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STAFF REPORT: REVISED FINDINGS 

APPLICATION NUMBER: 4-97-123 

APPLICANT: Soka University of America AGENTS: M. Andriette Culbertson, David Neish 

PROJECT LOCATION: 26800 Mulholland Highway, Malibu, Los Angeles County 

COMMISSION ACTION: Approval with Modifications 

DATE OF COMMISSION ACTION: April9, 1998 

COMMISSIONERS ON THE PREVAILING SIDE: Allen, Brothers, Dettloff, Flemming, 
Kehoe, Reilly, Staffel, Tuttle, and Chairman Areias 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The expansion in three phases of an existing university 
from 350 to 800 total students maximum including 650 day students (500 students 
residing on campus), and 150 total night students. Site development would include: 1) 
440,000 sq. ft. of building area, including retention of 18 of the 39 existing buildings on 
site (remaining 21 buildings to be demolished); 2) 856 off-street parking spaces; 3) 
consolidation of 19 existing parcels and redivision into 31ots; 4) reconstruction and 
riparian restoration of a 1,500 foot long segment of a drainage channel; 5) 47,200 cu. 
yds. of grading (23,600 cu. yds. cut and 23,600 cu. yds. of fill) for reconstruction of 
drainage channel, slope excavation, and road/driveway construction; 6) 82,800 cu. yds. 
of overexcavation and recompaction (41 ,400 cu. yds. cut and 41,400 cu. yds. fill) for 
building sites and roads/parking areas; 7) approximately 439 acres of open space 
(382.15 acres dedication, 37.17 acres conservation easement, 20.18 acres non­
restricted open space); and 8) planning and construction of riding and hiking trails. A full 
project description begins on page 36. 

LOT COVERAGE EXISTING NEW PROPOSED TOTAL 
Building 2.5 acres 5 acres 7.5 acres 
Paved Area 7.6 acres 11.1 acres 17.7 acres 
Landscaped Area 48.6 acres -22.8 acres 25.8 acres 

--Unimproved Area - - 529.8-acres ,._, - - 1.7-acres* _ _ _ - 53_7__._5 _a_cres .. _ ··-
TOTAL LOT AREA 588.5 acres 

* Increase 1n ummproved area reflects areas proposed to be revegetated With native plants. 
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LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Conditional Use Permit 91-123-(3}, Oak Tree 
Permit 91-123-(3}, Parking Permit 91-123-(3}, Tentative Tract Map 50603-(3}, Final 
Environmental Impact Report for County Project No. 91-123 (SCH 91081028) 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: See attached on Page120. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following revised findings in support 
of the Commission's action on April 9, 1998 approving Coastal Development Permit 4-
97-123, with Special Conditions relating to riparian restoration, revised plans, oak tree 
monitoring, future improvements, required approvals, archaeological resources, 
geologic approval, wild fire waiver, color restriction, landscaping plan, timing of land 
transactions, open space deed restrictions, maximum enrollment restrictions, lighting, 
athletic fields, storm water plan, public parking, special events, oak woodland 
preservation, stables, and fuel modification revisions. Summary tables detailing the 
proposal, coastal act policies implicated, and adopted conditions addressing each 
major issue area begin on Page 20. 
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continuance to the April 1998 hearing. Several concerns and issues were raised by the 
Commission during these hearings which are addressed below. 

1. Restriction of Development Area 

One concern raised by the Commission is the need to restrict the areas where new 
institutional facilities and uses could be developed in order to ensure that there is no 
further expansion of the university campus. There was also issue raised with the 
location of three detached areas designated for Institution and Public Facilities: 1) the 
area near the intersection of Las Virgenes Road and Mulholland Highway; 2) Mountain 
View; and 3) the area where dormitory buildings 22 and 23 are proposed. The concern 
was that development should be clustered in the central, developed area of the 
proposed campus. 

This issue has been addressed in several ways through special conditions required of 
this permit. Condition No. 14 requires that all designated ESHAs, outside the proposed 
MRCA dedication area, as shown on Exhibit 18, be precluded from future development 
and preserved for open space and habitat protection. This condition would serve to 
both limit the development area and provide additional protection of environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas. Findings regarding Sensitive Resources begin on page 34. 
Condition No. 15 requires a deed restriction limiting the total number of students to a 
maximum of 800 students, including: 1) 650 total daytime students {consisting of 500 
total students residing on the campus and 150 non-resident students); and 2) 150 total 
night students in non-degree program courses. This condition further restricts the total 
number of faculty and staff to a maximum of 150. Finally, Condition No. 16 requires 
annual reports, prepared by an independent auditor, to the Executive Director of the 
total enrollment and total number of faculty and staff employed. Conditions No. 15 and 
16 would serve to limit future expansion of Soka University to ensure that potential 
cumulative impacts are minimized. Findings regarding cumulative impacts begin on 
page 81. 

2. Relocation or Deletion of Proposed Structures 

There was discussion by the Commission regarding the elimination or relocation of 
several of the proposed buildings. The buildings in question are: 1) Student Dormitories 
22 and 23; and 2) Maintenance Building 24. The intention of these suggested changes 
was to restrict new development to the central core of the campus. There were 
questions raised with regard to the 137,500 sq. ft. of space proposed to be devoted to 
student dormitories and whether this would allow for future conversion to a greater 
number of units that could house more than the 500 resident students proposed in this 
application. In order to limit the overall square footage devoted to student housing, 
there was discussion of relocating or deleting Buildings 22 and 23. With regard to the 
question of whether the size of the proposed dormitories is appropriate, the applicant 
has submitted evidence that the square footage per student is not excessive. 

- --Oiscussion-oflhe Clormifory Size- is- foundin SectiorrF-below (page-43-). -Furthermore, - -
deletion of on-campus student housing would result in a larger number of students 
commuting to the University, increasing the level of traffic generated by the proposed 
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project. Buildings 22 and 23 contain 26,000 sq. ft. and 27,000 sq. ft., respectively. The· 
applicant estimates that approximately 200 students (or 2/5 of all residential students) 
would be housed in these structures. 

