site student housing,
LIP Section 3.12 requires two spaces for each three guest rooms, plus two spaces for each
dwelling unit. In dormitories, each 100 square feet of gross floor area shall be considered
equivalent to one guest room. The DEIR should cite this standard instead of the
assumption of one space per bed. ‘

pg. 6-30: as with Alternative 2, the discussion of noise impacts related to Alternative 3 fails
to mention the impacts to the immediately adjacent residents in the Malibu Knolls
neighborhood who already have serious concerns with existing development in the Civic
Center area.

pg. 6-32: the City would not be supportive of such intensive uses as are proposed under
Alternatives 2 and 3 located in the Civic Center area due to anticipated significant traffic
impacts and incompatibility with the development standards set forth in the City’s-land use

documents. ]

pg. 6-34: the discussion of land use compatibility is accurate as Student Housing is not a
permitted use in the CC zoning district. Even if the parcel was rezoned or the zoning
district amended to conditionally permit student housing, the size and height of the
structures proposed would not meet the development standards set forth in the LCP.

Finally, the City has reviewed the December 15, 2010 comment letter issued by the MCE Homeowners
Association (HOA) as comment on the DEIR. In this letter, the HOA has suggested several mitigation
measures that it would like to see incorporated in the Final EIR for the CLP. Furthermore, at the
January 10, 2011 City Council meeting, members of the public discussed concerns related to potential
traffic impacts to Pacific Coast Highway. At this time, the City requests that LA County Planning review
the following measures to ascertain whether they would aid in minimizing impacts of the proposed
project on the adjacent homeowners and streets.

1.

2.

MBU-81

MBU-82

MBU-83

MBU-84

MBU-85

MBU-86

MBU-87

Prohibiting new outdoor sound amplification devices and speakers; :l MBU-88

Maintaining the closure of the John Tyler Drive gate between 10:30 p.m. and 6:30 a.m. daily; :| MBU-89

Requiring that all new HVAC equipment on the new buildings be placed into vauits or sound
proof rooms to limit noise from traveling off-site;

Limiting the number and types of events that may occur at the AEC per year. This also includes

prohibiting the leasing out or use of the AEC for games (with attendance in excess of 3,500
N
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spectators) where Pepperdine is not playing or for concerts or other similar large gatherings; and

5. Implementing a double left-hand turn lane from John Tyler Drive onto Pacific Coast Highway to
minimize stacking of vehicles departing campus after large events.

If the measures are found to not be feasible and/or unnecessary, the reasons why should be indicated in MBU-92
the Response to Comments.

if you have further questions, please do not hesitate to contact Stephanie Danner, Senior Planner, at
(310) 456-2489, extension 276 or at sdanner@ci.malibu.ca.us.

Sincerely,

Y@l Ftri—

Victor Peterson
Community Development Director

- Enclosures:

* Wilidan Engineering Traffic and Access Review Letter dated December 15, 2010
¢ Updated City of Malibu Cumulative Projects List dated January 3, 2011
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WILLDAN

Engineering
Memorandum
TO: Bob Brager, P.E., Director of Public Works/City Engineer
FROM: Joanne ltagaki, Senior Design Manager
DATE: - December 15, 2010

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF DEIR PEPPERDINE UNIVERISTY CAMPUS LIFE
PROJECT, NOVEMBER 5, 2010

Willdan Engineering has reviewed the "Revised Traffic, Circulation and Parking Study”
(Study) and "Traffic and Access" section of the DEIR for the proposed Pepperdine
University Campus Life Project (CLP). The Revised Traffic, Circulation and Parking
Study was completed by Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE), Scott A. Schell,
AICP, PTP, and dated September 3, 2010. The DEIR was prepared by Envicom
Corporation. The Traffic and Access section of the DEIR provides a general summary
of the detailed analysis conducted by ATE.

The analysis methodology conducted by ATE was based on Los Angeles County Traffic
Impact Analysis Report Guidelines and in consultation with the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works (DPW). The consultant (ATE) and DPW signed a scope of
work MOU that detailed the methodology and assumptions for the Study. Based on
review of the MOU, there were no specific items of concern regarding the methodology
used.

The CLP will decrease the traffic currently generated by the University. The CLP will
increase the number of student beds without increasing the overall student enroliment.
With more students living on campus, fewer students will commute to campus. The
CLP will also provide “new and upgraded athletic, recreation, retail, wellness, support
programs, etc. which will reduce the need for students and staff to travel off-campus”.

A review was made of the "Traffic and Access" section of the DEIR. This section,
however, provides only a summary of the analysis. Therefore, the comments identified
below are based on a review of the Study by ATE.

1. LA County guidelines require the study to be prepared by a registered Civil or MBU-93
Traffic Engineer. Does the ATE consultant satisfy this requirement?

2. How will construction traffic be routed to the campus? How will construction affeét
parking on campus? Will there be enough parking during construction? How will MBU-94
construction traffic affect level of service analysis of the study intersections?

3. Page 1, Last Paragraph, “the debris portion of the Enhanced Recreation Area" -

What does this mean? s trip generation affected with this part of Phase 1?7 MEL-95




Review of DEIR Pepperdine University
Campus Life Project, November 5, 2010
December 15, 2010

10.

11.

12.

Page 3, Figure 2 - It is difficult to understand discussion of Malibu Country Drive
and Firestone Fieldhouse throughout the text. Consider adding Malibu Country
Drive and identifying Firestone Fieldhouse in Figure 2.

Page 5, Mulholland Highway - How many lanes are provided on this roadway?

Page 7, First Paragraph, "collected for the study-area intersections on March 25,
2008" - The MOU signed by the DPW and ATE is dated May/June 2009. Did the

'DPW approve use of these counts that would have been over a year-old at the

time the MOU was signed? LA County guidelines indicate counts are to be taken
within a one year period (see Exhibit A of LA County guidelines).

Page 11, Trip Generation - The assumptions of Phase | and Il indicate an increase
in employees. Can the applicant provide a breakdown of how many employees
would be added to each component of the Phases?

Page 12, Second Paragraph - There is no data provided for review regarding the
supplemental trip generation data conducted by ATE in 2008. Please provide this
supplemental data and pertinent data from the 1995 Crain & Associates study for
review in this document. LA County was provided the opportunity to review the
data and the City of Malibu should have that same opportunity. Without this data,
a review of the accuracy of the trip generation rate calculation is not possible.

Page 14, Fourth Paragraph — This paragraph indicates that “traffic levels at the
University have remained relatively constant (no growth) even though the campus
has added facilities, students and staff.” A 1998 traffic study for the “Upper
Campus Development” project predicted an increase would occur. It is unclear in
this discussion if the Upper Campus Development was constructed and still traffic
‘remained relatively constant” or the Upper Campus Development was not
constructed. Were the project components of the Upper Campus Development
constructed?

Page 32, Site Access and Circulation — Will the “temporary” agreement between
the University and the Malibu Country Estates (MCE) change with the
construction/completion of the CLP? If so, how?

Page 34, Traffic Mitigation Measures — The Study recommends the widening of
Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) to six lanes to accommodate future (Ambient and
Cumulative growth) traffic. Discussion should include the option or preliminary

step of widening at the intersections of PCH (versus waiting to widen the entire
corridor) to address future traffic impacts.

Page 38, Future Supply — Is AEC def'ined as the Athletic/Event Center?

Page 2 of 3

MBU-96

MBU-97

MBU-98

MBU-99

MBU-100

MBU-101

MBU-102

MBU-103

MBU-104



Review of DEIR Pepperdine University
Campus Life Project, November 5, 2010
December 15, 2010

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Page 38, Table 14 — Note (b) is not identified on the Table. What does note (b)

" refer to?

Page 39, First Paragraph — This paragraph discusses the specific component
phasing may not specifically follow the Phasing analyzed in the Study. There is
discussion regarding the contingency if the SOL (School of Law?) parking structure
is not constructed first. What are the other contingencies if other parts of the CLP
are not constructed in the Phases as analyzed? How will traffic be impacted with
these contingencies?

Page 40, Proposed Events, “The CLP does not propose to significantly increase
the number and frequency of events...” —What does “does not propose to
significantly increase” mean? How many more events does the applicant
anticipate to add with the CLP?

Page 41 and 42, Tables 15 and 16 — A note should be included identifying where
the “Future” parking demand was determined. It appears this information is from
Table 14.

Tables 15 and 16 — Parking demand occupancy of 81% to 91% can be perceived
by motorists as being “full”. Therefore, during events, the Event Mitigation
Measures should include campus “police” or other personnel that can direct
motorists to available parking areas. If the motorists cannot find the open parking
spaces, they will likely park “illegally”.

Page 52, “The following measures shall be implemented by Pepperdine University
on the campus for any large event held at the AEC, as defined previously.” Please
clarify a “large event”. It is defined previously but consideration should be given to
redefine it here.

Will any of the measures identified by used at other times for other events? The
use of the measures identified even if the event is not a “large” event will help with
circulation and traffic impacts of the event. For example, if there is an event with
2,000 (not 3,750) attendees, the measures should be implemented as appropriate
for the size of the event.

Should you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me.

Copy: Lew Gluesing, City Traffic Engineer

Brandie Sanchez, Senior Administrative Assistant

Q:/in15204 Malibu/DEIR Pepperdine/12-15-10 Comment Memo on Traffic.docx
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Pending Cumulative Projects List as of January 3, 2011

*Projects denoted with an X under the Project No. column have been added to the list. Most have been

submitted since 2009.

Project APN

No.

W XN X—-

O O X X X

4452-010-002
4458-007-028
4458-007-015
4458-007-019
4458-018-004

4458-018-005
4458-009-014
4458-009-007
4458-009-900
4458-009-002
4458-010-009

4458-010-002
4458-011-006
4458-011-009
4458-011-010
4458-011-011
4458-011-013

4458-011-019
4458-011-020
4458-011-021
4458-011-022
4458-011-025
4458-012-003
N/A

4458-012-022
4458-013-002
4458-013-015
4458-013-016
4458-013-022
4458-013-026
4458-013-031
N/A

4459-015-011
4459-016-001
4459-016-004

4459-013-010

4459-017-005

Street Address

23501 Malibu Colony Dr

23812 Malibu Road
23864 Malibu Road
23872 Malibu Road
23915 Malibu Road

24001 Malibu Road
24008 Malibu Road
24024 Malibu Road
24038 Malibu Road
24052 Malibu Road
24132 Malibu Road

24166 Malibu Road
24230 Malibu Road
24254 Malibu Road
24266 Malibu Road
24300 Malibu Road

24320 Malibu Road

24352 Malibu Road
24358 Malibu Road
24380 Malibu Road
24402 Malibu Road
24420 Malibu Road
24470 Malibu Road
24605 Malibu Road

24626 Malibu Road
24742 Malibu Road
24844 Malibu Road
24848 Malibu Road
24912 Malibu Road
24932 Malibu Road
24948 Malibu Road

25120.5 Malibu Road

25160 Malibu Road
25222 Malibu Road
25236 Malibu Road
25253 Malibu Road

25360 Malibu Road

Description

Addition to existing SFR; construction complete

Fire rebuild; new SFR under planning review

New SFR; construction complete

Addition to existing SFR under construction
Subdivision with four new SFR approved by Planning
Commission; not yet submitted for building plan
check :

Addition to existing SFR under planning review

New SFR under construction

New SFR under planning review

Public beach vertical accessway in building plan check
New SFR in building plan check

New SFR approved by Planning Commission; not yet
submitted for building plan check

New SFR; construction complete

New SFR under construction

Fire rebuild; new SFR (yet to be submitted)

Fire rebuild; new SFR under planning review

New SFR under construction

Fire rebuild; new garage and second unit under
construction

Fire rebuild; new SFR; construction complete

Fire rebuild; new SFR under planning review

Fire rebuild; seawall under planning review

Fire rebuild; new SFR; construction complete

New SFR; construction complete

Addition to existing SFR; construction complete
Marie Canyon stormwater/runoff treatment facility;
construction complete

New SFR under construction

Addition to existing SFR under planning review

New SFR under construction

New SFR; construction complete

Addition to existing SFR in building plan check
Addition to existing SFR under planning review

New SFR under planning review .
Public beach vertical accessway; construction complete
Addition to existing SFR in building plan check

New SFR; expired

New SFR-approved by Planning Commission; not yet
submitted for building plan check

Significant remodel of existing SFR approved by Planning

Commission; not yet submitted for building plan check
New two-unit condo under planning review



Project APN

No.

25 4459-014-012
X 4459-017-017
26 4459-014-015 .
27 4459-014-021
X 4458-015-002
X 4458-015-007
X 4458-015-012
X 4458-032-00
X 4459-011-001
X 4459-011-009
X. N/A

28 4452-008-016
29 4452-010-010
30 4452-009-026
31 4452-010-027
X 4458-004-031
32 4452-010-002
33 4458-004-046
34 4458-003-014
X 4458-005-040
35 4458-005-030
36 4458-002-008
37 4458-005-022
38 4458-002-004
39 N/A

40 4458-022-025
41 4458-023-004
42 4458-020-902
43 4458-022-001
X 4458-022-904
X 4458-021-172
44 4458-020-903
45 4458-025-023
46 4458-024-013
47 4458-024-038

Street Address

25411 Malibu Road
25438 Malibu Road

25439 Malibu Road
25447 Malibu Road
25126 PCH
25040 PCH
24950 PCH
24903 PCH

3881 Puerco Canyon Rd

3915 Puerco Canyon Rd
3500 Puerco Canyon Rd

23316 Malibu Colony Dr

23405 Malibu Colony Dr
23414 Malibu Colony Dr
23445 Malibu Colony Dr
23460 Malibu Colony Dr
23501 Malibu Colony Dr
23556 Malibu Colony Dr
23561 Malibu Colony Dr
23618 Malibu Colony Dr
23652 Malibu Colony Dr

23681 Malibu Colony Dr
23684 Malibu Colony Dr
23705 Malibu Colony Dr
3900 Cross Creek Rd

3700 La Paz Lane

3441 Cross Creek Rd
23500 Civic Center Way

23401 Civic Center Way

23525 Civic Center Way
23825 Stuart Ranch Rd
23641 PCH

3324 Malibu Canyon Rd
23843 Harbor Vista Dr
23800 Malibu Crest Dr

Description

New SFR under planning review

Convert 4-unit apartment into SFR and significant remodel
under construction

New SFR under planning review

New SFR; construction complete

Significant slope repair under planning review

New SFR under construction

New SFR under construction

New commercial building (approximately 10,000 square
feet) under construction

New SFR approved by Planning Commission; not yet
submitted for building plan check

New SFR under planning review

Puerco Canyon Road extension into the County under
planning review

Addition and significant remodel of existing SFR under
construction

New SFR in building plan check

Addition to existing SFR recently constructed

New guest house under construction

New SFR in building plan check

Addition to existing SFR; construction complete

Addition to existing SFR; construction complete

Addition to existing SFR; construction complete
Significant remodel of existing SFR under planning review
New SFR approved by Planning Commission; not yet
submitted for building plan check

New SFR; expired

Addition to existing SFR; construction complete

Addition to existing SFR in building plan check

Cross Creek Road improvements between Civic Center
Way and PCH; construction complete

Commercial development with retail / office use, totaling
132,000 square feet in building plan check

Landscape restoration project under planning review
Legacy Park (15-acre park) including linear park along the
north side of Civic Center Way, and infrastructure to tie into
the Civic Center stormwater treatment facility; construction
complete

Whole Foods grocery store and retail space under
planning review

Significant remode! of Malibu Library under construction
Significant remodel of Malibu City Hall under construction
Significant remodel of existing commercial structure
(Lumber Yard), including two new restaurants and retail;
construction complete

Fire rebuild; Presbyterian Church under planning review
Fire rebuild; new SFR (yet to be submitted)

Fire rebuild; new SFR under planning review



Project APN
No.
48 4458-026-011
49 4458-026-012
50 4458-025-001
X 4458-027-030
51 4458-027-023
52 4452-014-004
X 4452-015-030
53 . 4452-015-029
54 4452-015-018
55 4452-026-018
56 4452-026-012
57 N/A
58 4452-025-023
59 4452-025-021
60 4452-016-003
61 4452-016-019
62 4452-016-016
63 4452-004-038
64 4452-004-037
65 4458-028-019
66 4458-018-904
67 4452-019-009
68 N/A
69 4458-019-008
70 4458-019-009
71 4452-007-900
72 N/A
X N/A

Street Address
23903 Malibu Knolls Rd
23905 Malibu Knolis Rd
23915 Malibu Knolls Rd
3535 Coast View Dr
3625 Winter Canyon Rd
3250 Cross Creek Ln
3539 Cross Creek Ln
3551 Cross Creek Ln
23255 Mariposa de Oro
3270 Serra Road
3314 Serra Road
Sweetwater Mesa Road
2860 Sweetwater Mesa
2930 Sweetwater Mesa
3311 Sweetwater Mesa
3415 Sweetwater Mesa

3416 Sweetwater Mesa
22706 PCH

22716 PCH
4000 Malibu Canyon Rd
24200 PCH
22941 PCH

23400 PCH

23614 PCH
23670 PCH

23400 PCH

Malibu Pier

Malibu Canyon Road

Description

Fire rebuild; repair of existing SFR under construction
Fire rebuild; repair of existing SFR; construction complete
Fire rebuild; new SFR under construction

New SFR in building plan check

Fire rebuild; Malibu Glass commercial building;
construction complete

New SFR; construction complete

Addition to existing SFR under planning review

New SFR; construction complete

Addition to existing SFR under construction

New SFR; construction complete

Subdivision of one lot into three parcels (no construction
proposed at this time) in building plan check
Sweetwater Mesa Road extension into the County under
planning review

New SFR under planning review

New SFR under planning review

. New SFR; construction complete

Addition to existing SFR & guest house under
construction

New SFR; project withdrawn

Windsail; approximately 7,300 square foot restaurant
under construction '
Pierview; approximately 10,000 square foot restaurant
under construction

Rancho Malibu Hotel; 179,000 square feet of total floor
area (yet to be submitted)

Crummer Subdivision; five new SFR and baseball field
under planning review '
Addition to existing commercial building (Malibu Chabad)
under planning review

New landscaped medians along PCH between the Malibu
Creek Bridge and Malibu Canyon Road; construction
complete

Demo of the existing Chevron station under planning
review

Remodel and reopening of former 76 Station (now a
Chevron); construction complete

Malibu Lagoon State Beach Restoration Project; Phase 1
including relocation of existing parking lot; construction
complete. Phase 2 being processed by the CA Coastal
Commission

Two new restaurants at the end of the pier (processed by
the State of California; construction complete

Road resurfacing project in LA County



Project APN
No.
73 4458-038-010

74 -~ 4458-039-078

75 4457-024-010

706 4458-038-009

Street Address

24255 PCH

24255 PCH

24255 PCH

24255 PCH

Description

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. :

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.