Staff has also considered the potential relocation of the noted structures to other sites 
on the property. The Commission's discussion involved moving the two dorm buildings 
(Buildings 22 and 23) and the maintenance building (Building 24) to the center area of 
the campus where the bulk of the new development is proposed. There are numerous 
site constraints in the central campus area that would make relocation difficult. For 
instance, the outer limits of the central campus area available for the development of 
buildings are defined by the 1 OO~foot setback around the designated ESHAs and by two 
Significant Oak Woodland areas. Additionally, there are many oak trees scattered 
throughout this area. As currently proposed, the project has been designed to avoid the 
removal of any oak trees, although there would be several encroachments into the 
protected zone of individual trees. Placement of additional structures in the center area 
would result in further encroachments and would likely require the removal of trees. 
Further, there is an existing man-made lake as well as several buildings of historical 
note located in the central area which further limit the available development area. 

Exhibit 24 shows the location of 4 potential areas for relocation of these proposed 
structures. Following is a discussion of each area and development constraints, if any. 

Area A. This area is located between Swan Pond and the Gillette Mansion. It appears 
that physically, one of the three buildings considered for relocation could be placed 
here, avoiding the removal of any oak trees. However, this area forms part of a historic 
district which includes the Gillette Mansion, pond, and the surrounding grounds. As a 
mitigation measure of the FEIR for the proposed development, the applicant is required 
to retain all the contributing buildings to the potential historic district as well as the 
existing designed historic landscape features. The applicant has submitted a letter 
report prepared by Historic Resources Group addressing the historic district which 
states that: 

This issue is so significant that it was highlighted as a recommended mitigation measure 
in our report along with the rehabilitation of contributing buildings and compatibility of 
new construction. Given the amount of new construction, all three are critical to 
maintaining the historic character of the district. Alteration to the setting is already 
significant. However, the direct relationship between Building 8 [stables] and the 
Mansion and with Mansion to its designed landscape is still largely intact. Additional 
intrusions at this point would be detrimental. 

As such, construction of a new building in this area would have adverse impacts on 
historic resources and would not be visually compatible with the character of the 
surrounding area as required under Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

___ Are~I;J.!. Qne V~IY~!It~l_b~!IQ.ir:t_g_ ~ould be placed physically in each of these small 
areas. However, construction of buildings in this-area would require lhe rernovalof­
several oak trees and/or would encroach into the drip line of the oak trees. In this 
location, any structure would be located just outside the 100 foot setback from the 
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Stokes Canyon ESHA. In addition, fuel modification for fire protection purposes would 
require thinning of vegetation within the riparian corridor (ESHA) of Stokes Creek. 
Furthermore, given the physical constraints of these sites only small structures could 
be constructed which would not be able to accommodate the square footage proposed 
for Buildings 22 and 23. 

Area C. This area is a small circular area defined by existing driveways just east of the 
Gillette Mansion. There are oak trees located in the southeastern portion of this area. 
One building could be physically placed in this area. The same adverse impacts to the 
historic district and visual resources around the Gillette Mansion would occur if a · 
structure were developed in this area. 

Area D. This area is located just south of the proposed athletic track and to the west of 
Wickland Road. There is a designated Significant Oak Woodland along the west edge 
of this area. Along the southern edge of the area is the 100 foot setback around a 
designated oak woodland ESHA. The remainder of the area is a relatively flat, mowed. 
field. It would be possible to relocate at least one of the three structures in this area. 
Such a structure would be visible from Mulholland Highway. 

Staff could identify no other potential areas in the center of the campus for relocation of 
buildings. Any other areas not occupied by existing structures or proposed to be 
developed either contains significant number of oak trees or is designated as a 
Significant Oak Woodland, is within an ESHA, or the 1 00 foot setback around an ESHA. 

Another potential way to relocate these three buildings (Buildings 22, 23, and 24) that 
was examined was to include square footage in other buildings proposed for a similar 
use. For instance, staff analyzed the potential to increase the square footage of the 
dormitory buildings 13, 15, 16, 18, 20, and 21 such that they would accommodate the 
proposed square footage found in Buildings 22 and 23. Exhibits 20-22 depict 
modifications to these six buildings (Described in more detail below) which would 
remove all proposed parking areas and roads from the 100 foot setback from ESHAs. 
As proposed to be redesigned, there would be little area to add square footage to the 
footprints of these six proposed dormitory buildings. It appears that physically, minor 
additions could be made to the footprints of Buildings 13 and 15 that would remain 
outside the 100 foot setback around the adjacent oak woodland ESHA. The proposed 
parking lot south of Building 15 could be relocated and square footage could be added 
to this building. However, these minor additions could not accommodate the 26,000 sq. 
ft. and 27,000 sq. ft. proposed for Buildings 22 and 23, respectively. Given the 
configuration of roads, parking and building footprints for Buildings 16, 18, 20 and 21, 
these structures could not be expanded within the 100 foot setback from all ESHAs. In 
addition to adding to the footprint of these structures, the area of Buildings 13, 15, 16, 
18, 20, and 21 could be increased by the addition of one more story to each structure. 
However, these structures are already currently proposed to contain three stories and 
to be 35 feet in height. Policy 138b of the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use 
Plan restricts-building heights to 35 feet . ..:rhe-Gommissien-has;-through-heariRg-and- -- -­
voting on permit applications, consistently limited the height of structures to a maximum 
of 35 feet in order to minimize visual impacts. Adding a story to these six dormitory 
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buildings in order to relocate the square footage proposed for Buildings 22 and 23 
would cause them to exceed 35 feet by another story and could have adverse visual 
impacts. In particular, the proposed Buildings 16 and 18, if constructed one story · 
higher, would be very visually prominent from Mulholland Highway and adversely 
impact visual resources as seen from the highway which would be inconsistent with 
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

In conclusion, the alternative building sites for Buildings 22 and 23 within the main 
campus area are constrained by oak trees, ESHAs and historic structures and would 
adversely impact visual resources and environmentally sensitive habitats if sited in 
these locations. The proposed building sites for buildings 22 and 23 would not result in 
any significant adverse impacts to the oak woodland ESHA or adversely impact visual 
resources from Mulholland Highway. Therefore, the proposed location for Buildings 22 
and 23 are the environmentally preferred alternative building sites. 

The Commission discussed moving the proposed dormitories (Buildings 22 and 23) in 
order to minimize impacts to ESHAs, including impacts from fuel modification, like 
removal of native vegetation. As discussed in Section G below (Page 48), these 
proposed dormitory buildings in their currently proposed location would minimize 
impacts to ESHAs. These proposed buildings would both be located on a flat area 
rising on three sides to hillsides covered in oak woodland ESHAs. Both buildings would 
be set back at least 1 DO-feet from all ESHAs. 

Fuel modification required for these buildings would include maintaining a "wet zone" for 
10 feet around the buildings. The "wet zone" means that landscaping, consisting of fire 
resistant, drought tolerant plants, in this area will be irrigated to maintain the vegetation . 
in a healthy state. Any irrigation would be primarily by drip irrigation. Any irrigation 
system would include soil moisture sensors to ensure that no areas are over watered. 
No irrigation would be provided within the ESHA or within the dripline of any oak tree. 
Fuel modification for the area between 1 00' and 200' from the buildings would require 
maintenance of all non-native grasses at a maximum height of 18 inches and thinning 
of non-native shrubs. Such work would be done by hand within any ESHA. This would 
not require any clearing within the oak woodlands or removal or pruning of any oaks 
aside from removal of dead wood. Understory shrubs would need to be trimmed, but 
not cleared. As discussed below, Condition No. 22 requires the implementation of a 
plan to protect existing oaks and to prevent disruption of natural oak recruitment 
processes within ESHAs. The proposed buildings would be located downslope of the 
ESHAs so drainage from the buildings, roads, and parking lots would not impact the 
woodland areas. As such, Buildings 22 and 23, in their currently proposed locations 
would not result in impacts which significantly degrade the ESHAs. No alternative 
locations exist which could further minimize potential impacts. Section G below, 
beginning on Page 48 discusses sensitive resources. 

The Commission discussed relocating the maintenance building (Building 24) to 
-- minimize visual-impacts. -This -building,-while-proposed ta- be-only 48-feet-high,weuld-be- -

located in a relatively undeveloped area of the site, near the corner of las Virgenes 
Road and Mulholland Highway (See Exhibit 9). Given the topography and existing 
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vegetation, there would be limited views of this proposed structure from Las Virgenes 
Road and Malibu Creek State Park to the west. In addition, the applicant is proposing 
landscaping along Mulholland Highway and Las Virgenes Road that would effectively 
screen this low profile structure from these scenic highways. Staff notes that the 
approved LUP Amendment 1-97 designated the area which includes the proposed 
location of the maintenance building for "Low Intensity Visitor Serving Commercial 
Recreation" use. The Commission also discussed whether the location of the proposed 
maintenance building in a visitor-serving use was appropriate. Although the primary 
function of the maintenance building is the storage and repair of equipment used to 
maintain the campus buildings and grounds, the maintenance building would, in part, 
be used to support visitor serving uses. One of the functions of this proposed structure 
would be the processing of downed tree limbs and other plant materials (including 
material removed from debris basins) into mulch used to support the existing Botanical 
Center and Demonstration Garden which are open to the public. The Botanical Center 
is located near to the proposed location of Building 24. Additionally, personnel who 
coordinate visitor events, including traffic control and information, would be housed in 
this building. However, the Commission finds that the function of this proposed building 
would not be solely visitor-serving. 

With regard to Maintenance Building 24, staff has identified other alternative building 
sites, one of which would be located just south of the existing historic stables building. 
In this area, views of the Maintenance Building from Las Virgenes or Mulholland would 
be further screened by the stables. However, this would result in the building being 
located approximately 100 feet from the riparian canopy of Stokes Canyon. Required 
fuel modification would extend into the riparian area. Given the value and sensitivity of 
the Stokes Canyon ESHA, the proposed location would be more protective of resources 
than this alternative location. 

Another possible location would be south of the proposed athletic track, near Wickland 
Road (Shown as "Area D" on Exhibit 24). This location was previously investigated as a 
possible area to relocate buildings. The applicant has indicated that a maintenance 
building of sufficient size to accommodate the needs of the campus could be 
accommodated in the Wickland Road area. Although the maintenance building would 
be more visible from Mulholland Highway in this location, visibility from Las Virgenes 
Road and Malibu Creek State Park to the west would be reduced. The Wickland 
location would be further removed from the Botanical Center. However, Building 24 . 
would then be more appropriately located in an area which the LUP, as proposed to be 
amended under Amendment 1-97, designates for Institution and Public Facility use 
{IPF) rather than in a Low Intensity Visitor Serving Commercial Recreation area as 
proposed under the LUP. Staff can identify no other alternative location for Building 24 
where potential impacts to sensitive or visual resources would be further minimized. 
Condition No. 2g requires revised plans that show the relocation of the maintenance 
building to the area adjacent to Wickland Road. 
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The issue of traffic impacts was discussed by the Commission, particularly with regard 
to comments and additional conditions of approval proposed by the City of Calabasas. 
Lengthy written comments were submitted priOr to the November hearing .and 
representatives of the City gave comments at the hearing. Subsequent to the 
November hearing, staff met with representatives of the City of Calabasas. 

One of the issues raised by the City was that the traffic impact analysis in the project 
EIR was not prepared by an independent third party. The subject report was prepared 
by Linscott, Law and Greenspan, Engineers, a subcontractor to Envicom, the firm that 
prepared the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed project, under the 
direction and supervision of Los Angeles County's Department of Regional Planning, 
Impact Analysis Section. Further, it should ·be noted that it is not unusual for the 
Commission to evaluate such technical reports submitted by applicants as part of a 
coastal development permit application. 