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. '

Pepperdine University addition of sports lighting at
baseball field



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response to Comments from City of Malibu

Response to Comment MBU-1

See Topical Response 4: Special Events, for a discussion of event frequency at the Upgraded NCAA
Soccer Field and the Athletics/Events Center. See Topical Response 2: Lighting for a discussion of
proposed athletic field lighting.

The minimum soccer field size requirements for NCAA and West Coast Conference competition are as
follows:

The field of play shall be rectangular, the width of which shall not be more than 75 yards [225 ft] or less
than 70 yards [210 ft] and shall not exceed the length. The length shall not be more than 120 yards [360
ft] or less than 115 yards [345 ft]. The preferred size is 75 yards [225 ft] by 120 yards [360 ft].

Component 3 of the CLP proposes a playing field that would measure 240 ft. by 360 ft., which is
sufficient to meet NCAA competition requirement standards as well as the preferred NCAA size, and
provides for an additional 20-foot “runoff area,” which addresses safety concerns associated with the
current configuration of the track.

The lighting for Component 3 is being proposed in connection with the requirements of the NCAA, which
provides standards for televised sporting events. The minimum requirement for televised events is 100
footcandles of maintained illuminance. The NCAA also allows a light level of 50 footcandles (fc) of
maintained illuminance for non-televised, intercollegiate soccer play. The proposed lighting at
Component 3 is designed to operate meet the 100 footcandles of maintained illuminance only for
televised play (mitigation limits this to up to ten events per year) and meet the lower 50 fc level of
maintained illuminance at all other times.

There is no minimum number of seats required for soccer games. Nevertheless, Component 3 does not
propose to increase the number of seats currently available for soccer games. The University currently
provides 1,000 temporary bleacher seats; the CLP proposes to construct 1,000 permanent seats.

The Draft EIR will be modified to include mention of the retaining wall proposed at Component 3. Page
3-17 of the EIR will be modified as follows:

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 recommendations for preferred size, and provide
an additional 20-foot “runoff area” surrounding the field. To accommodate the widening of the field and
improve the connection between the bleacher seating and the adjacent student housing area, Component 3
includes 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 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 to provide a maintained
illuminance of 100 fc level lighting for nighttime competitive use during televised games. The lighting
level would be reduced to provide 50 fc of maintained illuminance for non-televised games and practice
use. The proposed lighting will consist of 192 fixtures distributed over 8 poles a maximum of 110 feet
above the playing surface (additional information can be found in Section 5.7.2). The component also
provides 1,000 permanent spectator seats on the northern side of the field replacing 1,000 existing
temporary seats and 1,500 square feet (sq) of storage space, which includes restrooms for athletic use.
The adjacent Athletics/Events Center (AEC) will provide locker room space for home teams, officials,

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Final EIR

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 March 31, 2011
Page 2-120



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

and visiting teams, while the adjacent café/convenience store associated with the proposed Outer Precinct
would provide concessions.

Commenter requests information regarding the minimum number of seats required of the Athletics/Events
Center. According to NCAA and West Coast Conference (WCC) there is no minimum number of seats
required for games. However, in order to be considered to host key athletic events Pepperdine needs to
meet certain minimum seating requirements, which do not have waiver provisions. The following are
requirements for hosting.

Women's Basketball Tournament

+  All first and second rounds of competition and regional rounds have a minimum bid specification
of 5,000.

+  The national championship or “Final Four” requires 10,000 seats to bid.

Women's Volleyball Tournament
« For all first and second rounds of competition, there is a minimum seating capacity of 2,000.
+  For regional rounds of competition, the minimum seating capacity is 4,000.

»  For the national championship or “Final Four,” 7,000 seats is the minimum.

Men's Volleyball Tournament

« The NCAA has never let a school host with under 5,000 seats. Stanford hosted the
championships in 2010 at Maples Pavilion (capacity 7,500). Previously BYU (2009) and UC
Irvine (2008) hosted the championship tournament with 5,000 seats.

Men's Basketball Tournament

+ An approximate minimum of 11,000 is required to bid for first, second and regional rounds of
championship tournament.

Pepperdine University has the smallest venue in the WCC at a capacity of 3,104. St. Mary’s University is
the only other WCC school with a capacity below 4,000 seats. Brigham Young University, which
recently joined the WCC, has the largest venue, with a capacity of 22,700 seats.

As discussed on page 3-15 of the Draft EIR, “An adjacent parking structure would provide 831 parking
spaces within two subterranean and five above ground levels.”

Page 3-16 of the Draft EIR states the AEC parking structure would provide 591 parking spaces. This is
incorrect. The Draft EIR will be revised to indicate that the structure will provide 831 parking spaces as
follows:

The AEC would provide an aboveground parking structure with a total of 59+ 831 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.

Response to Comment MBU-2

See Topical Response 4: Athletics and Special Events, for a discussion of the Athletics/Events Center.
(AECQ).
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As stated therein, in addition to sports games, the University currently hosts a number of other activities
and events, including but not limited to graduation ceremonies, concerts, lectures, physical education
classes, bible lectures, new student orientation, convocation, athletics camps, intramurals, and alumni
events at its existing events venue (i.e., Firestone Fieldhouse). These uses will continue to be held on
campus at the proposed AEC.

Response to Comment MBU-3

The Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning is the Lead Agency for purposes of the
California Environmental Quality Act. Moreover, the University is within the jurisdiction of an
unincorporated area of the County. The County’s independent review of the Project EIR and proposed
entitlements is sufficient to ensure that Pepperdine University demonstrates full compliance with CEQA
and other relevant County requirements (e.g., code requirements for traffic impacts), including all
necessary measures to mitigate impacts, if any, to the surrounding City of Malibu community.

Response to Comment MBU-4

The commenter expresses concern over on-campus housing for attendees of the University’s summer
camps. The existing campus supply of beds is not fully utilized by summer camp programs. Thus, the
provision of additional beds under the CLP would not induce additional demands for summer camp
programs.

See Topical Response 1: Average Daily Traffic for additional discussion of traffic impacts during the
summer months.

Response to Comment MBU-5

The CLP will feature LEED certified facilities at Components 1 and 2. The Student Housing
Rehabilitation at Standard and Outer Precinct (Component 1) will be designed to meet LEED
Certification, while the Athletics/Events Center (Component 2) will be designed to meet LEED Silver
standards. The benefits of LEED certification are discussed in Section 5.12 Climate Change, where some
of the energy efficiencies are included in the Project’s greenhouse gas emission calculations. References
to LEED certifications have been added to the respective Project Description text for the Student Housing
Rehabilitation and Athletics/Events Center Components.

Page 3-12 will be modified as follows:
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 DEIR Table 3-3.
The Standard Precinct will be designed to meet LEED certification.

Page 3-13 will be modified as follows:
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 DEIR
Table 3-3. The Outer Precinct will be designed to meet LEED certification.
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Page 3-16 will be modified as follows:
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 115,100 cy of cut and 14,900 cy of fill. For a summary
of cut and fill calculations for all components, see DEIR 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. The
AEC will be designed to meet LEED Silver certification.

Response to Comment MBU-6

References to the “Malibu Bluffs State Park” made throughout the text have been corrected to read
“Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs Property” in reference to the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy
property and/or Malibu Bluffs Community Park in reference to the City of Malibu property as
appropriate.

Any mistaken references such as the Malibu Bluff State Park reference described above, does not have an
effect on the overall validity of the environmental review. In accordance with CEQA, the DEIR
comprehensively evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project and collected
existing conditions for baseline data that existed at the time of the publication of the Notice of
Preparation. The misstated references do not affect or change any conclusions on the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed Project.

Response to Comment MBU-7

The DEIR includes four previously approved on-campus projects as related projects to the CLP. These
related projects are not part of the Project, but are analyzed in the cumulative impacts section for each
environmental issue area. Please see Comment MBU-62 below for further discussion of the analysis of
related projects.

Response to Comment MBU-8

The elevation of the Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field is raised by ten feet to expand the size of the field
while improving the relationship between the field and the adjacent student housing. This creates the
correct elevation change for the bleachers on the north side of the field. The proposal also helps to
balance the cut and fill of the overall CLP, thereby reducing impacts associated with hauling soils offsite.

Although not concurrent projects, further air quality benefits are possible if on-site storage at the AEC is
implemented due to the proximity between the Upgraded Soccer Field (i.e., requires a net of 70,400 cy of
fill) and the Athletics/Events Center (i.e., provides a net of 100,200 cy of cut) as the majority of cut
generated at the Athletics/Events Center can be utilized at the nearby Upgraded Soccer Field.

Response to Comment MBU-9

This comment acknowledges the location of certain unmitigable significant impacts identified in the
DEIR. The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for consideration.
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Response to Comment MBU-10

The TDM Program is to be developed in conjunction with LA County staff. Review by Pepperdine and Los
Angeles County would take place to assess the adequacy of the TDM Program and the Program would be
adjusted accordingly. Review and adjustment of the TDM Program would therefore by undertaken jointly by
the University and Los Angeles County. MMS5.8-3 requires that the Preliminary TDM Program be reviewed
with Pepperdine’s Transportation Advisory Committee, which includes the City of Malibu, and Caltrans.
The final TDM Program shall be approved solely by the County, and a copy will be submitted to the City of
Malibu and Caltrans for their use.

See Topical Response 4: Athletics and Special Events, and Topical Response 1: Daily Traffic, for
information regarding events and peak hours.

Response to Comment MBU-11

As discussed in Section 5.1, Geology and Soils, geologic conditions raising environmental issues that can
be addressed through the standard geotechnical study/review process and strict compliance with
applicable regulations are generally identified as less than significant impacts. Geotechnical issues that
may involve more comprehensive study and assessment, and/or might not be easily mitigated through
typical geotechnical engineering measures, are considered potentially significant impacts. The
Pepperdine Campus has undergone significant development over its history, and since at least the 1960s
has provided comprehensive geotechnical and engineering geology reports to comply with building code
requirements it place at the time of development. Through this process a substantial database and
significant knowledge of the campus geotechnical and engineering geology conditions has been
developed. In the areas of campus where past substantial work has been performed, it can be sufficient
for the requirements of the CEQA process to define the feasibility of construction in nearby locations and
in locations with the same geologic formations and very similar geotechnical and engineering geologic
conditions. Based on the proposed Project elements, their locations, and the substantial previous
development in the same geologic formations in very close proximity to the proposed new development,
it is highly unlikely that new information would define conditions outside those dealt with on past
projects and within the state-of-the-practice for geotechnical engineering and engineering geology. Any
unusual conditions would be reported to the regulatory agencies and plans would be refined as necessary
to accommodate these conditions. Mitigation measure 5.1-1 addresses these potentially significant
impacts and has been modified to address the comment.

MMS5.1-1 All grading and earthwork (e-g—landslide—remevals;—fill-compaction,—debris—dam—and
basin—designfconstruction;—earth-material-stoekpiles)—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 and in coordination with the County of Los Angeles when46-

seale—plans—are—available. Should this additional information disclose previously
unexpected conditions (e.g., more extensive unstable soil removals, a need for greater fill
compaction, debris dam and basin design/construction modifications, the need for earth
material stockpiles), analyses shall define design and construction changes that would be
compatible with County building code requirements.

Response to Comment MBU-12

Twelve of the sixteen reports referenced in the Geology and Soils section of the EIR were submitted in
2005 through 2010 and were prepared specifically for the CLP components. During that time, certain
project elements were modified, which may or may not have required additional investigation and
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analysis. Four of the sixteen reports were prepared in the 1970s (2) and the 1990s (2) for projects having
either a direct geographic connection to one of the CLP components or having a campus-wide application
to all components. The proposed normal and remedial grading for the Project has been evaluated based
on these current reports and past reports, all of which have received County of Los Angeles review before
the associated projects were approved for construction. These few older reports for projects in the near
vicinity of CLP projects were a part of the campus-wide development process that produced a substantial
database and significant knowledge of the campus geotechnical and engineering geology conditions. In
the areas of campus where past substantial work has been performed, it can be sufficient for the
requirements of the CEQA process to define the feasibility of construction in nearby locations and in
locations with the same geologic formations and very similar geotechnical and engineering geologic
conditions. Based on the proposed CLP project elements, their locations, and the substantial previous
development in the same geologic formations in very close proximity to the proposed new development,
it is highly unlikely that new information would define conditions outside those dealt with on past
projects and within the state-of-the-practice for geotechnical engineering and engineering geology
generally. Any further work required due to refinements in the CLP project elements would be performed
in accordance with MM5.1-1.

Response to Comment MBU-13

The Stoney-Miller Consultants Inc. (SMCI, 2009) geotechnical reports for the Enhanced Recreation Area
(see Draft EIR Appendix B) have defined the stability conditions and have defined the preferred grading
and construction methods to achieve the stability required. As the project details are refined, the
stabilization methods may be refined and there may be more than one acceptable method. Any selected
method(s) will be within a range of acceptable engineering and construction alternatives, subject to
County review and will be in compliance with applicable grading and building codes mentioned in
MMS5.1-1.

For example, if excavations for cut slopes expose loose, cohesionless, significantly fractured, and
otherwise unsuitable materials, stabilization or buttress fills may be necessary. This would involve over-
excavation of unsuitable materials and replacement with a compacted stabilization fill or excavation of a
buttress key and refilling with a wedge of engineered compacted fill. Both would have subsurface
drainage systems to remove excess water from within the fill materials. For surficial stability of fill
slopes comprised of disaggregated bedrock materials, stabilization fills are possible, along with control of
surface and subsurface water, use of geotextiles, adequate landscaping, and ongoing slope maintenance.

Response to Comment MBU-14

The context of MM 5.1-12 is to address more basic design considerations for roadway and other
pavements (this would include streets where paving or patching may be required, parking lots, driveways,
and other such areas), rather than strictly ground lurching. MM 5.1-12 has been revised (below) to clarify
and include parking lots and entrance driveways that would have polymer modified bitumen (PMB)
paving.

MM5.1-12 Street, driveway, and parking area 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 (subject to change with final design specifications) 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
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Parking driveway 3 inches AC over 8 inches PMB
Parking area/lot 3 inches AC over 8 inches PMB

Response to Comment MBU-15

Pepperdine University is subject to the County of Los Angeles SWPPP requirements. The County’s
review is sufficient to ensure that Pepperdine University demonstrates full compliance with SWPPP
requirements, including all necessary measures to mitigate impacts, if any, to downstream City of Malibu
facilities. Once approved, a courtesy copy of the SWPPP document will be provided to the City of
Malibu.

Response to Comment MBU-16

The phrase “maximum extent feasible” has been removed from the mitigation measure. Major grading
operations that extend into the wet season shall be subject to wet weather erosion control and storm water
management plans pursuant to SWPPP standards. Mitigation measure MMS5.2-2 has been revised as
follows:

MMS5.2-2 Fo-the-maximum-degreefeasible;Large scale grading activities within the CLP site shall
be planned to occur during the southern California dry season (normally April through

October). Any grading activities that extend into the wet season will require
implementation of an approved wet weather erosion control/storm water management
plan and comply with the SWPPP standards. FErosion control measures shall be
implemented 48 hours prior to a forecasted storm event. Grading during the remainder of
the year may continue to the extent that surface water quality standards of the SWPPP are
maintained.

Response to Comment MBU-17

The mitigation measure has been expanded in order to address the commenter’s concerns. The revised
text is as follows:

MMS5.2-9 A SWPPP manager shall oversee and monitor BMP and storm water management
programs in order to remain in compliance with the approved SWPPP. The SWPPP
manager shall be responsible for correcting any areas of non-compliance and
coordinating the monitoring/reporting requirements outlined within the general permit.

Response to Comment MBU-18

The mitigation measure has been expanded in order to address the commenter’s concerns. A SWPPP
manager will be responsible for monitoring/reporting requirements outlined within the general permit.
Annual reports submitted to the RWQCB will become public information. Mitigation measure MM5.2-8
has been revised as follows:

MMS.2-8 Implement a maintenance covenant, inspection and maintenance program, and regular
monitoring for all proposed mitigation measures and devices to ensure they are in
accordance with SWPPP.  Quarterly inspections shall occur during dry season
construction activities. ~Monthly wet season sampling shall be conducted during
qualifying storm events. Reporting shall be implemented annually guarterly—semi-
annually—orannually dependingon-the procedures—and-deviees describing the actions

taken to comply with the storm water regulations and submitted to the LARWQCB. This
may inelude includes water quality testing to assess and verify the adequacy of the

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Final EIR

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 March 31, 2011
Page 2-126



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

devices and programs. Any areas of non-compliance shall be evaluated and solutions
shall be provided. Maintenance and inspection of permanent post construction mitigation
devices (catch basin inserts) shall be inspected and cleaned bi-annually.