One of the City's chief concerns relates to the methodology used in the preparation of 
the project traffic impact analysis, prepared by Linscott, Law and Greenspan, 
Engineers. The City contends that the analysis compares a speculative buildout 
scenario with project impact. One of the factors analyzed by the project ·traffic engineers 
(discussed in the November staff report and this report starting on page 95) is the 
projected traffic level in the year 2015, assuming that major projects currently pending 
in the surrounding area have been constructed. However, the actual comparison used 
to determine project related traffic impacts is between the future background traffic 
condition [using the existing conditions plus ambient growth to the year 2015 (assuming 
a growth rate of 1% percent per year)] and the future background traffic condition plus 
the project related traffic. The traffic consultants chose the year 2015 for an indication 
of the worst case scenario because this is a conservative estimate of when the final 
phase of the proposed University expansion may be completed. It is at full.buildout of 
the proposed project when one would expect the greatest traffic impact. For instance, 
the first phase of development allows for a maximum of 350 students while including · 
the construction of the majority of the proposed student housing. As such, there would 
be no increase in the total number of full time students at the same time as housing for 
these students would be provided on site, significantly reducing the number of students 
commuting at present. Thus, staff concludes that, based on its analysis of the traffic 
study, it is appropriate to compare the existing traffic projected to the year 2015 to the 
traffic projection with the project traffic added to assess impacts attributable to the 
proposed University expansion. 

The City of Calabasas has suggested that additional conditions of approval should be 
added to the coastal development permit for the proposed project. These conditions 
relate to: 1) conformance to design standards and fee programs required by the City; 2) 

- ·--- -prep-aration -of"an-independent traffic-impact-assessment;-and-3)--impact-mitigation-- - - - -
monitoring. The City has requested that the Commission ensure that the proposed 
intersection improvements used to mitigate, in part, the traffic impacts of the proposed 
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project conform with the Las Virgenes Corridor Streetscape Program. This program 
sets forth such design standards as lane width. median parameters. and landscaping. 
Such design standards and fee programs largely relate to local planning issues. and do 
not relate generally to the provision of coastal access. With regard to an independent 
traffic study, as discussed above, staff notes that the project traffic analysis was 
conducted under the supervision of the County, the appropriate local government. 
Further, it is typical for the Commission to make its own assessment of reports 
prepared under such conditions for permit applications. Finally, all traffic mitigation 
measures (as with all mitigation measures required in the FEIR) will be monitored by 
the local government, state agencies such as Caltrans, and an independent mitigation 
monitoring consultant. Therefore, staff can identify no need or legal basis to add such 
suggested conditions. 

Findings regarding traffic as it relates to public access begin on Page 95. 

4. Lighting 

The Commission voiced concern with the impacts of lighting of the proposed athletic 
fields and tennis courts. Mitigation measures required by the County as part of the 
project EIR, which are included as part of the proposed project (See Project 
Description, Item No. 18 on page 40), prohibit the placement of any lighting devices on 
the playing fields, and require that other on"site lighting be of the minimum intensity 
required for safety and security. To ensure that the lighting utilized for the proposed 
project does not adversely impact visual resources or wildlife in the area, Condition No. 
17 is recommended. This condition requires the applicant to submit a final lighting plan 
for the development. This plan shall provide that: 1) All on"site lighting shall be of low 
intensity, directed downward and directed away from off"site areas, sensitive habitat, 
and open space areas;.2) No night lighting shall be provided for the athletic fields or 
tennis courts; and 3) No internally illuminated signs or neon signs shall be provided. 

5. Water Quality 

Minimizing the potential impacts from development of the proposed project on water 
quality in Stokes Canyon and downstream habitats within the Malibu Creek Watershed 
was raised by the Commission. Particular interest was given to the issue of approval by 
applicable state agencies and water quality monitoring. · 

Because the proposed project would alter over 5 acres of land, it would be subject to 
the State Water Quality Control Board General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). As such, 

· the applicant is required by law to file a Notice of Intent (NOI) to discharge storm water 
during construction activities with the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 
The applicant must develop a Storm Water Pollution Protection Plan that describes the 
Best Management Practices (BMP's) that will be used to prevent the discharge of 

- pollutants· from the-site-during· construction as well as-post-construction -BMP-!s -to- - -
prevent increased runoff from the developed site and to manage sources of potential 
pollutants. 
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Additionally, the project is required to comply with Los Angeles County's regulations 
associated with its NPDES stormwater permit. Such regulations are enforced by the 
County Department of Building and Safety and Department of Public Works. As 
described in Section G2 below, the proposed project includes drainage improvements 
that would serve to minimize impacts to water quality. These improvements are 
required as mitigation measures to the FEIR for the proposed project. All mitigation 
measures are included in the proposed project (See Project Description, Item No. 18 on 
page 40). As indicat~d in the FEIR Mitigation Monitoring Program, the required water 
quality mitigation measures are to be enforced and/or monitored in part by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, the County Department of Public Works, County 
Department of Building and Safety, and the Project Monitor. 

Another issue related to water quality raised during the November hearing involved the 
recent action by the Regional Water Quality Control Board adopting a new order for 
discharges from the Tapia Water Reclamation Facility (97-135, 97-136). This order 
includes a discharge prohibition from May 1 to November 1 each year (an expansion of 
the previous discharge prohibition which extended from June 15 to September 15). The 
discharge prohibition has been imposed to: "minimize the contribution of Tapia's 
discharge to the excess freshwater flow into Malibu Lagoon which may lead to elevated 
lagoon water level and frequent breaching of the sa_ndbar thus impacting both wildlife 
and human health beneficial uses ... " .(RWQCB Order No. 97 -135). The question raised 
at the Commission hearing was if this discharge prohibition wou.ld affect the proposed 
Soka University project. As described below, sewage for the site is currently discharged 
to the Tapia Plant and, according to information supplied by Las Virgenes Water District 
(operator of the Tapia Plant), as addressed in the FEIR, the sewage that would be 
generated by the proposed project is within the level of demand forecast used to size 
the plant. As such, sufficient capacity exists for the level of development proposed for 
Soka. 

Staffs personal communication with Mr. Gene Talmadge, the manager of the Tapia 
Plant indicates that first the RWQCB decision is not yet final as the applicable appeal 
period is still in effect. Further, Mr. Talmadge indicated that in the capacity study 
undertaken to determine if sufficient capacity existed to accommodate the expansion of 
Soka University, the project studied was an earlier iteration of the project which 
included 3500 students. The conclusion of that study was that the proposed expansion 
could be accommodated within the approved capacity of the Tapia Plant. The proposed 
project has been subsequently downsized significantly. As such, clearly the proposed 
800 student project is within the capacity of the plant. The new discharge prohibition 
would extend the dry weather period during which the plant could not discharge treated 
water to Malibu Creek~ During the dry season , the plant sells its treated water for 
landscaping purposes, primarily to commercial or other large projects. For instance, 
Soka University uses this reclaimed water for landscape purposes. However, there may 
be periods when Tapia could not sell all of its treated effluent for landscape purposes 

-clorirrgihe-discharge prohibition-period~-For-example,-an-early-or -late-season- rainy-- - - - -
period may occur which would make it difficult to comply with the discharge restriction. 
Tapia has not yet determined how it will store or dispose of excess effluent during the 
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discharge prohibition period. This is a facility design and operation issue that the Tapia 
Plant will have to resolve in order for the plant to be in compliance with the RWQCB 
order. 

Condition No. 19 is recommended to require the applicant to submit evidence of a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for the proposed project, approved by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. Findings regarding water quality begin on page 
60. 

6. 100 foot ESHA Setbacks. 

During the Commission hearings in November 1997, February 1998, and April1998, 
the Commission discussed the need to restrict development within the areas located 
within a 1 00-foot setback around all designated ESHAs as well as within all areas 
designated Significant Oak Woodland on the proposed project site. Staff notes that in 
the Commission's February 5, 1998 action on proposed LUP Amendment 1-97,·an 
areas within the required 100 foot setback around Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Areas (ESHA) and all areas within Significant Oak Woodlands were designated for 
"Open Space". a land use category which would allow: "habitat preservation, habitat 
restoration, and passive recreation consistent with habitat preservation and restoration". 

The project, as proposed and as recommended to be conditioned by Condition No. 2, 
would locate no development within any designated ESHA or Significant Oak 
Woodland. All buildings are already proposed to be set back at least 100 feet from any 
ESHA. There are debris basins and driveways which would be located within the 
setback areas, but no grading, road or debris basin as currently proposed and 
conditioned would be located within the boundary of any ESHA or Significant Oak 
Woodland. 

In response to the Commission's concerns about the 1 00-foot ESHA setback areas, 
further review of the proposed site plan indicates that the proposed project can be 
redesigned such that the majority of the subject parking lots and roadway segments 
can be located outside the 1 00-foot setback areas without causing adverse impacts. In 
response to staff's inquiries, the applicant's architect prepared four exhibits (Exhibits 
20-23) which demonstrate how the parking lots for the proposed dormitories could be 
redesigned. Exhibits 20, 21, and 22 depict alternative locations for the proposed 
parking lots that would serve dormitory buildings 13, 15, 16, 18, 20, and 21. As shown 
on Exhibit 20, the proposed parking lot for Buildings 13 and 15 could be redesigned as 
two parking lots located on either side of each building and located outside the 1 00-foot 
setback area. Additionally, the proposed parking lot for Buildings 16 and 18 could be. 
redesigned into three smaller parking areas adjacent to the proposed roadway between 
the buildings, and the proposed roadway could be ended in a cul-de-sac, all outside the 
1 00-foot setback areas around two separate ESHAs and a Significant Oak Woodland, 
as shown on Exhibit 21. Further, Exhibit 22 shows how the two parking lots proposed 
forBuildings-20-an<t21-could-be redesigned- into-three-parking areas-otJtside-oHhe- - -
100-foot setback. Finally, minor encroachments into the 100-foot setback area in the 
area of the roadway adjacent to the proposed baseball field, and near proposed 



Permit4-97-123 Soka University 
Revised Findings August 1998 

Page14 

Building 13 can be redesigned such that they are completely outside the 1 00-foot 
setback area. These minor modifications to the parking lot designs can provide a 
greater setback from ESHAs. Staff has analyzed these alternative locations for parking 
lots and road segments and notes that the alternate designs would minimize impacts to 
sensitive resources. No oak trees would be removed or damaged by the alternative 
parking lots nor would any impacts to ESHAs result. In order to provide the additional 
protection for ESHAs afforded by relocating this development outside the 1 00-foot 
setback, Condition No. 2d requires revised project plans which incorporate these noted 
modifications. 

With these revisions discussed above, the proposed debris basins and the proposed 
roadway and parking lot associated with the proposed dormitory Buildings 22 and 23 
would still remain within the 1 00 foot buffer around ESHAs. The six debris basins are 
proposed in order remove silt and other material carried in the runoff from the natural, 
upslope areas of the site. (Since the developed areas of the site would not generate silt 
or debris, those areas are to be drained through clarifiers or interceptor vaults designed 
to remove settleable solids and to settle out hydrocarbons.) The proposed debris basins 
are described in a letter report prepared by Hans Giraud & Associates, dated 2/20/98 
as follows: 

Natural storm water runoff enter the basins from natural drainage courses as shown on 
the plans. As the water enters, its velocity will approach "0", thereby permitting 
settlement of water-borne debris. In addition, floatables will be "trapped" within the basin 
and cannot enter the discharge drains. When the runoff water reached a certain level, it 
will enter a perforated standpipe so that it can continue its course into either Drainage 
"A• or Stokes Canyon Creek. At this stage, the storm water has been significantly 
clarified. 

In smaller storm events, water that reaches the basin, but does not reach the level of 
the standpipe would be retained within the basin and percolate into the ground, thereby 
reducing total runoff and recharging groundwater. 

The debris basins are proposed to be constructed in the nafurallocations where 
drainages exit the hillsides and enter the flatter, plain areas of the site, where drainages 

·would naturally lose velocity. Further, these locations would intercept the runoff before it 
could enter the proposed developed area of the campus. As such, staff notes that these 
are the functionally appropriate locations for such debris basins although they are 
proposed to be located within the 1 00-foot setback from oak woodland ESHAs. 
Additionally, several of the debris basins would encroach within the protected zone of 
several oak trees. As discussed in Section G (Page 48) below, the project oak tree 
consultants have prepared recommendations to minimize impacts to any oak trees from 
encroachments. Further, Condition No. 3 requires that all oak trees subject to 

i encroachments be monitored for ten years and to provide replacement of any trees 
, a damaged or lost. The debris basins would be located downslope of oak woodland 
; •---·--- . ___ !=SHAs. As such, tb.~lacE!._m~nt of_!_he pro~osed debris basins would minimize impacts 

to sensitive resources. The operation of the debns basins as part of a comprehensive- - -
drainage control plan would minimize impacts to downstream habitats. The proposed 
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debris basins would be located in the appropriate locations from a functional standpoint 
and staff can identify no feasible alternative locations. 