Response to Comment MBU-19

Section 5.3 of the DEIR indicates that mule deer have been observed throughout the Campus (DEIR page
5.3-24), and within and outside the proposed Component 5 footprint (DEIR page 5.3-26). The mule deer
in the Santa Monica Mountains do not undergo a large-scale migration, but do move to access water and
foraging resources as well as habitat for cover and breeding. The discussion of wildlife movement (DEIR
page 5.3-30) indicates that mule deer utilize the Marie Canyon drainage (to the north of the developed
Campus) for movement between the Marie Canyon watershed and large areas of protected habitat within
the Santa Monica Mountains. The analysis of impacts to wildlife movement presented in the DEIR
considered the full range of potentially occurring wildlife species, including mule deer. Since the
proposed Campus Life Project components would be located within the existing developed areas of the
University campus, the project would not fragment existing natural habitats or be sited within an
important area for deer movement, such as a linkage or corridor between larger areas of natural habitat, or
an area that would obstruct deer from accessing essential resources for their survival.

Response to Comment MBU-20

As an initial matter, it is important to note that the fuel modification zones around the proposed CLP
components (and indeed, the entire Project) are not within the City of Malibu’s jurisdiction and are not
subject to the City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (City of Malibu LCP). Rather,
Pepperdine University is subject to its Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), a California Coastal
Commission (CCC) certified plan that regulates future development and ongoing management activities
on the Pepperdine University campus, consistent with the California Coastal Act. Also, the CLP would
require amendments to the University’s LRDP, which must be approved by the Coastal Commission
pursuant to the LRDP and California Coastal Act. Further, the biology section of the EIR concluded that
there were no impacts to ESHA as a result of the project and it’s required fuel modification.
Nevertheless, the Project’s compliance with ESHA standards and consequent determination of required
mitigation, if any, will result from an analysis of consistency with the LRDP and California Coastal Act
rather than the City of Malibu LCP. This includes any mitigation for fuel modification, if required.

The University’s LRDP requires that 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. The LRDP also states that future development
may require off-site mitigation.”> As the LRDP requires mitigation for the removal of native upland
vegetation, the DEIR has been modified to incorporate compensatory mitigation for impacts to native
vegetation in the fuel modification zones surrounding Components 1 and 2, which would be implemented
if fuel modification within native vegetation in these areas cannot be avoided. Mitigation Measure 5.3-1
has been revised as follows:

At such time as Component 1 or Component 2 is constructed, the following shall apply: A detailed
fuel modification zone shall be identified and areas containing native plant communities shall be
delineated. Thereafter, to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles County Director of Planning and the
Los Angeles County Fire Department, fuel modification shall be avoided erlimited—to—seleetive
thinningand-deadwoodremeval within areas containing native plant communities within the fuel

clearance footprints of Components 1 and 2, in order to avoid erreduee impacts to oak woodland,

22 Ppepperdine University Long Range Development Plan Amendment 2-97. California Coastal Commission, February 20, 1998
[page 3] “II. Suggested Modifications.”
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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 MMS5.3-10. H-aveidance—is—notpessible—andselective—thinning—is—required;

The cutting of oak trees

If avoidance is not possible, and fuel modification would impact native plant communities within the
fuel clearance footprints of Components 1 and/or 2, Pepperdine University shall compensate for the
impacted native plant community(ies) at a 1:1 ratio. This shall be accomplished by the permanent
preservation of in-kind habitat, a conservation easement to protect in-kind habitat, a contribution to an
in-lieu fee program, or by on-site or off-site restoration/enhancement of in-kind habitat.

A mitigation 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 the
relevant component, Component 1 or Component 2. The permanent preservation of habitat, the
conservation easement, the contribution to an in-lieu fee program. or the commencement of the
restoration/enhancement plan shall occur prior to development of the relevant component 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

In the case that the mitigation involves restoration/enhancement, the following success criteria shall
be incorporated:
« Successful restoration of the 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,

- FEradication 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
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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.

Response to Comment MBU-21

The cause of the disturbance to the proposed chaparral restoration site located to the north of the Drescher
Graduate Campus near the water tank (see MM5.3-2 and Figure 5.3-5 in the DEIR) is unknown.

Response to Comment MBU-22

The measure will be revised to require appointment of a construction relations officer as part of the
Construction Management Plan. Mitigation measure MM5.4-1 will be revised as follows:

MMS5.4-1 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.

- Appoint a construction relations officer to act as community liaison concerning on-site
construction activity including resolution of issues related to PM-10 generation.

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.
PPORY . . it ineludi ki s ) lated
toPM-10-generation-

Response to Comment MBU-23

First stage ozone episodes are commonly called “smog alerts.” The easiest way to track local air quality
and health advisories is though the SCAQMD Enviro-Flash service, which provides forecast and updates
to the construction superintendent’s email inbox. The construction superintendent will be responsible for
stopping work. Grading can resume the first day after no first stage alerts are forecast or called.
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Response to Comment MBU-24

See Topical Response 5: Construction Phasing and Management for discussion of truck staging and
construction worker parking.

Response to Comment MBU-25

See Topical Response 5: Construction Phasing and Management for discussion of MCE homeowner and
Homeowner Association notification.

Mitigation Measure MMS5.5-4 requires notification of residences within the MCE subdivision of the “start
date, duration, noise impact and other pertinent information prior to construction.” The measure will be
expanded to include the HOA and the City of Malibu by mail with a 72+ hour lead-time where feasible.

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. Notification shall also be
delivered by U.S. mail to the MCE Homeowner’s Association and the City of Malibu
with a 72-hour lead-time target.

Response to Comment MBU-26

The material density that provides sufficient mass for noise damping is approximately 3.5 pounds per
square foot. A sheet of ¥-inch plywood, ply’s 2” x 4” support structure, has a weight of around 3.5
pounds per square foot. Negligible additional noise reduction is achieved by increased mass because
most of the sound is refracted around the edge once a critical mass is achieved. Because it is not possible
to know whether any window is part of habitable interior space, the mitigation measure will be expanded
to require a sound shield for nearby equipment operations if any residential window has a direct line-of-
sight relationship. MMS5.5-8 will be revised as follows.

MMS.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 ¥4 inch plywood screen if there is
a direct line of site to any residential-bedroom—windew residence located offsite within 280
feet from the equipment. Said screen shall be at least 3 feet higher and 6 feet wider in size
from all outer edges of the noise generator.

Response to Comment MBU-27

The measure is intended to apply to truck hauling and exterior construction activities. Such activities will
be limited to 7 A.M. to 7 P.M., Monday through Saturday, in compliance with Section 12.08.440 of the
Los Angeles County Noise Ordinance. Because of the greater noise sensitivity on Saturday morning or
evening, a slightly more stringent limit of 8 A.M. to 5 P.M. is proposed for Saturday equipment
operations. No hauling would take place on Sundays. Although the City of Malibu noise ordinance does
not apply on campus, this Saturday limit will make the mitigated construction noise consistent with the
City of Malibu municipal code. The reference to commercial land will be removed from this measure.

MM35.5-9 should therefore be revised to read:
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MMS5.5-9 Truck hauling activities shall be restricted to between the hours of 7:00 A.M. and 7:00
P.M. Monday through Friday, except no truck queing or hauling may take place on John
Tyler Drive between PCH and south of the northern edge of the soccer field before 8:00
A.M. or after 5:00 P.M. Monday through Friday. Such activities on John Tyler Drive
shall be restricted to 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. on Saturday, with no truck hauling on
Sundays and holidays, in order to minimize noise disturbance on surrounding off site
residential uses. Hauling on John Tyler Drive outside these hours shall be permitted only
in extremely time-sensitive and/or emergency circumstances such as completion of
concrete pouring. The Construction Management Plan shall give strong preference to the
use of the Seaver Gate instead of John Tyler Drive as the designated haul and delivery
route. John Tyler Drive would be used as a matter of logistical necessity only for hauling
of large and unique deliveries such as major concrete, wood, and steel materials,
structural components, major grading and similar-sized equipment, and available at all
times for emergency and safety-related uses.

Response to Comment MBU-28

See Topical Response 5: Construction Management and Phasing for discussion of advanced notice of
hauling. The posting will occur as soon as practical, but no later than 72 hours prior to the planned
activity. Mitigation measure MMS5.5.-5 will be revised as follows.

MMS5.5-5 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. The notice shall be posted no later than 72 hours prior to the planned activity
where feasible.

Response to Comment MBU-29

Please refer to Topical Response 8: John Tyler Drive.

Response to Comment MBU-30

See Topical Response 4: Athletics and Special Events for a discussion of the frequency of events at the
Upgraded NCAA Soccer Field. Currently the Women’s soccer team hosts 12-14 games per season. It is
unlikely that all would be scheduled for evening play. It may be more in line with scheduling conducted
by other West Coast Conference schools. For example University of Portland and University of Santa
Clara scheduled five night games in 2010 while the University of San Diego scheduled six night games.
Games are regularly scheduled for Friday and Sunday, (Saturday games are less frequent). It is likely that
night games would be scheduled for Friday with day games scheduled on Sunday.

The addition of a Men’s team is not anticipated at this time. The major impediments to adding a team are
funding, lack of appropriate facilities (even with the addition of a recreational field at the Enhanced
Recreation Area, and modifications to the Upgraded Soccer Field), and the impact on the University’s
Title IX compliance. The procedure to add an additional sport is to notify the NCAA. The University is
then obligated to conduct that sport in compliance with NCAA and WCC rules.

Response to Comment MBU-31

The approved Firestone Fieldhouse has no restrictions on hours of operation. See Topical Response 7:
Related Projects for a discussion of the Firestone Fieldhouse.
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Response to Comment MBU-32

The overlap of baseball and soccer field lighting is unlikely to occur. Baseball is conducted in the late
spring while soccer is held in the fall. Nevertheless, the lighting section analyzed the impacts from the
simultaneous operation of the soccer and baseball field. As shown in Table 5.7.2-8, impacts were
calculated for a worst case event, (i.e., CLP not mitigated, full power + Baseball field not mitigated, full
power). This table also identifies the residual impact from implementation of mitigation measures.

Please refer to Topical Response 7: Related Projects, for further discussion of the baseball field lighting,
which was previously approved in the LRDP.

Response to Comment MBU-33

While the area as a whole is sensitive for the presence of cultural resources, the CLP components are
generally constructed on artificial fill soils placed during the campus construction of the early 1970s.
Any archaeological resources present were likely either removed at that time or are buried beyond the
excavation depth of the proposed Project. Fill soils depths below the project components are as follows:
Student Housing Rehabilitation 13-71 feet, Athletics/Events Center up to 92 feet, Upgraded Soccer Field
70-90 feet, Town Square 13 feet, and Enhanced Recreation Area 65 feet. Therefore, since the excavation
depths of these components are unlikely, to encounter archaeological resources, mitigation is
unnecessary. Mitigation for active monitoring is included for earthmoving work done within 100 feet of
known cultural resource site 19-002472. Also, as stated in MMS5.6-3, a qualified archaeological or
paleontological monitor shall be employed to inspect, identify appropriate treatments, document and
report any archaeological or paleontological resources discovered at the project site during construction,
following the suspension of construction activity in the immediate vicinity.

Response to Comment MBU-34

Proposed sports lighting design and manufacturer has been included in the project lighting impact study
and EIR, see Section 5.7.2, Light and Glare of the EIR; and Section 5 of the Lighting Impact Study.
These include anticipated pole locations, number and type of fixtures, and wattage. However, given the
long horizon of the project it is possible that advances in lighting technology could supersede existing
plans.

The proposed Soccer field fixtures include:
192 fixtures distributed over 8 poles. 2000W metal halide,
180,000 lumens, reflector type

The proposed Enhanced Recreation Field fixtures include:
24 fixtures distributed over six poles.
1500W metal halide, 150,000 lumens, reflector type

The mitigation measure limits the number of televised events to ten per year at the Upgraded NCAA
Soccer Field and ten per year at the related Baseball Field project. The measure will be revised to clarify
that these are up to ten events per field per year. Mitigation measure 5.7.2-2 will be revised as follows:

MM5.7.2-2 For ordinary Ordinary athletic field lighting levels employed at Component 3 (Upgraded
NCAA Soccer Field) during non-televised intercollegiate games and during student
recreation, the lighting system sse shall not-exeeed-aHorizontat provide a Maintained
Hlluminance 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 maintained illuminance levels specified by the NCAA (75 fc in the infield and
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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 with flexibility provided for games extending
into overtime. Athletic field lighting levels of a maintained illuminance of 100 horizontal
and vertical footcandles (fc) may be used only on nights in which a game will be
nationally or regionally broadcast, up to 10 events per year per field.

Response to Comment MBU-35

MMS5.7.2-2 requires that use of outdoor athletic lighting employ a curfew that limits their use for events
scheduled to end at 10 PM with flexibility in the event that a game goes into overtime. Although the
increased light level would terminate at the end of play, some amount of lower level lighting will remain
to allow for attendees to safely exit the area. Further, as is currently the case at the existing baseball and
soccer fields, security and safety lighting is provided along with lighting for nighttime use of the track.

Response to Comment MBU-36

See Comment MBU-34 above: proposed sports lighting design is included in the project lighting impact
study and EIR, see Section 5.7.2, Light and Glare of the EIR; and Section 5 of the Lighting Impact Study.
Please refer to Topical Response 4: Athletics and Special Events for a discussion regarding the types and
frequency of future events. Section 3.0, Project Description will also be revised to provide sports lighting
details. Page 3-17 will be revised as follows:

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 recommendations for preferred size, and provide
an additional 20-foot “runoff area” surrounding the field. To accommodate the widening of the field and
improve the connection between the bleacher seating and the adjacent student housing area, Component 3
includes 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 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 to provide a maintained
illuminance of 100 fc level lighting for nighttime competitive use during televised games. The lighting
level would be reduced to provide 50 fc of maintained illuminance for non-televised games and practice
use. The proposed lighting will consist of 192 fixtures distributed over 8 poles a maximum of 110 feet
above the playing surface (additional information can be found in Section 5.7.2). The component also
provides 1,000 permanent spectator seats on the northern side of the field replacing 1,000 existing
temporary seats and 1,500 square feet (sq) of storage space, which includes restrooms for athletic use.
The adjacent Athletics/Events Center (AEC) 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.

Page 3-19 will be revised as follows:

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 proposed lighting will consist of 24 fixtures distributed over 6 poles a maximum of 80
feet above the playing surface (additional information can be found in section 5.7.2). The component
also provides a 1,600 square foot structure containing storage space and restrooms.
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Response to Comment MBU-37

This comment raises questions regarding the related project baseball field lighting. As stated in Section
5.7.2 of the DEIR, high contrast ratios (exceeding 30:1) would exist at Receptor Sites A, J, and M when
the fields are operated at the higher powered broadcast levels. In all instances the existing high contrast
ratios are greater than those expected to occur with the proposed CLP and related project. Nevertheless,
mitigation is proposed to limit the use of broadcast level lighting and ensure that lighting impacts do not
exceed significance thresholds. At Receptor Sites A and J, views of the baseball field surface contribute
to the cumulatively high contrast ratio condition. Therefore, screening of the field surface is
recommended. Location of potential screening opportunities is shown in Figure 7.

It is inaccurate to state that MM5.7.2-3 is the first mention in the DEIR of three additional related projects
(other than the Baseball Field lighting) that may contribute to cumulative impacts. These are identified in
DEIR Section 4.0, being described in Table 4.1 and located in Figure 4-1. As indicated on page 5.7-54,
“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 shielded, 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.”  Mitigation measure MM5.7.2-3 is applicable only to the construction of the baseball field
lighting; therefore, it is not necessary to include the names and locations of other on-campus related
projects.

Response to Comment MBU-38

MM 5.8-1 requires an additional 100 beds to offset any additional traffic that would be generated by new
staff required for maintenance and support of the new facilities proposed in Phase I. The Phase I uses
include the Outer Precinct portion of the Student Housing Rehabilitation, the debris basin portion of the
Enhanced Recreation Area, the School of Law Parking Structure, and the AEC (including the new
parking garage). While the additional seats provided in the AEC would not be used on a day-to-day basis,
MM 5.8-1 is intended to ensure that day-to-day traffic generated by the new faculty and staff required to
support the new facilities proposed in Phase I would be offset.

Response to Comment MBU-39

The phrase “housing program” refers to the increase in student beds achieved by Component 1, Student
Housing Rehabilitation. The CLP provides additional residential housing (i.e., 468 additional beds) without
increasing enrollment, thereby eliminating the daily commute trips associated with 468 students. Under
normal day-to-day conditions, the CLP would eliminate 744 average daily trips from local roadways, thus
improving roadway operations.

Response to Comment MBU-40

The University will comply with all local requirements and acquire the necessary permits to post “No
Event Parking” signs should they be placed at locations within the City of Malibu.

Pepperdine University Campus Life Project Final EIR

State Clearinghouse No. 2008041123 March 31, 2011
Page 2-134



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment MBU-41
See Comment MBU-10 above for discussion of City of Malibu input on the TDM.
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Importantly, MM 5.8-3 is required for events attended by over 3,750 persons that start or end during the
weekday A.M. or P.M. peak periods in order to mitigate impacts to off-site intersections during the morning
and evening commuter periods, as these are the only circumstances that result in a significant and
unavoidable traffic impact. Mitigation measure MM5.8-3 requires implementation of a TDM program
intended to reduce vehicular trips to the campus during these weekday peak hour events. The 3,750-
person threshold is utilized because it is one of several factors that collectively have the potential to result
in a significant traffic impact in certain limited instances.

Mitigation measure MM5.8-2 provides for the management of on-campus traffic and parking during
events with over 3,500 attendees regardless of start time. 3,500 attendees are roughly equivalent to the
maximum number of attendees in the existing Firestone Fieldhouse and was used by the traffic consultant
to define and quantify a “large event.” Los Angeles County Code does not define “large event.”

In general, MM 5.8-2 (i.e., Event Management Plan) is intended to manage on-campus traffic flow including
the campus access points and parking during large events that are not necessarily scheduled during peak
traffic periods, while MM 5.8-3 (i.e., TDM Program) is intended to reduce traffic loading on the off-campus
street network during the peak traffic periods.

Response to Comment MBU-42

See response to Comment MBU-10 above. MMS5.8-3 is modified below to include submittal of a copy of the
final TDM plan to the City of Malibu and Caltrans for their use.

Mitigation Measure 5.8-3 is modified to read as follows:

MM 5.8-3 A comprehensive Transportation Demand Management Program (TDM) shall be developed
and implemented for large-scale events at the AEC attended by over 3,750 persons that start
or end during the A.M. (7:00-9:00) or P.M. (4:00-6:00) peak periods weekdays and draw
more than 60 percent of attendees from off-campus sources. Such events, which shall be
considered Major Events, shall not include athletic events which begin before 4 P.M or after
7:00 P.M. providing said events do not end between 4:00-6:00 P.M. Pepperdine shall
establish a method to track admissions tickets or vouchers for on-campus attendees and off-
campus attendees for the Athletic/Events Center, and shall supply data from such events to
the Department of Regional Planning upon request. A report shall be provided to the
Department of Regional Planning on an annual basis that lists the Major Events held at the
Athletic/Events Center in the previous year. The majority of such events shall be athletic or
student-related programs.
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The TDM Program shall be designed to mitigate, to the extent feasible, the significant
impacts of traffic in connection with such events. It shall include measures, such as those
listed in the Traffic Impact Study (Appendix H of the 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 Program shall be developed in conjunction with the County of Los
Angeles prior to issuance of a building permit for the AEC. The Preliminary TDM Program
shall be reviewed with Pepperdine’s Transportation Advisory Committee, which includes
the City of Malibu and Caltrans, and with representatives of Conservancy-owned Malibu
Bluffs and Malibu Country Estates as adjacent neighbors. The Final TDM Program shall be
approved solely by the County of Los Angeles to the satisfaction of the Director of Public
Works and the Director of Planning prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy for the
AEC. A copy of the approved TDM shall be submitted to the City of Malibu and Caltrans
for their use.

Response to Comment MBU-43

See response to Comment MBU-41 above.

Response to Comment MBU-44

The 91% occupancy rate includes all parking demands on the campus, including event demands, plus the
faculty, staff and student demands not associated with the events. The parking demands generated by
events held at the Athletics/Events Center were added to existing normal afternoon peak parking demand
data, (including students, faculty, and staff). As discussed in Section 5.7, Traffic of the EIR, analysis
shows that more than sufficient spaces would be provided to park working faculty, staff, visitors and
students during a maximum capacity event at the Athletics/Events Center and impacts would be less-than-
significant. This methodology 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.

Response to Comment MBU-45
See Topical Response 1: Average Daily Traffic

Response to Comment MBU-46

The requirement for preparation of a sewer study would serve to better identify any potential deficiencies
within the collection system considering the future conditions. There is nothing to indicate the presence
of deficiencies, and the relatively small incremental increase in sewer flow anticipated as a result of the
CLP did not necessitate the performance of a sewer area study at this time. Additionally, the functional
capacity of the sewer collection system in its current state has served the campus with no reports of
capacity problems. As a result, a study of this type has not yet been performed. The preparation of this
study has been requested by the County of Los Angeles prior to issuance of any building permits relative
to the CLP.

Response to Comment MBU-47
Page 1-89 will be modified as follows:
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Other impacts of the CLP, with the exception of traffic impacts associated with selected events held

on campus, 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. However, with respect to potential impacts associated with the
traffic impacts of selected events held on campus, a Statement of Overriding Considerations is

proposed.

Response to Comment MBU-48

Commenter questions the observation that the CLP is “generally consistent,” raising the question of
potential inconsistencies. In terms of the stated Thresholds of Significance (Page 5.11-9) the proposed
land uses of the CLP were found to be compatible with surrounding or internal uses, and found not to be
in substantial conflict with applicable land use policies and/or regulations. The Project is consistent with
the Los Angeles County General Plan and generally consistent with the County of Los Angeles Malibu
Local Coastal Land Use Plan (see DEIR Section 5-11, Land Use).

Regarding the County of Los Angeles Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (County Malibu
Land Use Plan), the only area of potential conflict involves the General Goals and Policies, namely Policy
138b, which states that “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.”

The County Board of Supervisors approved and Coastal Commission adopted Long Range Development
Plan/Specific Plan for Development allows for heights greater than 35 feet on the Pepperdine campus.
Page 1-90 is modified to state its consistency with the Los Angeles County General Plan and will read as
follows:

DEIR 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 DEIR 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.

It is important to note that in the hierarchy of planning documents, the University is subject firstly to
consistency with the policies and provisions of the Pepperdine Long Range Development Plan /Specific
Plan for Development (LRDP/SPD) adopted by the California Coastal Commission, and secondly, project
consistency with the County Malibu Land Use Plan, for development of the Pepperdine campus. If there
is an apparent conflict between a provision of the LRDP/SPD and the County Malibu Land Use Plan, the
LRDP/SPD would govern. Consequently, the LRDP/SPD, County Development Program Zone (DPZ)
entitlement, and subsequent discretionary permits, have acknowledged and permitted campus buildings
that are taller than the height limit specified in Policy 138b of the County Malibu Land Use Plan. A
number of existing buildings on campus exceed this height restriction. Two proposed components in the
CLP exceed the County Malibu Land Use Plan height restriction, the residential buildings within the
proposed Student Housing Rehabilitation, which would reach 43feet and 48 feet (Page 5.11-38), and the
proposed AEC, which would have a height of 75 feet with selected architectural elements reaching 90
feet. The LRDP/SPD and DPZ include authorizations for a theme tower of 125 feet in height and an
auditorium of 75 feet in height in addition to many structures 40, 50, or 60 feet in height.
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Response to Comment MBU-49

The number of undergraduate headcount students currently enrolled in Seaver College and attending the
Malibu campus is 2,796 and the proportion of this enrollment currently housed on campus is 57.3%.
Construction of 468 additional student beds would raise this proportion to approximately 74%. The
strategic goal of providing undergraduate housing for 75% of students will vary from year to year as
enrollment fluctuates on an annual and even semester basis. Full-time equivalent students are calculated
using actual credit hours and thus cannot be determined until the end of the academic year. The total
number of full-time equivalent students for 2009-2010 is 2,912 with a corresponding total Malibu campus
headcount for the same time period of 4,213.

Response to Comment MBU-50

The four community buildings located at the Standard Precinct would serve to provide a community
space for the residential colleges concept (i.e., grouping of four residence halls) for cross-residential
community building. The buildings could include laundry facilities, kitchenettes, study rooms, lounge/tv
areas, and resident director or advisor residences.

Response to Comment MBU-51

The following will be added to the description of construction activities on pages 3-12, 3-13, 3-17, 3-19,
and 3-22 of the DEIR.

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 with ingress and egress primarily through
Seaver Drive: access from John Tyler Drive at PCH will be used if logistically necessary. Temporary
parking during construction would be accommodated by the Page Terrace Parking Lot and on street

parking.

Response to Comment MBU-52

See Topical Response 5: Construction Phasing and Management.

Response to Comment MBU-53

At a minimum, pipelines would be installed from the chiller tank at the Enhanced Recreation Area to the
AEC as well as the School of Law. Potential to tie-in to other Campus Life Project and non-Campus Life
Project facilities to further increase efficiency is possible but not planned at this time.

Response to Comment MBU-54

See Topical Response 5: Construction Phasing and Management for discussion of hauling truck routes
and truck idling.

Response to Comment MBU-55

The parking analysis shows that sufficient parking would be available for all campus users (students, faculty
and staff) during construction of the AEC. The AEC is targeted for construction near the end of Phase I. The
overall peak parking demand for Existing + Phase I uses is forecast at 3,397 spaces. The existing parking
supply is 4,584 spaces. The supply would be 4,018 spaces assuming the 566 spaces displaced during
construction of the AEC. The 4,018 spaces would accommodate the 3,397 space demand at 85% occupancy,
with a resulting reserve of 621 spaces. The University is committed to managing the campus parking supply
during the various construction projects to ensure that parking is readily available in the most convenient
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locations for students, facility and staff. For example, this may include use of special parking permits and
shuttling, as necessary, in order to utilize parking at other on-campus parking locations. The Page Parking
Lot and Terrace Parking Lot are two different lots. The Page Parking Lot is dedicated for graduate student
residents in the George Page Residence Hall whereas the Terrace Parking Lot is not specifically designated
and thus generally used by faculty, staff, and commuter students.

Response to Comment MBU-56

The Enhanced Recreational Field proposes enhancements of an existing recreational use, without
necessitating a change in use. Activities that currently occur at the existing recreation field/proposed
Enhanced Recreational Field location as well as at Alumni Park, an existing multi-purpose area, would
likely occur at the Enhanced Recreation Area in the future. The purpose is to provide enhancements for
existing activities already occurring on-campus at both of these locations. Existing activities include
concerts, intramurals, (e.g., lacrosse, soccer, ultimate Frisbee) practices, events, (e.g., Relay for Life),
special program camp activities, barbecues, and informal recreation. These currently occur up to 7 days
and nights per week and will continue to occur at that frequency. The Enhanced Recreation Area lights
will provide an average illuminance of 20 footcandles, which is consistent with recreational requirements.

Response to Comment MBU-57

Subdrain improvements associated with Component 5 will require the excavation of 100 feet of
Huntsinger Circle. It is anticipated that construction activities in Huntsinger Circle will last less than one
month. Huntsinger Circle will be reduced to one lane to serve both directions of travel during active
construction. Personnel will be provided to direct traffic. At the conclusion of the work-day, steel plates
will cover any open trench to allow for the establishment of two travel lanes. Construction can be
scheduled to provide two lanes of travel in the case of a large event coinciding with the construction
period. The construction period will not impact the TDM Program.

Response to Comment MBU-58

The University is committed to managing the campus parking supply during the various construction projects
to ensure that parking is readily available in the most convenient locations for students, facility and staff. The
overall peak parking demand for Existing + Phase I uses is forecast at 3,397 spaces. The Existing parking
supply is 4,584 spaces. The supply would be 4,293 spaces assuming the 291 spaces displaced during
construction of the School of Law. The 4,293 spaces would accommodate the 3,397-space demand (79%
occupancy), with a reserve of 896 spaces. Existing on-campus shuttles will accommodate parking in
alternative locations during the construction period.

Response to Comment MBU-59

See Topical Response 5: Construction Phasing and Management.

Figure 3-12, page 3-26 of the DEIR represents the anticipated timeline of the CLP as proposed, and the
text description supports this. However, it was also acknowledged that in a project of this duration,
circumstances may emerge in which the benefits of adjusting the proposed Project’s construction
sequence could change. For example, if the School of Law parking structure is constructed after the
Outer Precinct, corresponding measures to address parking availability on the campus would be
undertaken, as described in the text on DEIR page 3-24.

The details of impacts to the availability of parking spaces (net loss or gain) are presented in DEIR Table
3-1 and the equivalent parking information by Project Phases is presented in DEIR Table 5.8-11. Table 5
below summarizes the net addition and losses of beds resulting from the Student Housing Rehabilitation.
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Table 5

Student Housing Rehabilitation, Comparison of
Existing and Proposed Beds

Existing to be .
Existing Beds Beds to be Total w1th'Pr0p0sed Net Change
Project
Removed
Standard Precinct 800 0 1,100 300
Outer Precinct 290 290 458 168

Source: Pepperdine University, 2009.

Response to Comment MBU-60

The sentence on DEIR page 4-1 describing the location of Malibu Colony, “Additional residential
developments in the vicinity of the University include Malibu Knolls to the east and the Malibu Colony to
the south along Malibu Colony Drive.”” Will be revised to read, “Additional residential developments in
the vicinity of the University include Malibu Knolls to the east along Malibu Canyon Road and Malibu
Road to the south.”

Response to Comment MBU-61

References to the City of Malibu’s Draft General Plan will be removed from the text so the reference will
read the City of Malibu’s General Plan.

Response to Comment MBU-62

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that a Lead Agency consider and disclose
potential environmental impacts of a project prior to the required approval/denial action by decision
makers. In order to make such an evaluation, the Lead Agency must first determine the project's
environmental baseline, which normally consists of the physical conditions that exist within the area
affected by the proposed project at the time the Lead Agency begins its environmental review (i.e.,
typically at the time of an EIR’s Notice of Preparation [NOP]) In accordance with CEQA, the related
projects included in the cumulative impact analysis were compiled in coordination with Los Angeles
County and City of Malibu staff shortly after publication of the NOP.

The changes to the cumulative project list that would result from incorporation of the January 2011 list
fall into 3 categories: 1) Completed Projects, 2) Withdrawn Projects, and 3) New Projects. The following
text outlines the changes in the new list and their potential environmental effects. No new significant
impacts would occur as a result of recent changes to the list.

1. Completed Projects. The new list shows that 14 single-family residential units have been
constructed. Most of those units are replacement units due to fire loss. In addition, the new list
shows that construction has been completed on Legacy Park (15-acre park), the Lumber Yard
Remodel (2 new restaurants + retail), remodel of the Chevron Station, Malibu Lagoon State Park
Beach Parking Lot Relocation and 2 new restaurants on the pier. Theses project were not
completed and generating traffic or other environmental impacts in 2008 when the baseline
environmental data was collected. Thus, it is appropriate to include them in the cumulative
analysis.

2. Withdrawn Projects. The new list shows that 3 single-family residential unit projects have been
withdrawn. The environmental analysis prepared for the CLP assumed these would be completed in
the cumulative analysis. Thus, the analysis is conservative in nature and may overstate future
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environmental impacts.

3. New Projects. The new list shows 8 new single-family residential units are proposed, plus 8
residential remodels/additions plus conversion of a 4-unit apartment complex into 1 single-family
residential unit, plus a 10,000 SF commercial project plus remodels of the Malibu Library and the
Malibu City Hall. The trip generation for these projects is estimated at 493 daily trips, 17 A.M.
peak hour trips and 33 P.M. peak hour trips.

In addition to the traffic that would be generated by the cumulative projects assumed in the traffic
analysis, a 2% per year growth factor was applied for a 12-year period (to Year 2020) in order to capture
traffic growth not accounted for by the cumulative project list. The 2% per year growth factor is greater
than the historical growth that has occurred on PCH. Caltrans data shows that PCH traffic has grown at a
rate of about 1% per year. Thus, the 2% per year growth factor accounts for New Projects as well as any
other additional developments that may occur during the 2020 horizon period. See generally DEIR
Section 5.8, Traffic and Access.

It is also noted that the new additions to the cumulative project list would generate a minimal amount of
traffic compared to the traffic growth that is forecast using the background growth factor. Review of the
new cumulative residential projects shows 8 new single-family residential units are proposed, along with
8 residential remodels/additions plus conversion of a 4-unit apartment complex into 1 single family
residential unit. The new commercial projects include a 10,000 SF commercial project plus remodels of
the Malibu Library and the Malibu City Hall. The trip generation for these projects is estimated at 493
daily trips, 17 A.M. peak hour trips and 33 P.M. peak hour trips. These traffic additions are accounted for
by the 2% per year growth factor applied for the 12-year period to Year 2020.

The water demand for the new projects is 4,080 gallons per day. Added to the cumulative demand
identified in the EIR, the future water demand is 125,103 gallons per day. 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 future cumulative demands. See DEIR Section 5.10, Utilities.

Wastewater from the CLP and on-campus related projects would be treated at either the Malibu Mesa
Wastewater Reclamation Plant (MMRCP) or the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District Tapia
Wastewater Reclamation Facility (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 TWREF’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. See DEIR
Section 5.10, Utilities.

The new cumulative development would generate 14.2 tons of solid waste per year. Assuming a
diversion rate of 50 percent, the new cumulative development would dispose of 7.1 tons per year in local
landfills. Added to the cumulative demand in the EIR, the future solid waste disposed of in landfills
would be 600.7 tons per year. 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,
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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. See DEIR Section
5.10, Utilities.

Response to Comment MBU-63

Geotechnical investigations will be conducted for the School of Law parking structure as indicated in
MMS5.1-1 and current knowledge about the parking structure location indicates it is a feasible project.
The geotechnical recommendations resulting from investigations and analyses for this type of non-
habitable structure fall generally within a standard range for foundations, retaining walls, and concrete
types (for example) depending upon the soil types, earthquake conditions, and proximity to slopes present
at the site. Within this range of possibilities there are numerous construction alternatives that can vary
with final design details. As mentioned in the Response to Comment MBU-11, the campus (including the
School of Law parking structure location) presents no unusual geotechnical conditions based on what is
known about the geology and soils conditions from numerous geotechnical studies conducted in these
geology and soil units.

Response to Comment MBU-64

The light standard height produces reduced light trespass because the aiming angle can be focused
directly upon the field. The increased height also decreases glare, because with a steeper aiming angle,
the fixture shielding more effectively blocks the view of the light source (lamp). Furthermore, the steeper
aiming angle decreases light pollution that is the result of light escaping into the sky at angles of 90 to
135 degrees from nadir. The Illuminating Society of North America recommends an average illuminance
of 20 footcandles. See Topical Response 2: Lighting for additional information.

Response to Comment MBU-65
See Response to Comment MBU-27.

Response to Comment MBU-66

The meter locations are listed at the bottom of DEIR Table 5.5-5 and shown in Figure 5.5-1. They were
selected because they either were near noise-sensitive uses (residences in MCE with a campus view), near
a proposed substantial CLP element (Updated NCAA Soccer Field, residential complex, and Enhanced
Recreation Area), or near a substantial related project (Firestone Fieldhouse). All meters were placed in
close proximity to the roadway system including those placed at Firestone Fieldhouse and the Updated
NCAA Soccer Field, which were located, adjacent to John Tyler Drive. The selected dates were a mid-
week period when school was in session to maximize campus activity levels. Not all monitoring
locations are considered noise-sensitive. They were selected to establish baseline conditions at locations
where future noise levels may change measurably as a result of CLP implementation.

Response to Comment MBU-67

DEIR Table 5.5-9 shows the results of the change in MCE noise exposure that would occur if the
nocturnal John Tyler Drive closure were rescinded. As indicated on page 5.5-14, “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. The traffic noise from possible
diverted traffic was superimposed upon the quietest reading at the two Malibu Country Estates residences
most recently monitored.” The maximum projected number of cars per hour on John Tyler Drive is 68
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per hour between 11:00 P.M. to midnight. This includes both CLP generated trips and those associated
with existing conditions that currently do not have access to John Tyler Drive during this time.