The road proposed to provide access to dormitory Buildings 22 and 23 would pass 
through the area within the 1 00-foot setback from oak woodland ESHAs, although the 
buildings themselves would be located outside the 1 00-foot setback area. Condition No. 
2 requires that the proposed road be redesigned to avoid a Significant Oak Woodland 
area to the north side of the road. The proposed Buildings 22 and 23 would both be 
located on a flat area rising on three sides to hillsides covered in oak woodland ESHAs. 

Staff explored alternative locations for the proposed road and parking. Exhibit 23 shows 
a11 alternative configuration for the proposed parking which would result in two parking 
areas directly off the proposed road, providing a greater setback from the ESHA to the 
east. The road would remain in the same proposed location. Given the configuration of 
this area of the site and the position of ESHAs on three sides, it would not be possible 
to provide road access or parking for these proposed structures which is set back 100 
feet or more from each ESHA. Although the alternative shown in Exhibit 23 does 
provide a greater setback from ESHAs, it does not provide a 1 00-foot setback. A 
different alternative evaluated by staff involves the redesign of the parking area for 
Buildings 22 and 23 so that only handicapped parking (the applicant estimates that 
approximately four spaces would be necessary for these two buildings) and a drop-off 
or loading and emergency access zo_ne would be provided adjacent to these two 
buildings. Long-term parking could be provided in the main campus area and students 
could walk or bicycle to Buildings 22 and 23. Removing any long-term parking (with the 
exception of handicapped parking} would maximize the setback from the ESHA, 
maximize the area available for oak tree recruitment, minimize the amount of 
impermeable paving, reduce the presence of vehicles in this area, to provide additional 
protection for the ESHAs. Condition No. 2e requires that the proposed plan be revised 
to incorporate this modification to the parking lot for Buildings 22 and 23. 

Staff also looked at the alternative of utilizing existing roads. There are several existing 
roads, one of which is paved, which currently provide access to this area of the 
property. The paved road extends across the site from Mulholland Highway, along 
Wickland Road, and ends at a pre-existing house (known as the DeCinces house, after 
the previous owner). This house is located south of the proposed location of Buildings 
22 and 23. It would appear that this existing road could be used to provide access for 
these two proposed structures. However, upon closer examination, the existing road is 
approximately 12 to 15 feet in width. In order to provide adequate access consistent 
with the standards of the Fire Department, staffs investigation and analysis indicates 
that significant grading would be necessary. This road, in areas, is located at the base 
of a steep hillside (to the east of the proposed location of Buildings 22 and 23). 
Widening of this road given its location would require grading into the slope, and 
possibly constructing retaining walls on the upslope side. Additionally, the existing road 
passes through an oak woodland ESHA in several areas. Widening the existing road 

- -along-its-current-configuration-would-require significant-grading-within-an-ESHA-and· - · 
would likely require the removal of oak trees. Thus, utilizing the existing road to access 
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the proposed Buildings 22 and 23 would. result in significant adverse impacts to ESHAs 
and would be a worse alternative. 

Another alternative considered for the road was to use the proposed alignment through 
the 1 00-foot setback area, but to construct the road using permeable paving material. 
The use of permeable paving would minimize runoff and allow for groundwater 
recharge. Allowing precipitation to percolate into the groundwater rather than to run off 
would benefit vegetation in the immediate area, including the proposed native plant 
revegetation and oak recruitment. Condition No. 2f requires that this roadway be 
constructed with permeable paving material. 

Staff analyzed the proposed road and parking lot for Buildings 22 and 23, as 
conditioned to use permeable paving and limited to use of handicapped parking, 
emergency access, and drop-off area, with regard to Section 30240 of the Coastal Act, 
which states that: 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant 
disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be 
allowed within those areas. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and 
recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would 
significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those 
habitat and recreation areas. 

The proposed road and handicapped parking would not be located within any 
designated ESHA and would not result in any impacts to the ESHA through grading. 
removal of oaks, encroachment within the drip zone of trees, or other damage to oak 
trees. Other potential ways in which roads or parking lots typically impact oak woodland 
ESHAs include: increased runoff from impervious surfaces, introduction of non-point 
source pollutants, grading or placement of fill around oak trees, soil compaction or 
paving around oak trees, and increased vehicular and pedestrian activity in proximity to 
sensitive resources. In the case of the proposed roads and parking for Buildings 22 and 
23, this development would not contribute to increased runoff or introduction of non­
point source pollutants into the adjacent oak woodland ESHAs. The oak woodland 
ESHAs are generally located upslope of the proposed roadway and parking, thus 
drainage from this development would not pass through the ESHAs, but would be 
directed into the drainage system for the campus {including interceptor vaults which 
would remove hydrocarbons and other pollutants). Additionally, the redesign of parking 
and the use of permeable paving for the proposed road would minimize runoff. Further, 
the proposed road and parking would not result in grading. placement of fill, soil 
compaction, or paving around any oak trees. Although these structures would be 
located within the 100 foot setback around ESHAs, they would be set back from the 
ESHA boundary and from the individual oak trees. The proposed road and parking to 

_ _ B_~l~ngs_~~ _!l'!__d 23_Y/ould result in no encroachments into the protected zone of any 
oak tree. - - -- H • -- • --- - ----· -· -- - - -·-
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The applicant has submitted a letter report entitled "Re-examination of Access Roads 
and Parking lots Within ESHA Buffer", dated February 18, 1998, prepared by the 
project environmental consultant, Envicom Corporation. In this letter report, the 
biologist gives the following background to the biological assessment process 
undertaken for the proposed project: 

' 

Envicom Corporation prepared the Biological Constraints Analysis and subsequent Biota 
Report, pursuant to the requirements of the Los Angeles County Department of 
Regional Planning. These reports and earlier project plans were the subject of an 
extensive review by the County's Environmental Review Board (ERB), including the 
County's biologist Mr. Daryl Koutnik. The reports analyzed impacts to ESHAs and buffer 
areas, resulting ultimately in a project design that avoided all impacts to ESHAs. 