Response to Comment MBU-68

The correct haul truck capacity is 14 cubic yards per truck. The noise level from 5,000 loads or
earthmoving over a 4-month period is 56 dB CNEL at 50 feet from the roadway centerline. Also see
Comment MBU-69.

Response to Comment MBU-69

At 14 cubic yards per truck, the daily truck movements will be 60 loads (120 trips). Assuming hauling
from 7 A.M. to 3 P.M., 7.5 trucks would enter and 7.5 would leave per hour. This is one full truck out
every 8 minutes and one empty returning every 8 minutes. Pg 5.5-11 will be revised as follows:

As described in Section 3.0 (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 120 468 trips (60 86 loads) per day assuming the use of single trailer trucks with a 14
10 cubic yard capacity. Assuming hauling from 7 A.M. to 3 P.M., one full truck would leave and one
empty truck would enter the component area every 8 minutes. The noise level associated with +60 120
daily haul trips is 57 56 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.

For more routine deliveries Seaver Drive via the Malibu Road campus entry gate will be utilized.
However, the configuration of John Tyler Drive provides a more direct route and one with less elevation
gains, losses and stops and starts en-route to Components 1. 2. and 3. For selected deliveries of
construction materials, the latter route may prove to be an essential one. Some truck hauling of major
building materials deliveries (concrete, wood, steel, etc,) may occur sporadically on John Tyler Drive
during CLP construction. Because of easier access from PCH, such major deliveries would likely need to
use John Tyler Drive access. 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.

Response to Comment MBU-70

The construction management plan will incorporate truck traffic minimization on John Tyler Drive access
at PCH; however, the use of Seaver Drive may increase conflicts between trucks and students walking
from residence halls to classes, which are less likely to occur on John Tyler Drive. Restriction to only
using the Seaver Drive gate is therefore not considered practical. Mitigation Measure MM5.5-9 has been
modified as follows:

Truck hauling activities shall be restricted to between the hours of 7:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M. Monday

through Friday, except no truck queing or hauling may take place on John Tyler Drive between PCH and
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south of the northern edge of the soccer field before 8:00 A.M. or after 5:00 P.M. Monday through
Friday. Such activities on John Tyler Drive shall be restricted to 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. on Saturday,
with no truck hauling on Sundays and holidays, in order to minimize noise disturbance on surrounding off
site residential uses. Hauling on John Tyler Drive outside these hours shall be permitted only in
extremely time-sensitive and/or emergency circumstances such as completion of concrete pouring. The
Construction Management Plan shall give strong preference to the use of the Seaver Gate instead of John
Tyler Drive as the designated haul and delivery route. John Tyler Drive would be used as a matter of
logistical necessity only for hauling of large and unique deliveries such as major concrete, wood, and steel
materials, structural components, major grading and similar-sized equipment, and available at all times
for emergency and safety-related uses.

For more routine deliveries and hauling, construction managers will specify delivery via Seaver Drive via
the Malibu Canyon Road campus entry gate. However, the configuration of John Tyler Drive provides a
more direct route and one with less elevation gains and losses and stops and starts en-route to the site.
For selected deliveries, of fabricated beams for example, and selected special deliveries to Components 1,
2, and 3 for example, the latter route may prove to be an essential one. Also see responses to Comment
MBU-54 and Topical Response 5: Construction Phasing and Management.

Response to Comment MBU-71
See Topical Response 4: Athletics and Special Events.

A discussion of event traffic and parking is presented on DEIR page 5.8-24. The proposed
Athletics/Events Center could accommodate a net increase of 1,896 event attendees over existing
conditions. Parking for events will not be located solely in the 831-space parking structure constructed
next to the AEC. New parking facilities are also proposed at the School of Law Lot, which 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. MMS5.8-2 requires implementation of an event management
plan for events with greater than 3,500 attendees. This mitigation includes the use of signage and/or traffic
control officers 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 as a first priority. Additionally, the measure includes the use of
the campus shuttle system to transport attendees to/from parking facilities throughout the campus used for
events.

Response to Comment MBU-72

A sensitive receptor designation differentiates between project on project exposure versus project on
adjacent sensitive receptor properties. Off-site residences have no choice but to listen to campus activity
noise and they have no direct control as to location, time, or intensity as sensitive receptors. Students
choose to live on-campus as part of the overall project and related existing campus operations in a setting
that may be occasionally noisy (project on project). With regard to noise from the AEC chillers, they will
be designed to achieve the degree of noise control needed to meet a level of quiet that ensures student
comfort during quiet periods. Existing chiller plants operate near residences at Drescher campus
currently without noise complaints from students because of sleep disturbance. With newest noise control
technology, no conflict is anticipated.

Response to Comment MBU-73
Page 5.7-28 of the DEIR will be modified as follows:
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The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy has proposed the development of 35 camping spaces divided

in four to five separate clusters dispersed over three generally level terrain surfaces concentrated in the
western and central portions of the Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs Property. The campground
development would also add approximately 0.7 miles of trail to the 2.3 miles of existing trails. Views of
up to the top twenty feet of three poles located along the southern edge of the Enhanced Recreation Area
may variously be seen from among the campground spaces located within the middle portion of the
Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs. The views of the poles would be from distances of 4,750 feet (0.9
mile) and greater. Views toward the light poles from campsites proposed near the western side the
Recreation Area would be blocked by elevated terrain underlying the residential development in Malibu
Country Estates. Neither any architectural features nor the light poles added in the Enhanced Recreation
Area would intrude into view that would result in potentially significant impacts to the northerly scenic
viewshed of the Santa Monica Mountains. Existing visible development is present on campus that
brackets the site at higher elevations. Completion of the Enhanced Recreation Area, as proposed, would
not result in the creation of significant impacts to visual resources.

Response to Comment MBU-74

See response to comment MBU-36

Response to Comment MBU-75

The existing track surrounding the Soccer Field is illuminated with 18 unshielded flood lights, mounted
on 9 poles. There are two luminaires per pole, mounted at approximately 20' above the finished grade.
The luminaires use High Pressure Sodium lamps, sized ED-18 or ET-18, that range in intensity from 200
watts to 400 watts.

The fixtures provide full and direct views of the light source, reflector and lens. Measurements taken
during site visits to sensitive locations show glare conditions that result from the use of such unshielded
luminaires. Table 5.7.2-1 in the DEIR identifies existing measured conditions at various receptor sites.

Receptor Site A shows intensity of the Track Lighting when viewed from John Tyler Drive. The existing
contrast ratio at site A is 45:1, well above 30:1, the measurement for the threshold of significance for
glare impacts. The measured luminance of the direct view of the light source is 368 footlamberts. After
the installation of the CLP lighting proponents, contrast is expected to be reduced to 19.0:1, which is
below the standard used to determine whether or not there is a significant glare impact. For a detailed
descriptions of the CLP lighting components, see Draft EIR, Appendix G.

Response to Comment MBU-76

The existing athletic lighting on the Recreation field is composed of eight unshielded luminaires mounted
on four (4) poles. Two luminaires are mounted on each pole, at roughly 32' above the finished grade.
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The luminaires use Metal Halide lamps, likely ranging from 500 watts to 1000 watts. The fixtures
provide full and direct visibility of the light source, reflector, and lens. Measurements taken during site
visits to sensitive locations show glare conditions that result from the use of such unshielded luminaires.
Table 5.7.2-1 in the DEIR identifies existing measured conditions at various receptor sites.

Receptor Site F shows the intensity of the recreation field athletic lighting. The existing contrast ratio at
site F is 46.0:1, above 30:1, the threshold of glare. Further, the direct view of the light source is 4,136
footlamberts. After the installation of the CLP lighting, contrast is expected to be reduced to 8.0:1, which
is below the standard used the determine whether or not there is a significant glare impact. For detailed
descriptions of the CLP lighting components, see Draft EIR, Appendix G.

For detailed descriptions of the CLP lighting components, see Draft EIR, Appendix G.

Response to Comment MBU-77
See Topical Response 4: Athletics and Special Events.

Response to Comment MBU-78

Table 5.11-3 identifies the approved LRDP/DPZ facilities with their corresponding CLP components, and
the detailed campus map in DEIR Figure 5.11-5 illustrates their locations on the Pepperdine University
campus.

Response to Comment MBU-79

The reference to the Malibu Civic Center Specific Plan Area (DEIR page 6-18) will be removed and
revised as follows:

As shown in Figure 6-1, the parcel is located within the Malibu Civic Center Speeifie Plan Area north of
the library and court building.

Response to Comment MBU-80

The comment indicates that Athletics/Events Center parking at the Alternative site should be calculated as
follows: one parking spaces should be provided for each three fixed seats plus one parking space per
every two employees. Assuming a maximum seating capacity of 5,470 seats and 85 employees for
events, the parking requirement in the City of Malibu would be 1,867 parking spaces.

As discussed on DEIR page 6-26, 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.
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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 239,300 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.

Response to Comment MBU-81

As discussed on DEIR page 6-21, 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. Unlike the
proposed CLP, it could not be excavated to a depth of 25 feet.

Long-term mobile noise impacts, while not specifically citing the residences in the Malibu Knolls
neighborhood, are acknowledged to be greater than the proposed CLP because there would be more
vehicle trips to and from the facility on a routine basis. Given the much greater walking distance to the
off-site location from the campus all attendees, participants, and employees would likely travel via motor
vehicle to the site.

As discussed on DEIR page 6-23, 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 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.

Response to Comment MBU-82

See response to comment MBU-41. Reference to 3,100 attendees within this section will be removed. DEIR
ages 6-25 and 6-32 will be revised to include the following:

Events exceeding the current capacity of on-campus events would result in greater traffic impacts than would
result from the proposed Project.

Response to Comment MBU-83

As discussed on DEIR pages 6-25 and 6-26, 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.

Response to Comment MBU-84

As stated on DEIR page 6-27, the projected number of parking spaces required for an off-campus student
dormitory with 468 beds would be 468 spaces. The equivalent number of parking spaces for a student
dormitory under the City of Malibu LIP Section 1.2 requirements is calculated according to the following:
a single student bed would be equivalent to one guest room, meaning that there would be 468 guest
rooms. The formula for student dormitories requires that two (2) spaces be provided for each three (3)
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guestrooms, resulting in a required 312 spaces. Further the regulations require an additional 2 spaces be
provided for each dwelling unit. Student dorm rooms (with two beds/guest rooms each) would be
arranged in three (3) dorm room clusters within a single dwelling unit. There would be approximately 78
dwelling units, requiring an additional 156 parking spaces (2 additional spaces required per dwelling
unit). The parking spaces required for the guest rooms (312) and those required for the dwelling units
(156) combine to total 468 spaces. Page 6-27 will be revised to delete the following: This assumes a
parking requirement of 1 space per bed.

Response to Comment MBU-85

The text on DEIR page 6-30 pertaining to Alternative 3 identifies that the noise generated during both the
construction phases and operational phases of the Alternative would be greater than that of the CLP
because of the proximity of the adjacent sensitive residential land uses, which includes the Malibu Knolls
residences.

Response to Comment MBU-86

The analysis of Alternatives 2 and 3 is in agreement with observations raised in the comment. The
analysis of traffic impacts under Alternative 3 (DEIR page 6-32) points out that there would be significant
impacts along travel routes between the off-site dormitories and the campus. Per Alternative 2, such
impacts would also be greater at times when large events would be held on campus. Further, under the
Land Use analysis (DEIR page 6-33, 34) it was also observed that student housing at the location would
exceed the maximum allowable FAR.

Response to Comment MBU-87

The analysis of the Alternatives 2 and 3 is in agreement with observations raised in the comment.

Comment MBU-88

Outdoor sound amplification devices and speakers are currently in use at the Project site and are therefore
part of existing campus conditions. This is an existing use that will remain following completion of the
proposed Project. As there is no nexus between the Project and potential impacts relating to outdoor
sound amplification, the mitigation suggested is not necessary or required under CEQA.

Response to Comment MBU-89

See Topical Response 8: John Tyler Drive. As there is no nexus between the Project and potential impacts
analyzed relating to John Tyler Drive, the mitigation suggested is not necessary or required under CEQA.

Response to Comment MBU-90

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 decibels (dB)
Lso daytime hourly noise standard at the residential boundary and 45 dB Ls, 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 Ls, 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
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dB per distance doubling between the source and the closest receiver. At the nearest distance to a
sensitive off-site receptor of 500 feet, noise from HVAC equipment would be approximately 34 dB Ls
without shielding. Shielding would reduce noise levels to less than 34 dB Ls, but is not required per the
conclusions of the noise analysis and application of Los Angeles County Noise Ordinance standards for
stationary sources. The suggested mitigation is therefore not needed because noise impacts from the

HVAC equipment are less than significant even without it. The mitigation suggested is not necessary or
required under CEQA.

Response to Comment MBU-91

See Topical Response 4: Athletics and Special Events for a discussion of event frequency and
attendance.

Response to Comment MBU-92

There are three approach lanes on John Tyler Drive at the PCH signal. They include a left-turn lane, a
left-plus-right turn lane, and a right-turn lane. Thus, there are already two lanes provided for vehicles to
turn left from John Tyler Drive onto PCH after events end at the AEC.

Response to Comment MBU-93

The ATE staff that participated in completing the traffic analysis includes two civil engineers registered
by the State of California, which satisfies the LA County guidelines.

Response to Comment MBU-94

See Topical Response 5: Construction Phasing and Management.

Response to Comment MBU-95

As shown in Figure 3-9 of the DEIR, 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. Since no active uses are proposed for the debris basin, this component would not
generate traffic on a daily basis.

Response to Comment MBU-96

Figure 2 of the traffic study contained in DEIR Appendix H is the project site plan and it illustrates the
location of the proposed CLP components on the Pepperdine University campus. Thus, Malibu Country
Drive is not shown on Figure 2 as it is not located on the Pepperdine campus. Malibu Country Drive is
shown on Figure 1 of the traffic study, contained in DEIR Appendix H which illustrates the street
network in the vicinity of the project site. Firestone Fieldhouse is located on John Tyler Drive
approximately 400 feet southeast of the campus baseball field. Figure 3-3 of the DEIR also identifies the
Firestone Fieldhouse and other existing campus locations.

Response to Comment MBU-97

Mulholland Highway contains two travel lanes in the vicinity of Las Virgenes Road.

Response to Comment MBU-98

The MOU process began in 2008. The counts collected in 2008 were reviewed and approved by County
staff for the traffic analysis. It should also be noted that Caltrans data shows that traffic volumes are now
lower than the volumes that were collected in 2008. Thus, the 2008 traffic volumes represent an
acceptable baseline for assessing existing conditions. It is also noted that the 2008 volumes were adjusted
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to 2020 volumes using a very conservative 2% per year growth factor. Caltrans data indicate that the
actual growth factor in the study-area has been approximately 1% per year for the last 5 years.

Response to Comment MBU-99

The breakdown of the new faculty and staff required for each component of the CLP project is presented in
Table 3.2 of the DEIR. For reference, Table 6 is shown below.

Table 6
Existing and Proposed Staffing

Existing Staff Future Staff
g (Proposed After CLP) Component
Department Allocati
Contract Contract ocation
FTE FTE
Employees Employees
. 15 20
Athletics 52.8 (event staff) 65 (event staff) AEC
Campus Recreation
(includes changes to
staffing with previously 7.6 0 9.0 0 Rec Field
approved expansion
anticipated to occur in
2009)
Counseling 8.0 1 8.0 1 SHR
Facilities Management & ﬁ;:\?v(;?gd
Planning/Business 186.0 122 211 132
. components
Services
based upon sf
Health 7.3 10 8.0 10 SHR
Housing 17.5 0 18.5 0 SHR
Allocated
Public Safety 363 0 433 0 between
components
based upon sf
Totals by Listed 307 147 355 162
Department
Overall Malibu Campus 1406 149 1454 164
Totals
Overall Net Increase n/a n/a 48.3 15
Note: Part time employees are included in the existing and proposed FTE staffing. Each n/a
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).
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Response to Comment MBU-100

The trip generation data collected by Crain & Associates in 1995 and the supplemental data collected by ATE
in 2008 will be included in the Technical Appendix N of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment MBU-101

The majority of the components proposed in the Upper Campus Development (UCD) have been
constructed and are functioning. The 2008 counts collected at the PCH/John Tyler Drive and Malibu
Canyon Road/Seaver Drive intersections show that the traffic levels traveling to and from the campus
have not, however, increased substantially as a result of those new facilities. The data contained in the
Crain report prepared for the UCD show that the volumes on John Tyler Drive and Seaver Drive near the
campus were about 1,000 trips during the A.M. peak hour and 1,115 trips during the P.M. peak hour in
1997. The 2008 counts collected for the CLP show that the volumes on John Tyler Drive and Seaver
Drive near the campus were about 830 trips during the A.M. peak hour and 1,005 trips during the P.M.
peak hour.

The UCD is largely complete. LRDP/DPZ facilities 254 and 265 are not yet constructed but are included
in the DEIR analysis as related projects. As described in the Section 4 on page 4-8, Environmental
Setting, “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.” For reference, the UCD
included the following components:

95000 sf graduate school

104,000 sf student housing (96 units)
100,800 sf faculty staff condos (42 units)
30,000 sf SFR for faculty staff (14 units)
30,000 sf academic support facility
25,000 sf academic learning center

Response to Comment MBU-102

Please refer to Topical Response 8: John Tyler Drive.

Response to Comment MBU-103

Widening at intersections should be the first step in adding capacity to PCH prior to full widening of PCH
to a 6-lane facility. The mitigation discussion contained in the traffic study indicates that this widening
should take place at the intersections.

Response to Comment MBU-104
The AEC is the Athletics/Event Center.

Response to Comment MBU-105

Note (b) refers to the "Supply" column in the table. The number of parking spaces referenced in the
Traffic Study footnote, 5,175 spaces is incorrect. The correct number is 5,157 parking spaces and is
shown in DEIR Table 5.8-11 of Section 5.8 Traffic and Access.