In response to the Commission's concerns, the applicant's biological consultant has re­
analyzed the proposed project with respect to the Commission's expressed concerns, 
particularly those portions within 100 feet of ESHAs for impacts on sensitive resources. 
The biologist concludes that the road and parking lot for Buildings 22 and 23 would 
result in no significant degradation of habitat values to the adjacent oak woodland 
ESHAs. The letter states that: 

All developments would be restricted to the disced area between oak woodlands on the 
east and west, which are designated as ESHA. The area is disced, and supports no 
significant resources except one large oak tree, which would be avoided. No structures 
would be located within the ESHA or buffer. Roadways and parking lots located inside 
the buffer will not cause substantial degradation to the ESHA. 

The Commission staff conducted its own independent additional analysis of these 
issues after the February 1998 meeting. The Commission's biologist, Dr. John Dixon 
reviewed the site plan, fuel modification plan, the 2/28/98 Envicom Corporation letter 
report, and has visited the project site with specific reference to the proposed road and 
parking for Buildings 22 and 23. Dr. Dixon expressed concern about fuel modification 
within the oak woodland ESHAs affecting the regeneration of the oak trees by removing 
oak saplings and the transition zone or buffer between the oak woodland ESHA and the 
proposed buildings (disturbed meadow area). As discussed above, fuel modification for 
the area between 1 00' and 200' from the buildings would require maintenance of all 
non-native grasses at a maximum height of 18 inches and thinning of non-native 
shrubs. Such work would be done by hand within any ESHA. This would not require 
any clearing within the oak woodlands or removal or pruning of any oaks aside from 
removal of dead wood. Understory native shrubs would not be cleared. Dr. Dixon has 
concluded that the development proposed for this area of the site, which is located 
downslope of the ESHAs, would prevent impacts which would significantly degrade the 
ESHAs provided that fuel modification within the ESHA is conducted by hand, all 
sensitive species are flagged and identified by a qualified biologist or botanist prior to 
fuel modification and fuel modification activities within the ESHA are monitored by a 
qualified biologist or botanist. In addition, Dr. Dixon recommends that in order to 

-· -- - - ·minimize-nnpactsttfthe ES~~and-enhance1he- n-ow-disturbed-transition-zon-e or b-uffer-
between ESHA and the proposed buildings, that valley oak trees and native plants and 
bunch grasses appropriate for this type of ecotone be planted in this area. Therefore, 



•---- ----

Permit 4-97·123 Soka University 
Revised Findings August 1998 

Page18 

Condition No. 22 requires that the applicant submit a detailed fuel modification plan that 
includes the above mentioned measures to ensure the oak woodland ESHA and buffer 
area are protected from significant degradation. 

Based on staffs review of the proposed project, the review of the applicant's consulting 
biologist, and the review of the Commission's staff biologist, the· proposed road and 
parking for Buildings 22 and 23, as conditioned to redesign the parking and to use 
permeable paving on the road, as well as the proposed debris basins, all of which 
would encroach into the 1 00-foot ESHA setback, will not significantly degrade the 
nearby oak woodland ESHAs. Furthermore, as conditioned to submit a detailed fuel 
modification plan, fuel modification activities will not significantly degrade the habitat 
values of the oak woodland ESHA. The proposed development would be sited and 
designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade the ESHAs, as required 
by Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. There is no feasible alternative road configuration 
to Buildings 22 and 23 which could be located outside the 1 00-foot ESHA setback. 
Utilizing the existing, paved, 12-15 foot wide road to provide access to Buildings 22 and 
23 would result in significant landform alteration and impacts to oak trees within an oak 
woodland ESHA. 

7. Special Events. 

Also discussed at the February 1998 Commission hearing was the restriction of special 
events that could be held at the campus in addition to the. ordinary operations of the 
educational programs. As described in Item No. 11 of the Project Description (Page 39): 
special events are proposed to be held on the University property, including 
commencement ceremonies, sports events, and cultural events. Such events were 
limited by the County of Los Angeles under the approved Conditional Use Permit for the 
Soka University Revised Master Plan. The proposed project includes these events, as 
restricted by the County permit. In order to provide further clarity regarding limitations 
on events, the applicant has proposed a special condition which sets forth the following 
restrictions: 



' 
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EVENT TYPE 

Commencement 
Ceremonies 
Indoor Sports 
Events 
Indoor Cultural 
Events 
Outdoor Sports 
Events 
Cultural Events 
Special Events* 
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TIME MAXIMUM 
VISITORS 

Day or Evening 650 

Evening 500 

Evening . 650 

Day 500 

Day 500 
Day More than650, no 

more than 2,500 

MAXIMUM 
FREQUENCY 
3 days per calendar 
_year 
Once per week 

Once per week 

Once per weekend 

Once per month · 
4 days per calendar 
year 

* If either Las Virgenes Road/Malibu Canyon Road, or Mulholland Highway between Topanga 
Canyon Road on the east and Las Virgenes Road on the west is closed to through traffic, the 
event shall be cancelled or rescheduled. 

No more than one of any of the above noted events. involving visitors to the campus 
may be conducted on the same day (24-hour period). In accord with the applicant's 
proposal and in order to minimize potential cumulative impacts resulting from such 
events, staff is recommending Condition No. 21 to define special events, restrict the 
size and occurrence of special events, to restrict the total number of visitors to the 
campus, and to provide an annual report, prepared by an independent auditor, of 
events and visitors for the review and approval of the Executive Director. Cumulative 
Impacts are discussed in the findings, beginning on Page 81. The special events are 
discussed with regard to traffic impacts, beginning on Page 95. 
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e SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

-

Staff recommended approval and the Commission granted approval of the proposed project 
with Special Conditions relating to riparian restoration, revised plans, oak tree monitoring, future 
improvements, required approvals, archaeological resources, geologic approval, wild fire 
waiver, color restriction, landscaping plan, timing of land transactions, open space deed 
restrictions, maximum enrollment restrictions, lighting, athletic fields, and storm water plan. 
Following are summary tables detailing the proposal, coastal act policies implicated, and 
the adopted conditions addressing each major issue area. 