Response to Comment MBU-106

See Topical Response 5: Construction Phasing and Management.
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment MBU-107
See Topical Response 4: Athletics and Special Events.

Response to Comment MBU-108

The future parking demands were calculated assuming the existing peak demands generated by faculty,
students, staff and visitors at the campus plus the additional demands generated by the CLP components.
A note will be added to the Final EIR indicating that the parking demand calculations for the future uses
are presented in DEIR Table 5.8-11.

Response to Comment MBU-109

MM 5.8-2 in the DEIR includes signage and/or traffic control officers to direct event patrons to the open
parking lots during events (as well as event information/advertising plans, parking controls, etc.). See
Topical Response 4: Special Events for discussion of the Event Management Plan, which includes the
implementation of traffic control officers.

Response to Comment MBU-110

A significant traffic impact only occurs in limited instances when the AEC has an event 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 weekday periods.
Further, Pepperdine University currently employs traffic and parking control for events held at the
campus. For instance, the University has developed detailed traffic and parking management plan for the
graduation ceremonies, which range from 3,000 to 10,000 attendees. Those plans include placement of
traffic control officers, special signs, shuttle services, electric carts for shuttling elderly/disabled persons,
emergency services, etc. The current capacity of the Firestone Fieldhouse is 3,104 permanent seats and
3,574 total seats including temporary seats placed on the floor during non-athletic events. For purposes of the
CLP, a large event is defined as any event larger than the existing capacity of the Firestone Fieldhouse,
conservatively stated as 3,500 attendees. As defined, any large event at the AEC would warrant
implementation of the Event Management Plan. However, elements of the Event Management Plan are
currently utilized by the University for smaller events as necessary and this would continue following
construction of the AEC.
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comments Received from Organizations

Malibu Chamber of Commerce
Malibu Country Estates
Malibu Township Council
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January 3, 2010

Mr. Kim Szalay

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
Special Projects Section, Room 1362

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

REFRENCE: County Project No. R2007-03064-(3)
Dear Mr. Szalay:

On behalf of the hundreds of member businesses, the Malibu Chamber of
Commerce would like to thank the County of Los Angeles for the very thorough
job they have done on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Pepperdine
University’s Campus Life Project. Such a report allows us to better understand the
impacts of this important project.

The Malibu Chamber of Commerce supports Pepperdine University and the
Campus Life Project and recognizes Pepperdine University as a vital asset both in
our community and the region. Culturally and economically, the University has
substantial and measurable positive impacts on our local economy, through the
hundreds of jobs it provides and through students and employees that patronize our
local businesses.

Additionally, the Campus Life Project, once approved, will immediately create jobs
throughout Los Angeles, helping the region address our critical unemployment
realities and will also turn current commuters into local residents.

The Project will add 468 new student beds, which will allow the University to
house 75% of its students on campus. This will be accomplished without an
increase in their approved enrollment turning those students into residents, reducing
daily trips. These new Malibu residents will benefit our local businesses by
turning commuters who leave at the end of the day into patrons. We also believe
that the new events center will positively impact the local economy as visitors may
wish to dine and/or shop in Malibu before or after events.

We were also pleased to see Pepperdine’s strong commitment to environmental
stewardship exhibited in the design of the Campus Life Project. Pepperdine has
been a leader in sustainability since its arrival in Malibu, and the enhancements
being proposed will make the University a greener, more energy-efficient campus.

The value of having a University in our community cannot be measured and the
Campus Life Project will add to its vibrancy. This is the type of smart-growth
project that Malibu and the greater Los Angeles community should embrace and we
look forward to the project’s approval.

Sincerely,

Rebekah Evans, CEO

Malibu, CA 90265 Tel/ 310 456-9025  Fax/ 310 456-0195

www.Malibu.org

MCC-1

MCC-2

MCC-3



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Responses to comments from Malibu Chamber of Commerce

Response to Comment MCC-1

This comment expresses support for the Project, and cites the economic and cultural benefits of the
proposal to the community and local economy. This comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Response to Comment MCC-2

This comment expresses support for certain aspects of the Project, including the Project’s addition of 468
new student beds for its undergraduate students. As stated, this will help the University to further its goal
of housing 75% of its students on-campus. The commenter also expresses support for the proposed AEC,
as it is likely to generate positive benefits on the local economic community as guests patronize
businesses before and after special events. This comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Response to Comment MCC-3

This comment highlights the proposed Project’s commitment to green building principles. This comment
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.
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MALIBU COUNTRY ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

December 15, 2010

BY E-MAIL AND OVERNIGHT MAIL
kszalay@planning.lacounty.gov

County of Los Angeles,

Department of Regional Planning
Special Projects Section

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012-3225

Attn: Kim K. Szalay

Re: Pepperdine University Campus Project No. R2007-03064-(3) (“Project”)
Conditional Use Permit, Parking Permit and Environmental Impact Report

Gentlemen:

On behalf of Malibu Country Estates Homeowners Association (“Homeowners
Association”), we hereby submit the following comments to the Draft Environmental Impact
Report dated November 5, 2010 (“EIR”), and our comments and suggested mitigation measures
for the above referenced Project. The Project includes a proposed events and sports arena
(“Sports Arena”), the construction of additional student housing, lighting of outdoor baseball and
soccer fields, and the related conversion of the Firestone Fieldhouse into a student recreational
and activities center. The Homeowners Association hereby reserves the right to provide further
comments (both in writing and orally), and to testify and provide additional information at future
hearings. The main goals of the Homeowners Association are to preserve the quality of life for
its residents just as Pepperdine wants to do the same for its students.

1. CUMULATIVE EFFECT OF PRIOR PEPPERDINE PROJECTS ON
MALIBU COUNTRY ESTATES’ RESIDENTS. The Malibu Country Estates subdivision is
composed of approximately 107 single family residential detached houses, and is located
immediately adjacent to Pepperdine University (“Pepperdine”). The Malibu Country Estates
home subdivision was built at the same time that Pepperdine’s Malibu campus was built, and the
Malibu Country Estates residential subdivision shares with Pepperdine streets and road systems,
along with utility systems, sewers systems, and storm water systems. Over the years, increased
Pepperdine building construction, and increased presence on the Pepperdine campus of
additional students, faculty and other employees have burdened the Malibu Country Estates’

P.O. BOX 831, MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 80265
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residential homes by increasing the negative impacts on these homes through increased noise,
increased pollution, increased traffic, and an increased amount of light pouring over from
Pepperdine’s buildings into their homes. This cumulative effect of Pepperdine’s recently
constructed buildings and projects have had a large negative impact on the residential
community of Malibu Country Estates. See Pictures Nos. 12 to 14 showing Pepperdine’s
buildings’ lights shining directly at night into the homes from where these pictures were taken.

One building constructed by Pepperdine University would not by itself have
produced such major negative environmental impacts, but the combination of multiple buildings
constructed over the past 30 years has produced substantial negative impacts on Malibu Country
Estates’ single family residences. The new proposed Pepperdine Project (as described in the EIR)
increases these cumulative negative effects on the homes in Malibu Country Estates. See
Picture No. 5 as an example of the recently constructed Pepperdine Upper Campus
Development towering over the homes of Malibu Country Estates.

Based upon statements and testimony of Pepperdine, Pepperdine expects in the
future to continue expanding and growing its Malibu Campus. Such future expansion and
growth will have a negative environmental impact on Malibu Country Estates and the
immediately adjacent residential community, unless adequate mitigation measures and
conditions are imposed.  Accordingly, Malibu Country Estates requests the proactive
involvement of Los Angeles County to protect its residents from Pepperdine’s expansion,
including the proposed Project.

John Tyler Drive is a roadway inside the Pepperdine campus (and exits onto
Pacific Coast Highway) and directly borders the Malibu Country Estates home subdivision.
Malibu Country Estates’ homes are situated jmmediately adjacent to John Tyler Drive (as
evidenced Pictures 4 to 8).! As shown in these pictures, the homes are located only a few feet
away from John Tyler Drive (the road on which the new Sports Arena is to be located). John
Tyler Drive provides the sole ingress and egress from the Malibu Country Estates home
subdivision.

The Malibu Country Estates residential subdivision is located in Marie Canyon at
a lower elevation than is the Pepperdine campus and Pepperdine’s buildings.> See Pictures Nos.
2, 3, and 12 which show the canyon and Pepperdine’s buildings. The canyon in which
Pepperdine’s campus sits acts as a “speaker” to project noise directly into homes. Thus, the
effect of John Tyler Drive (which is historically known as “Marie Canyon”) has caused sound to

' A disc of these photographs showing John Tyler Drive and the Malibu Country Estates homes lying a few feet
away from this roadway was submitted to the County by the Homeowners Association, in disc form, at the
December 2, 2010 hearing of the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning which took place at
Pepperdine University School of Law.

2 The pictures show how the newly constructed Pepperdine buildings tower over the Malibu Country Estates’
homes.
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be directed and amplified directly down from the Pepperdine’s campus buildings into Malibu
Country Estates’ homes. This noise factor is further exacerbated by Pepperdine constructing tall
buildings on these canyon hillsides overlooking these homes (which tall buildings further direct
sound into these homes). Pepperdine’s proposed Project’s construction of the “Town Square”
area above the homes will lead to further activities and resulting noise. In summary, sound is
amplified into the homes from the buildings and surrounding mountains.

Suggested mitigation measures and conditions would be to: (i) prohibit outside
sound amplification devices and outside speakers on the Pepperdine campus during all hours; (ii)

prohibit outside campus activities after 10:00 p.m. and before 8:00 a.m. in the morning in these
campus areas above or adjacent to Malibu Country Estates; (iii) continue the closing of John
Tyler Drive at night (as Pepperdine University has previously agreed to do so in its 1999 written
agreement) between the hours of 10:30 p.m. and 6:30 a.m. every day; and (iv) retrofit Pepperdine
buildings with sound screens and sound footings on rooftop mounted HVAC equipment and
other exposed equipment. Additionally, prohibit the future construction of rooftop HVAC
equipment in areas which will project sound down on the homes, and instead have HVAC
equipment for these structures located in sound proof rooms so that noise does not project into
homes.

2. IMPACT OF CONVERTING FIRESTONE FIELDHOUSE INTO A NEW
STUDENT ACTIVITY AND RECREATION FACILITY. The proposed expansion and
conversion of the Firestone Fieldhouse into a student activity and recreation center and a student
union and gathering place (which the EIR states will operate both early in the morning and late at
night) will have a significant negative impact on the adjacent Malibu Country Estates’ homes.
See Picture No. 12 taken from homes showing the Firestone Fieldhouse at night and its close
location to these homes.

Page 2-1 of the EIR indicated that the University plans to convert the Firestone
Fieldhouse to a new recreation center (“Recreation Center”). Page 5.5-24 of the EIR indicates
this conversion to a new student activity facility is “related” to the Project, and indicates
Firestone Fieldhouse is to become a recreation center once the new Sports Arena is constructed.
Thus, there is linkage between the Sports Arena and this Recreation Center, and a substantial
cumulative effect on Malibu Country Estates.

The EIR at page 5.5-24 indicates that this new Recreation Center in intended to
open early and stay open late.

Such a new Recreation Center should not be located adjacent to single family
residential homes. Using the parking lot and road systems immediately in the front of single
family residential homes by this new Recreation Center “early” in the morning and “late” at
night (as described in the EIR) will produce substantial noise from cars driving in and out late at
night, students congregating and talking outside near homes, car doors slamming, car alarm
systems going off, defective mufflers, motorcycles with loud noises, etc. See Pictures Nos. 13
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and 14 showing the parking lot for this proposed Recreation Center located immediately next to
homes.

Suggested mitigation measures for this new Recreation Center would include:
(i) prohibiting the use of this Firestone parking lot area between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 6:30
a.m.; (ii) requiring entering into this new Recreation Center through the back of the Firestone
Fieldhouse (rather than the front area which faces the homes) after 10:00 p.m.; (iii) restrict hours
of use of this new Recreation Center, such as not before 10:00 p.m. and not earlier than 8:00
a.m.; and (iv) the use of the Recreation Center should be limited to solely Pepperdine student
intramural athletics (within the specified hours) and should specifically prohibit dances, concerts
and other similar congregating events which will produce large amounts of noises in outside
areas which will go late into the night (which would then in turn, directly negatively impact the
Malibu Country Estates’ neighboring residential homes).’

Importantly, the Firestone parking lot connected with this new Recreation Center
(and related to the Project) should be left as a surface parking lot, and there should not be
allowed construction of any other buildings or any multilevel parking structure on this Firestone
Recreation Center parking lot. This will serve to prevent negative impacts on the visual effects
of homeowners’ views and to limit noise going into the immediately adjacent homes.

There was a prior Pepperdine proposal to Los Angeles County to convert part of
the Firestone Fieldhouse area into a student heath center. Having the health center located next
to homes would increase noise to the immediately adjacent Malibu Country Estates’ homes by
late night emergency vehicles (with sirens) entering and leaving the area right next to these
homes. The use of the Firestone Fieldhouse activity center as a health center should, thus, be
prohibited. Instead, any health center on the Pepperdine University campus should be located on
the side of campus away from the residential community of Malibu Country Estates.

In summary, the types of events in the new Recreation Center should be
restricted, hours of operation should be restricted, use of John Tyler Drive and the Firestone
parking lot’s use should be prohibited at night, and noise mitigation measures should be
implemented.

3. THE PROPOSAL TO HAVE LIGHTING OF BASEBALL FIELD AND
SOCCER FIELD AT NIGHT. Page 5.5-24 of the EIR indicates the Pepperdine’s proposes to
have lights for night use of the existing baseball field. It is contemplated in the EIR that this
lighting will be intense enough so that baseball games may be televised.

* The description of using the Firestone Fieldhouse and new student Recreation Center for “dances” and “movies”
along with student congregation in the Firestone Ficldhouse area was described in the original Pepperdine
University Project Description November 27, 2007 submittal to Los Angeles County at page 29. See Pepperdine’s
November 27, 2007 submittal to the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning. Since dances, movie,
and other similar activities were not considered by the EIR, they should be prohibited.
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It should be noted that in the Malibu area, there are prohibitions and restrictions
by both the City of Malibu and the California Coastal Commission as to night lighting of parks
and other facilities. Why is Pepperdine not subject to similar prohibitions and restrictions?

The proposed lighted baseball field (as shown in Picture No. 11) is located
immediately across from Malibu Country Estates’ single family residential homes. This baseball
field’s lights will shine into these homes (see Picture No. S showing homes directly across from
proposed lighted baseball field). There will also be night time crowd noise entering these homes.
The EIR’s restriction of the baseball field’s use up to 10:00 p.m. for a lighted baseball field and
the lighted soccer field is not adequate nor is it realistic when there is a possibility of baseball
games going extra innings and soccer games going into overtime, plus the time required for the
crowds and traffic to leave these stadiums.

Suggested mitigation measure of these proposed night time uses would include:
(i) prohibit night time lighting of the baseball and soccer fields and have all games end by dusk;
(ii) limit hours of baseball field usage; (iii) prohibit parking in Malibu Country Estates for any
baseball or soccer field activities and for Pepperdine to have Pepperdine security persons
monitor Malibu Country Estates’ streets to prohibit parking and pedestrian traffic in Malibu
Country Estates from these two sport field’s areas; and (iv) require Pepperdine to take measures
to reduce noise from the exiting soccer field and the baseball field going into the homes which
are immediately adjacent to these areas.

The homes were constructed immediately next to the baseball field and soccer
field (see Picture No. 5) in reliance upon the fact that these fields would remain without night
lights and it was never contemplated when these homes were built that nighttime lighting would
be added to the baseball field and to the soccer field.

4, INCREASE IN NOISE LEVELS. The construction of the new proposed Sports
Arena and the new Firestone Fieldhouse Recreation Center will increase noise to the Malibu
Country Estates’ homes immediately adjacent to John Tyler Drive. Currently, there is a constant
drone of traffic due to the increased number of vehicles using John Tyler Drive due in part to
Pepperdine’s recent new construction of its Upper Campus Development and other facilities.
See Pictures Nos. 2 and 13 showing the location of the new proposed Firestone Recreation
Center (on left side) and the parking lot, which shows this proposed Recreation Center being
immediately next to homes.

The EIR speaks about the current amount of noise as being up to 60 to 60.5
decibels (see page 5.5-7 of the EIR) right next to homes. It should be noted that at this high
decibel level, there is a recommendation in the EIR at page 5.5-2 that sound insulation and other
noise reduction should be implemented.

Because Pepperdine’s buildings and the shape of the canyon magnify sound (see
Pictures Nos. 2 and 5), Pepperdine should have taken additional sound readings for the EIR at
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other locations and should consider the fact that the amount of sound may increase above 60-
60.5 decibels under their proposal to: convert the use of the new Firestone Fieldhouse Recreation
Center with all of its proposed additional late night and early morning activities; the additional
traffic from the additional proposed new housing; and the new traffic from the proposed Sports
Arena located on John Tyler Drive. Also, because the use of the Pepperdine campus is seasonal,
it can be expected that higher levels of noise will occur between September and May, when the
regular school year is in session.

It should also be pointed out that sound decibel levels are only one element in
considering noise and its effect on surrounding areas. Sound frequency, the reflection of sound
from surrounding areas (such as the Pepperdine buildings and canyons onto the homes below),
and other factors should be considered in any sound study.

The suggestion of having noise insulation and enclosed windows at page 5.5-2 of
the EIR to reduce noise highlights the unfairness to burden Malibu Country Estates’ homeowners
with additional costs. These homeowners should have the right to leave their windows open to
enjoy the fresh Malibu air and to enjoy peace and quiet. Residents should not have to pay for
installing sound insulation, closed noise proof windows, or sound walls due to the noisy
activities of Pepperdine or the fact Pepperdine desires to now construct this new Project.

Suggested mitigation measures to consider to reduce noise would include:

o Limiting hours of operation of the new proposed Firestone Recreation Center to be prior
to 10:00 p.m. and no earlier than 8:00 a.m.;

e Limit the types of events in the new Recreation Center to not include dances and similar
student gatherings.

¢ Have ingress and egress be from the back of the new Firestone Fieldhouse Recreation
Center.

¢ Prohibit the use of the Firestone Fieldhouse Recreation Center parking lot after 10:00
p.m.

e Continue to close off John Tyler Drive from 10:30 p.m. to 6:30 a.m. pursuant to the
written signed agreement which PePperdine University has entered into with Malibu
Country Estates dated May 13, 1999.

* A copy of this May 13, 1999 letter agreement has previously been delivered to Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky’s
office and the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning. For your ease of reference, an additional
copy of this May 13, 1999 agreement is attached hereto. The EIR mistakenly at page 5.5-17 assumes that
Pepperdine University can keep John Tyler Drive open at night.
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o Prohibit the use of John Tyler Drive when there are events at the Sports Arena in order to
reduce noise, and instead direct this traffic through the Malibu Canyon Road entrance. If
necessary, use offsite parking in the Civic Center and shuttle buses to the New Sports
Arena.

e Prohibit outside amplification of sound on the Pepperdine campus since the hills direct
this sound directly on the Malibu Country Estates’ homes.

e Require Pepperdine University to construct (or pay for construction) sound walls and
foliage (which will not block homeowners’ ocean views) so as to reduce the impact of
noise from John Tyler Drive and the Pepperdine campus.

5. INCREASES IN TRAFFIC. There have been cumulative increases in the
number of vehicles using John Tyler Drive caused by the recent construction of the Pepperdine’s
Upper Campus Development, past additional classroom building construction, and other
buildings upon the Pepperdine campus.

The EIR fails to analyze the effect of traffic at the intersection of John Tyler
Drive and Malibu Country Drive (see page 5.8-2 of the EIR). Malibu Country Estates has only
one road (Malibu Country Drive) for ingress and egress of its residents to their homes.® It is this
one road, Malibu Country Drive, that goes onto John Tyler Drive. When this John Tyler Drive
exit is unavailable for use by Malibu Country Estates’ residents, then there is no way for the
homeowners to enter and exit the Malibu Country Estates residential subdivision, and access to
their homes is denied. Currently, for example, when Pepperdine has Spring graduation
ceremonies, there is traffic gridlock in the general campus area with large number of cars
attempting to enter and exit the Pepperdine campus, thereby effectively blocking off the Malibu
Country Estates ability to leave their subdivision on John Tyler Drive (see Picture No. 15
showing bumper to bumper traffic on John Tyler Drive and Pacific Coast Highway during
Pepperdine’s Spring graduation ceremonies). If the new proposed Pepperdine Sports Arena were
allowed to be constructed, then during Sports Arena events, the bumper to bumper traffic would
effectively “lock” Malibu Country Estates’ residents into their subdivision. There would be no
way for homeowners to exit their subdivision.

The EIR should evaluate in detail the effect of traffic at the intersection of John
Tyler Drive and Malibu Country Drive including the number of projected traffic trips, its
negative impact on the residents of Malibu Country Estates, health and safety issues, and speed
of traffic at that intersection.

Mitigation measures to consider for John Tyler Drive would include: (i) having a
stop sign on John Tyler Drive above the Malibu Country Drive intersection to slow down traffic;

3 There are additional emergency fire exit roads in Malibu Country Estates which are, however, closed by locked
gates.
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(ii) prohibit John Tyler Drive’s use for ingress and egress from the proposed Sports Arena during
Sports Arena events; (iii) provide for the Sports Arena alternative ingress and egress from the
Pepperdine campus other than onto John Tyler Drive; and (iv) use offsite parking in the Malibu
Civic Center area (such as in the 9.5 acres described at page 6-18 the EIR, other Civic Center
locations or possibly vacant land on the Southeast corner of Civic Center Way and Malibu
Canyon Road across from Pepperdine’s campus) with shuttle buses from parking lots to the new
Sports Arena.

The new Sports Arena which is to have a total of 5,470 seats (5,000 permanent
and 470 additional seats per the EIR) will produce significant increases in traffic. The
Conditional Use Permit for the Project should limit the number of permanent seats to no more
than 5,000 (and preferably less seats) and the number of temporary seats to 470. Additional
temporary seats, permanent seats or “standing room” in the new Sports Arena should be
specifically prohibited in order to control crowd sizes at or below the EIR’s presumed numbers.
In accounting for the specified 5,000 number of permanent seats: handicap seating, any press
seats and seats utilized by employees, staff, faculty, floor seating for basketball games, and
“standing room”® should be included within the specified 5,000 EIR permanent seat numbers.
The EIR’s evaluation is based upon the number of permanent seats in order to evaluate the
number of persons utilizing the Sports Arena facility and, thus, standing room for persons,
folding chairs, handicap seating, or similar accommodations for attendees and fans would
increase the Sports Arena’s use beyond the EIR’s presumed numbers.

There is only one single lane road each way (Malibu Canyon Road) and the two-
lane Pacific Coast Highway for access to the Pepperdine campus and the proposed Sports Arena.
The size of this new Sports Arena will be almost as large as the Greek Amphitheatre in Los Feliz
(which has 5,801 seats) and the Gibson Amphitheatre at Universal City (which has 6,089 seats).
If this new proposed Sports Arena is allowed to be built, then these large crowds will have a
significant effect on the immediately adjacent Malibu Country Estates’ single family homes in
the form of increased bumper to bumper traffic and noise on John Tyler Drive within a few feet
of homes (see Pictures Nos. 4 to 8). Additionally, pollutants are produced by each of the
vehicles that utilize the new Sports Arena and John Tyler Drive, right next to homes.

Malibu is an enclosed area between the ocean and the mountains and is not an
appropriate location to construct such a large Sports Arena. The already saturated roads in
Malibu cannot accommodate this proposed large amount of traffic. The EIR should consider the
alternative of locating the Sports Arena at another location such as off the 101 Freeway in the
Conejo Valley or San Fernando Valley.

Suggested mitigation measures to reduce the negative traffic impact of the
proposed Sports Arena would include:

¢ Some sports arenas and stadiums have dedicated areas where fans can stand to watch sporting events.
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e Prohibit traffic from utilizing John Tyler Drive when events are occurring in this new
proposed Sports Arena (and thus affording Malibu Country Estates homeowners access
to their homes and relief from noise). Use a parking lot in the Civic Center or other area
with shuttle buses to the Sports Arena.

e Keep fire gates locked, and not allowed to be used, except in the case of a fire
emergency.

e See paragraph 7, below, for additional mitigation measures.

6. WILL THE ADDITION OF 468 NEW BEDS INCREASE OR DECREASE
THE NUMBER OF TRAFFIC TRIPS? The EIR at page 1-3 indicates that 468 beds are to be
added to the Pepperdine campus and concludes that this addition of on campus housing will
reduce the number of traffic trips. The EIR concludes that students who live on campus result in
less traffic trips.

This EIR’s conclusion fails to consider that students commonly today take classes
4 days per week (and not on Friday or one other day) so commuting students would be travelling
to and from Pepperdine’s campus 4 times per week. Also, it is common for commuting students
to regularly use the internet and computers to take classes and do library research, rather than
driving to and from campus.

On_the other hand, students living on Pepperdine’s campus have no grocery
stores, drug stores, shopping areas, and will generally regularly drive from the campus to do
daily functions such as: to buy groceries and foods and to go to restaurants; to purchase toiletries
and other similar items; to purchase clothes; to purchase consumer electronic and other products;
to seek recreational and social activities such as movies; to visit friend and other persons off
campus; and to seek outdoor recreation activities such as beaches, parks, bike paths, etc, and for
other purposes. Thus, students living on campus may have several traffic trips to and from
campus per day, and these additional trips occur 7 days per week (rather than for only 4 or less
days one time per day for commuting students). There are other colleges where students who
live on a campus can walk to stores in easy walking distance,” but this is not the case on
Pepperdine’s Malibu campus.

Thus, traffic trips will in fact be increased with more students living on
Pepperdine’s campus thereby putting additional burden on Pacific Coast Highway, John Tyler
Drive, and Malibu Canyon Road.

It should be noted that the City of Malibu and Los Angeles County previously
restricted the number of homes and housing units that can be constructed in the Malibu area

7 On these college campuses where there are stores in walking distance (such as University of California at
Berkeley) arguably daily car trips are reduced by students living on campus.
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because of their concern of the limited capacity of Pacific Coast Highway and Malibu Canyon
Road for traffic trips. To increase the number of students and housing units on Pepperdine’s
campus and to allow large crowds at the new Sports Arena will increase the number of traffic
trips beyond the scope of these highway’s design and will overburden Malibu’s highways.

7. MITIGATION MEASURES REGARDING THE NEW_ PROPOSED
SPORTS ARENA. The EIR presumes that the new Sports Arena is a direct necessity for
Pepperdine to conduct its educational activities. However, the conduct of NCAA level college
basketball and football athletics has been pointed out by a report prepared by the United States
Congress Congressional Budget Office as “loosely connected in educating students and might be
viewed and unrelated to the schools’ tax-favored purpose.” This Congressional Budget Office
report questions whether major football and basketball sports may “have become side
businesses” for schools.! Accordingly, having a NCAA basketball sports arena cannot be
equated with Pepperdine’s classroom space, libraries, and other buildings directly connected to
students’ education.

It should be noted that attendance at sporting events, including athletic events,
tends to produce more rowdy behavior by the attendees (which are both students and
nonstudents, and members of the general public) including J)ublic intoxication (even assuming
that alcohol will not be served at the new Sports Arena).” Public intoxication produces an
especially high level of risk on Pacific Coast Highway and Malibu Canyon Road where high
incidents of fatal auto collisions have been experienced in recent years.

Mitigation measures as to the proposed Sports Arena to consider would include:

o Restrict the types of events which are to occur in the new Sports Arena, and prohibit
concerts and similar types of gatherings.

e Condition to allow only sporting events where Pepperdine is a participant team (such as
not allowing use of the Sports Arena for professional sports programs or use by amateur
sport teams not connected to Pepperdine). Page 5.5-18 of the EIR indicates that only
certain sporting events, student convocations, and annual bible lectureships will occur at
the Sports Arena.

e Restrict hours of operation of Sports Arena to prohibit events from going later than 9:30
p.m. at night so that traffic does not go by Malibu Country Estates single family homes
late at night.

¥ See Congressional Budget Office paper on the Tax Preferences for Collegiate Sports prepared by the Congress of
the United States, Congressional Budget Office, May 19, 2009, along with the authorities cited therein.

9 Attendees at athletic events many times come to the events intoxicated because they drink at bars and other
locations before attending the event.
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e Limit the number of events that will occur at the new Sports Arena each calendar year.
This number of allowed events per calendar year would include the number of expected
basketball games, volleyball games, and certain other specified number of events.

e Prohibit leasing out or use of the Sports Arena for concerts, or other similar large
gatherings.

e Require Pepperdine, when the Sports Arena is in use, to station security guards to
prohibit pedestrian and vehicle traffic from utilizing Malibu Country Estates subdivision
during activities at the Sports Arena. Persons using the new Sports Arena should be
prevented from parking in the Malibu Country Estates’ residential subdivision in order to
prevent littering, parking problems, noise, and persons loitering in the subdivision and
person walking late at night through the residential subdivision.

e Prohibit at all times motorcycles or vehicles with loud or defective mufflers from
utilizing John Tyler Drive so not to wake home residents.

o Continue to keep John Tyler Drive closed between 10:30 p.m. and 6:30 a.m. pursuant to
the current 1999 written agreement between Pepperdine University and Malibu Country
Estates.

e Consider the alternative of locating the new proposed Sports Arena in an off campus
location such as along the 101 Freeway (where there would be adequate road access) in
such areas as the San Fernando Valley or the Conejo Valley. Many Universities locate
their main NCAA athletic facilities away from their campus.'® Other Universities have
similar issues with adjacent residential neighborhoods so they have their NCAA sports
athletic facilities in other locations.

¢ No traffic should be allowed on John Tyler Drive from the new proposed Sports Arena.

e Consider having offsite parking for the new Sports Arena in the Civic Center area (such
as on the 9.5 acres described in the EIR or at the Southeast comer of Malibu Canyon
Road and Civic Center Way) and then have shuttle buses take persons to the new Sports
Arena through the Pepperdine campus’s Malibu Canyon entrance, thus allowing John
Tyler Drive to be closed to Sports Arena traffic.

1 For example, Columbia University in New York City has its athletic campus located at the northemn tip of
Manhattan miles north of its campus. Northwestern University in Evanston, lllinois (near Chicago) has its athletic
campus located away from the main University campus. Here in Los Angeles, UCLA plays its football games in the
Rose Bow! located many miles away from UCLA’s Westwood campus.
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e Consider reducing the number of seats in the Sports Arena in order to reduce its
environmental impact including reducing traffic.

e Prohibit persons walking late at night on the sidewalks along John Tyler Drive to prevent
talking persons exiting the Sports Arena from disturbing the homes which are
immediately adjacent to this sidewalk area.

8. SUGGESTED MITIGATION MEASURES DURING CONSTRUCTION.
During the construction of the new Project, mitigation measures should include: (i) No
construction should commence before 8:00 a.m. and there should be no construction on
Saturdays or Sundays or legal holidays; (ii) All construction workers and construction trucks
should be required to use the Malibu Canyon Road entrance for ingress and egress (and not use
the John Tyler Drive entrance or John Tyler Drive) and no construction vehicles should park on
John Tyler Drive next to homes; and (iii) Watering and other dust control measures should be
implemented in order that dust does now blow onto homes.

9. VIEW PROTECTION. The Malibu Country Estates residential homes’ views
of the mountains and the ocean should be protected by all projects (including from all foliage and
trees on the Pepperdine campus). Tree and foliage trimming should be required in order to
preserve and mountain views of the Malibu Country Estates residents. Currently, Malibu
Country Estates has a view protection ordinance to protect its homes’ views.

CONCLUSION.

Thank you for considering the Malibu Country Estates Homeowners
Association’s comments and suggested mitigation measures to the EIR and the proposed Project.

Very Truly Yours,

Malibu Country Estates Homeowners Association

Board of Directors

\

cc: Ben Saltsman, Planning Deputy for Los Angeles County Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky (via e-
mail and overnight mail) bsaltsman@bos.lacounty.gov
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PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY

EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT

May 13, 1999
Mr. Armand Grant
President
Malibu Country Estates Homeowners Association
3602 Forest Gate Circle -
Malibu, CA 90263 e

Re: Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Graduate Campus Project

Dear Mr. Grant:

Thank you for the opportunity to meet with you on March 8, 1999 and respond
to concerns presented by the Malibu Country Estates Homeowners Association (the
"Homeowners") in the matter of the County of Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission's
Conditional Use Permit No. 97-191-(3), and related applications, dated February 25, 1999 (the
"CUP") for Pepperdine University's Graduate Campus Project (the "Project”). We are pleased
that Pepperdine University (the "University") and the Homeowners have decided to work out
any outstanding issues related to the Project by entering into this voluntary agreement.

This letter agreement memorializes the mutual understanding reached by and
between the University and the Homeowners. The letter addresses each issue raised in the
Homeowners' March 8, 1999 letter to me, and summarizes the resolution of each issue as
agreed to at our meeting.

UNIVERSITY’S VOLUNTEER AGREEMENTS

1. Restricting Traffic on John Tyler Drive

The Homeowners' letter requested that the University undertake certain
additional measures that go beyond the requirements of CUP Condition No. 10(w), which
limits the Project’s construction traffic that may use John Tyler Drive. In response to the
Homeowners' request for additional traffic restrictions, the University agrees to do the
following:

a. Delivery Vehicles. The University shall direct delivery trucks and
SImllar vehicles where feasible to use the Seaver Drive entrance to the University during all
times of the day. Such restrictions are not considered feasible if delivery trucks are unable to
maneuver the Seaver Drive grade, if they are making deliveries to the "Restricted Area of John
Tyler Drive" (as defined below), cause unsafe traffic congestion, or upon other reasonable
bases. The University will notify its vendors of this restriction, include such provisions in
vendor contracts entered into following the date of this agreement, send internal memoranda to
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ensurc that University staff is aware of this restriction, and enforce it through University Public
Safety as provided below.

b.  Restricted Area Defined. The University agrees that the "Restricted Area
of John Tyler Drive" is defined to include those portions of John Tyler Drive that border the
Malibu Country Estates homes. This area of John Tyler Drive runs from Banowsky
Boulevard to just below the Stotsenberg Track.

¢.  Idling on John Tyler Drive. The University shall require where feasible
that buses, trucks, and other loud vehicles do not idle on the Restricted Area of John Tyler
Drive. The University will notify its vendors of this restriction, send internal memoranda to
ensure that University staff is aware of this restriction, notify visiting athletic teams, and
enforce it through University Public Safety as provided below.

P

d.  Enforcement. The University shall enforce these measures through its
Public Safety Office by instructing staff of the measures and requesting them to patrol the area
on a reasonable basis.

2. John Tyler Drive Nighttime Access Restriction

The Homeowners' letter also requested that the University provide additional
access restriction protections that go beyond the County's CUP Condition No. 12, which
requires the trial access restriction of John Tyler Drive for an initial one-year period.

a.  Triggering Event for First One-Year Review. Condition No. 12 requires
that the first one-year trial period shall commence after the issuance of the first building
permit. Your letter requests that the period begin after the "first permit" is issued. The first
permit will be the grading permit which will likely be issued at least eight months prior to the
building permit. Requiring the period to commence after the grading permit would result in a
meaningless test because it is earlier than the construction of the Project. We agreed that the
language should remain as is.

b. & c. Hours of Closure and Access Restriction. Condition No. 12 requires
that the John Tyler Drive gate and the Restricted Area of John Tyler Drive be closed to
vehicle access between the hours of 12:00 a.m. to 6:30 a.m., and an average of 10:30 p.m. to
6:30 a.m. Your letter requested that the University endeavor, where feasible, to restrict access
to the street on a regular basis from 10:00 p.m. to 6:30 a.m. During our discussions, the
University explained, and the Homeowners agreed, that the 10:00 p.m. closing time is not
practical, but that the University does agree to enforce, where feasible, a regular restriction *2
from 10:30 p.m. to 6:30 a.m. Homeowners agree that the University will have flexibility for
special events.

d.  Enforcement. As requested, the University will place signs at each end of
the Restricted Area of John Tyler Drive. The signs will alert drivers of the restricted access
hours. The University's Public Safety staff will be responsible for enforcing this restriction

MCE agreement lctier4 2



through the University's existing enforcement mechanisms, and as set forth above in section 1

(d).

e.  Limiting Exemptions. Condition 12(e)&(f) of the CUP provides that a
range of University vehicles are exempt from the John Tyler Drive nighttime access
restriction.

In order to further limit the amount of allowable traffic, the University has
agreed to interpret the condition so that it narrows the universe of vehicles that can travel
during the restricted hours. Specifically, the University agrees to interpret the condition as
follows:

12e.  These provisions shall not apply to any vehicles parking on John Tyler
Drive or exiting parking facilities that do not have alternative ingress or
egress;

12f. Nothing in this Condition shall be construed to prevent vehicles operated
by the permittee, its agents or employees from accessing this area during
the restricted times for emergency, public safety, or plant operation
purposes. Qutside of these purposes, this exception is not intended to
permit the regular use of the restricted portion of John Tyler Drive by
Pepperdine University faculty, staff, students, or employees;

. Department of Regional Planning Review. Condition 12(g) requires that
the University prepare and submit a report to the Director of Planning after the end of the first
one-year trial period. The Director of Planning will give notice of the report to the
Homeowners and will solicit their comments on the effectiveness of the trial access restriction.
After applying a balancing test, the Director of Planning will determine whether the access
restriction period shall be extended for an additional one-year period. The Homeowners
expressed two concerns regarding this review process: (1) Whether the Planning Commission
has authority to review the Director’s decision; and (2) Whether the series of one-year reviews
should be replaced by a three-year review.

Although the University does not have the authority to unilaterally change the
process set forth in Condition 12(g), the University and Homeowners have agreed to do the
following to address these concems.

(1)  Planning Commission Review. In order to ensure that the University and
the homeowners have the right to appeal the Director’s determination, the
University and the homeowners agree j ointly to file a written request that the
Director’s determination be submitted to the Commission, and that the
Commission take action on the determination. Under the County Code, any
interested person dissatisfied with the action of the Commission may then file an !
appeal from such action (County Code § 22.60.210). This is consistent with the |
Commission's desire, as discussed during the Project's approval hearings, to ,
retain the authority to review and act upon the Director's decision. The

—

MCE agreemeni letter4 3



University and the Homeowners agree that it is in both parties' interest to have
the ability to seek such Commission review in the event that either the
University or the Homeowners are dissatisfied with the Director's decision.

2) Three-Year Review. The University will file, jointly with the
Homeowners, a request that afier the initial one-year review, any subsequent
trial periods be for a three-year period. The mitigation measures in Condition
No. 12 may only be modified by the Director or the Commission. However, the
University understands that the Homeowners view the review standard
contained in Condition No. 12g as requiring clarification; therefore, the
University and the Homeowners agree that Condition No. 12g should be
interpreted as follows:

12g.  [In pertinent part]...If the Director finds that the trial access restriction of
the road, the gate, or both, is no longer necessary or has resulted in
security and/or safety problems for the permittee, or has otherwise
unreasonably disrupted traffic circulation patterns upon the property, |
after weighing same against the benefits that such restrictions provide to |
adjacent property owners, the Director of Planning may elect to modify
or discontinue the trial access restriction of John Tyler Drive and/or the
John Tyler Drive gate. If the Director finds that the trial access i
restriction of the road and/or the gate is providing a benefit to adjacent
property owners that outweighs the security, safety, and/or circulation
problems to the permittee, the access restriction shall be extended for
additional periods....

HOMEOWNERS® AGREEMENTS

As consideration for the University's agreement to undertake the voluntary
measures set forth above, the Homeowners have agreed as follows: (1) Not to appeal or
otherwise oppose the CUP; and (2) To support the CUP, upon reasonable request by the
University, in any proceedings involving the Project, including, but not limited to, the
upcoming Coastal Commission process.

Although the County's CUP decision contains numerous provisions that are not
optimal from the perspective of either the University or the Homeowners, our ability to reach a
mutual understanding is a positive step toward ensuring future neighborly cooperation. To
evidence that this letter reflects the Homeowners' agreement, such that the University and the
Homeowners will work cooperatively as provided in this agreement, please sign this agreement
below. We understand that the Homeowners' Board has authorized you to sign this agreement
on its behalf, and that such signature will obligate the Homeowners as my signature will
obligate the University.

MCE agreement letterd 4



Singerely,

rew K. Benton
Executive Vice President

Agreed and Acgepled.

/{/ A\ Date: _S /Q 7/ %9

Armand Grant, President
on behalf of Malibu Country Estates Homeowners Assomatlon
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Responses to Comments from Malibu Country Estates

Response to Comment MCE-1

This comment raises concerns regarding the cumulative effect of the historical development of the
Pepperdine campus in terms of lighting, noise, pollution and traffic impacts. Refer to DEIR Section 5.11,
Land Use for a discussion of the land use development history of the site. As stated therein, build-out of
the Pepperdine campus has occurred at a slower rate than originally contemplated in Pepperdine’s long-
term planning documents. For example, and as discussed in response to comment MCE-12a, the majority
of the components proposed in the Upper Campus Development (UCD) have been constructed and are
functioning yet traffic has not grown commensurate with this growth or at levels anticipated in the
environmental review conducted for the UCD project. Most importantly, the cumulative effects of prior
Pepperdine projects are represented by the existing conditions, and are not part of the Project. Existing
campus noise, lighting, and traffic conditions are discussed in Sections 5.5, 5.7, and 5.8 respectively of
the DEIR. As stated therein and throughout the DEIR, no significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts
related to development of the Project would occur.

The commenter presents several photographs meant to represent existing lighting conditions on the
Pepperdine campus. Many of the lighting fixtures shown in the photographs will be replaced with more
advanced lighting technology as part of the CLP.

Response to Comment MCE-2

Please refer to response to comment MCE-1 for a discussion of cumulative impacts and the photographs
used by the commenter. The photograph (Photograph 5) cited by the commenter appears to be an on-
campus view from John Tyler Drive. An equivalent view is not available from public street locations
within MCE. The commenter asserts that buildings of Pepperdine’s Graduate Campus tower over
adjacent MCE residences. This is a misrepresentation as a prominent natural ridgeline climbs sharply to
the north of MCE that provides an open space buffer separating MCE from the Graduate Campus. The
natural landform also constitutes an effective direct-line visual barrier between the two areas.

Any future growth and expansion will be governed by the University’s long-term planning documents
(i.e., the Development Program Zone approved by the County and Long-Range Development Plan
approved by the Coastal Commission). Potential future development to the campus would also require
compliance with CEQA. Of the foreseeable future projects that could be developed on campus as part of
the LRDP, those lying in closest proximity to MCE, that could have the greatest potential to result in
cumulative impacts, were evaluated under the Cumulative Projects section headings throughout the EIR.
No significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts were identified.

Response to Comment MCE-3

This comment provides a description of John Tyler Drive and neighboring MCE residences. Of the 107
homes in the MCE subdivision, 14 homes directly abut University property along the western side of John
Tyler Drive. For a full discussion of John Tyler Drive, refer to Topical Response 8: John Tyler Drive.

Response to Comment MCE-4

Please refer to Topical Response 8: John Tyler Drive regarding noise impacts to MCE residents.

The commenter suggests that Marie Canyon and surrounding topography acts as a “speaker”, an effect,
which is further amplified by the heights of Pepperdine’s buildings. The comment therefore suggests an
acoustical relationship that topography is amplifying sound levels because of a “speaker effect.”
However, numerous sound measurements were conducted as part of the DEIR in order to analyze
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

potential noise impacts at MCE, and none produced evidence of a “speaker effect.” Though anecdotal
evidence provided by neighbors is informative, the DEIR must rely on quantitative sound standards and
measurements.

Potential noise impacts associated with the Town Square are discussed on page 5.5-21 of the DEIR. The
proposed Town Square would be located on what is now the Seaver Main Parking Lot, which is in the
interior of campus surrounded by existing buildings. 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.
Because of this component’s distance to off-site sensitive receptors and intervening structures, the
proposed Town Square improvements are expected to result in less than significant noise impacts.

Response to Comment MCE-5

The commenter suggests a number of mitigation measures related to the potential noise impacts of the
Project. However, as noted in the DEIR, the CLP will result in no significant impacts on noise levels
related to HVAC equipment, outdoor campus activities, John Tyler Drive, and outdoor sound
amplification devices. As the proposed Project will result in a less than significant impact to noise in
these areas, no further mitigation or evaluation of these proposed alternatives is required under CEQA.

Outdoor sound amplification devices and speakers are currently in use on the campus and are therefore
part of existing campus conditions. These uses will continue.

As the CLP provides replacement and relocated venues for activities that already occur on campus, a
prohibition on outside campus activities is not warranted by the potential impacts of the Project.
Additionally, the EIR includes mitigation requiring that the athletic field lighting shall employ a curfew
wherein events are scheduled to end by 10 P.M. with flexibility only in the event of overtime.

See Topical Response 8: John Tyler Drive for further discussion of the existing nighttime closure of John
Tyler Drive.

HVAC equipment proposed for CLP components will not exceed the LA County Noise Ordinances or
noise thresholds of HVAC systems currently in use.

Response to Comment MCE-6

See Topical Response 7: Related Projects, for a discussion of the Firestone Fieldhouse conversion project
and Topical Response 3: Event Noise from the Athletics/Event Center for a discussion of noise impacts
related to the Fieldhouse’s continued use as a student recreation center. As stated in the DEIR and in the
Topical Response 7: Related Projects, the Firestone Fieldhouse conversion is not part of the Project and
has been previously approved by the County and Coastal Commission. No significant impacts from the
Project or cumulative impacts related to the Firestone Fieldhouse conversion would occur. In fact, the
conversion of the Firestone Fieldhouse from an athletics, events, and recreational center to a dedicated
recreational facility will result in a reduction in intensity of use from existing conditions. Thus, the
mitigation measures related to the conversion of the Firestone Fieldhouse proposed by the commenter are
not warranted or required by CEQA.

Response to Comment MCE-7

See Topical Response 7: Related Projects, for a discussion of the Firestone Fieldhouse conversion project.
Development of a parking structure or other buildings at the site of the existing Firestone Fieldhouse
parking lot is not proposed by the CLP or the Firestone Fieldhouse related project. Although not part of
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the Project or any related project, Pepperdine University’s LRDP includes conceptual approval for a 900-
space parking structure at the current location of the Firestone Fieldhouse Parking Lot.

Response to Comment MCE-8

See Topical Response 7: Related Projects, for a discussion of the Firestone Fieldhouse conversion project.
The project involves improving the existing Fieldhouse by expanding the recreational facility to provide
enhanced multi-sport athletics, recreation, and related supplementary facilities. These improvements are
previously approved and are not considered part of the Project. Although the original Campus Life
Project proposed in the Notice of Preparation included a component that would have expanded the
existing Heritage Hall facility for the purpose of converting the complex into a health and counseling
center, that proposal is no longer part of the Project. The Heritage Hall will not be expanded as part of
the Project. It currently houses institutional offices and conference rooms for the athletic department that
will be reassigned to health and counseling personnel. Heritage Hall will not function as an emergency
treatment facility.

Response to Comment MCE-9

There is no nexus between any Project impacts and the mitigation proposed by this comment. See
Topical Response 7: Related Projects, for a discussion of the Firestone Fieldhouse conversion project,
Topical Response 3: Event Noise from the Athletics/Event Center for a discussion of noise impacts and
responses to comments MCE-5, MCE-6 and MCE-12d. See also DEIR Section 5.8 Traffic and Access
and Section 4, Environmental Setting.

Response to Comment MCE-10

See Topical Response 2: Lighting for discussion of lighting trespass, glare, and dark sky restrictions. See
also Topical Response 7: Related Projects, for a description of the baseball field lighting. Contrary to the
commenter’s assertions, the baseball field’s lights will not shine into [MCE] homes. The proposed
athletic lighting package at the baseball field consists of state-of-the-art, directed, shielded light fixtures
designed to limit light trespass. Section 5.7.2 provides a discussion of the cumulative impacts of the
baseball field lighting, including the modeling of impacts at several receptor sites along John Tyler Drive,
and determined that no significant impacts would occur. The fixtures (or luminaires) are fully shielded
and aimed downward, the light sources (lamps) will not shine directly into homes.

Though previously approved, a discussion of the noise impacts from the proposed baseball field lighting
is included in the DEIR in Section 5.5, Noise. Mitigation is included to require that activities requiring
the use of the baseball field lighting must be scheduled to end by 10 P.M. (with flexibility for overtime) in
order to ensure that impacts are less than significant.

The commenter also suggests a number of mitigation measures related to light impacts which the
commenter alleges would result from lighting the baseball field. However, there is no evidence of any
significant impacts and thus no nexus between any Project impacts and the proposed mitigation measures
that would render such suggestions necessary or appropriate under CEQA. Current mitigation measures
adopted by the Project address any significant light impacts.

Response to Comment MCE-11

See Topical Response 8: John Tyler Drive for discussion of noise impacts on adjacent MCE residences.
Please see previous responses to above MCE comments.
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment MCE-12

Comment 12a: Please refer to response to comment MCE-1 for a discussion regarding the historical
development of the campus and lack of significant cumulative impacts.

Comment 12b: Please refer to Topical Response 8: John Tyler Drive. As stated, the CLP project would
result in reduced traffic flows at the John Tyler Drive/Malibu Country Drive intersection during both the
A.M. and P.M. peak hour periods. Thus the CLP project would generate a beneficial traffic impact to the
John Tyler Drive/Malibu Country Drive intersection. More specifically, traffic volume data collected at the
John Tyler Drive/Malibu Country Drive intersection shows that it operates at LOS A during the weekday
A.M. peak hour and P.M. peak hour periods. The CLP project would reduce daily and peak-hour traffic
using the intersection. Thus, operations would improve rather than degrade as a result of the Project. With
regard to concerns about MCE residents’ access being blocked during AEC events, Mitigation Measure 5.8-2
features an Events Management Plan that includes the following elements:

+  Efficiently route inbound and outbound traffic to minimize the level and duration of congestion.
+  Construction of a plan that provides access and parking information to attendees for events.
+  Posting of “No Parking Signs” at the MCE subdivision entrance.

+  Post "No Pepperdine Campus Event Parking" signs as permitted at the entrance to the Conservancy-
owned Malibu Bluffs Property to prohibit parking in its lots during large events.

+  Require annual parking counts be submitted to the Director of Planning to ensure sufficient capacity
of on-campus parking so that no event parking takes place in the Malibu Country Estates or
Conservancy-owned Malibu Bluffs Property.

+ Temporary signage at Seaver Drive/Banowsky Boulevard and John Tyler Drive/Banowsky
Boulevard intersection to direct attendees to parking.

+  Traffic control measures at the Huntsinger Circle and Via Pacifica intersection adjacent to the AEC
at the start and end of events.

+  Signage and/or traffic control officers at the on-campus parking structures and lots.
«  Employ the campus shuttle system to transport attendees from parking facilities.

+ Implementation of an event monitoring system that analyzes how efficient the Events Management
Plan was for these events and allowing for adjustments based on the results from the Events
Management Plan.

Comment 12c: As stated in Topical Response 8: John Tyler Drive, Topical Response 4: Athletics and
Special Events, and Topical Response 3: Event Noise from the Athletics/Event Center, no impacts related to
John Tyler Drive will occur as a result of the Project which would require mitigation under CEQA. A stop
sign at the southbound intersection of John Tyler Drive and Malibu Country Road would require processing
with the City of Malibu and remains outside the purview of this Project since it is not a required mitigation
measure.

Comment 12d: The maximum capacity for the AEC will be 5,470 including permanent seats, handicapped
seating, press seats, seats utilized by employees, staff, faculty, and floor seating. See response to comment
MBU-1 for discussion of seating requirements to host key athletic events and why this proposed permanent
seating capacity is necessary. The CLP does not propose “standing room only” opportunities at the AEC. See
Topical Response 4: Athletics and Special Events for discussion of mitigation measures to address increased
traffic generated from large events at the AEC. See also revised MM5.8-3.
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comment 12e: The DEIR includes a mitigation measure that requires the University to implement a
TDM Program for those events with greater than 3,750 attendees, that would start or end during the peak
hour periods, and would draw a majority of attendees from off-campus sources. Elements of the TDM
Program could include the shuttling of event attendees from an off-site location. Events held at the AEC
would not gridlock the roadway system serving the campus. The temporary increase in traffic volumes
due to AEC special events has no significant air quality implications.

As stated in DEIR Section 6.0, Alternatives, constructing an event center in an off-campus location would
result in increased traffic entering and exiting the Pepperdine campus on a regular basis. The Firestone
Fieldhouse is used for a variety of sporting events throughout the year. The majority of attendees at these
sporting events are students, faculty and staff that either reside on-campus or are already on-campus as part of
their normal work or school day. The Firestone Fieldhouse also accommodates daily practices for the various
sports teams that play their games in the facility.

Moving the sports venue off-site would require the students, faculty and staff that are on the campus to drive
to and from the new venue for all sporting events. Student athletes, coaches and athletic department staff
would also have to commute between the Pepperdine Campus to the off-site sports venue on a daily basis for
practices. This would result in increased traffic generation at the campus and potentially on Malibu Canyon
Road and the Ventura Freeway.

Comment 12f: See Topical Response 8: John Tyler Drive for discussion of the closure of John Tyler
Drive during events at the proposed AEC and implementation of Transportation Demand Management
strategies including potential shuttle buses to minimize the number of vehicles coming to campus for
large events held at the AEC. As stated therein, no significant impacts related to John Tyler Drive would
occur as a result of the Project. Thus,