SENSITIVE RESOURCES 
Facts: Proposed 588.5·acre project site is located within the Malibu Creek Watershed. Two 
blue-line creeks cross the site, including Stokes Canyon Creek which is designated as an 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA). The site contains large areas of oak woodlands 
designated as ESHA (86.5 acres) and Significant Oak Woodland (41.4 acres). 

· Issues: Disturbance or destruction of sensitive habitat areas, impacts to on-site or downstream 
resources through erosion, runoff, or pollution. 
Proposal Coastal Act Policies Special Conditions 
• Reconstruction of a Section 30230 requires that • Prepare and implement 

1 ,500 ft. long segment marine resources be riparian restoration plan 
of "Drainage A" for flood maintained, enhanced, and including technical 

control purposes where feasible restored. specifications, site plans, 

• Restoration of new Section 30231 requires the 
and monitoring program 
(Condition No. 1). 

channel with native maintenance of the • Revise site plans to: 1) 
riparian species. biological productivity and remove proposed roadway 

• All new structures quality of coastal waters by from a Significant Oak 
located at least 1 00 feet minimizing alteration of Woodland; 2) remove 
from Stokes Canyon natural streams, encroachment of one 

Creek and all maintaining riparian buffers, building from oak tree 

designated ESHAs. and controlling runoff. protected zone; 3) ensure 
that all buildings are at least 

• Drainage improvements Section 30236 limits the 50 feet from reconstructed 
included in· project to alterations of rivers and Drainage A; 4) remove 
minimize runoff, streams and requires the parking lots for Buildings 
sedimentation and incorporation of the best 13, 15, 16, 18, 20, and 21 
introduction of pollutants mitigation measures from 100 foot setback; and 

from the site. feasible. 5) limit parking and use 

• No new structures Section 30240 mandates permeable paving material 

located within any the protection of for road to Buildings 22 and 
23. (Condition No. 2) 

designated Significant environmentally sensitive • Prepare and implement oak 
Oak Woodland. habitat areas against any tree monitoring program. 

• No oak trees removed. significant disruption of (Condition No. 3) 

• Encroachment into the habitat values. • Prepare and implement a 

protected zone of 24 comprehensive program for 

oak trees. monitoring and maintaining 
all proposed drainage 

-·---N-- -~ ------,. __ im~rovements. (Condition 
No.13) 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Facts: The proposed project site is located in an area known to be archaeologically sensitive. 
Three archaeological sites have been identified on the site in the past, including the Ventureno 
village of Talopop. 
Issues: Disturbance or destruction of archaeological resources through site preparation, 
grading, or construction. 
Proposal 
• Recordation of 

conservation easement 
to include area of 
archaeological 
resources. 

• Phase II archaeological 
testing program prior to 
construction. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Coastal Act Policies Special Conditions 
Section 30244 requires that • Qualified archaeologists 
where development would and native american 
adversely impact consultants shall be 
archaeological resources, present on-site during all 
reasonable mitigation grading, excavation, and 

site preparation. 
measures shall be required. • In the event that cultural 

deposits are discovered, 
grading in the area shall 
be halted and a data 
recovery strategy 
developed and 
implemented (Condition 
No.7) 

Facts: The proposed 558.5-acres project site is comprised of 19 parcels, containing significant 
resource areas, located in a visually sensitive area, adjacent to major coastal access routes. 
Issues: Location of development in area with adequate public services and where it would not 
have significant impacts, individual or cumulative, on coastal resources. 
Proposal Coastal Act Policies Special Conditions 
• Consolidation of 19 Section 30250(a) requires that • Deed restriction which limits: 

existing lots comprising new development be located a) the total enrollment of the 
. the project site and within, contiguous with, or in Soka University facility to a 
redivision of property into close proximity to, existing ~xi~um of 800 students, . 
three new, wholly developed areas able to mclu.dtng: 1) 650 total ... 
reconfigured parcels accommodate it or where daytime students ( consl~ti~g 

· • of 500 total students res1d1ng 
• New Parcels to be as such areas are. n~t able to on the campus and 150 non-

follows: accommodate it, 1n other resident students)· and 2) 
Lot 1-175-acre main campus areas with adequate public 150 total night students in 
Lot 2-31.26-acre Mountain services and where it will not non-degree program 

View Campus area have significant adverse courses; and b) the total 
Lot 3-382.15-acre public impacts on coastal resources. number of faculty and staff to 
open space dedication parcel In addition, land divisions a max~~um of 150. 
• Analysis of surrounding outside existing developed (Cond1tron No .. 14} 

parcels reveals a mean areas shall be permitted only • Annual Reporting of total 
· h 50 f h enrollment and total faculty 

SIZe ~f 1 ~-acres and a w ere perce~t o t e and staff (Condition No. 15) 
med1an SIZe of 3-acres. As useable parcels 1n the area • Restriction on type 
such, the proposed have been developed and the frequency and nu~ber of 
parcels would be no created parcels would be no visitors associated with 

_ smaller_ than suf!Qunding_ _ smaller than the average size special events (Condition No. 
,_ parcels. -orsurrouru:tlngparcels:----- - 23} ·--- -
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Facts: The proposed project site is located in a highly scenic area, adjacent to two 
scenic highways and a State Park. The Claretville Hills on the project site are an LUP 
designated scenic element. 
Issues: Protection ·of views from scenic highways, trails, and parks; minimization of 
landform alteration, visual compatibility with surrounding area. 
Proposal Coastal Act Policies Special Conditions 

• 47,200 cu. yds. of Section 30251 requires that • Preparation and 
grading. the scenic and visual implementation of 

• 82,800 cu. yds. of qualities of coastal areas landscaping plan for all 

overexcavation and be considered and graded and disturbed 

recompaction for road protected as a resource of areas. Said plan shall 

and pad preparation. public importance. utilize primarily 

• Grading confined to Permitted development 
native/drought tolerant 
plants. (Condition No. 11) 

previously disturbed, shall be sited and designed • Restriction of exterior 
flatter areas of the site. to protect views of scenic building and roof colors to 

• Maximum height of new coastal areas, to minimize earth tones and use of 
buildings no greater the alteration of natural non-glare glass. 
than 35 feet. landforms, to be visually (Condition No. 10) 

• All buildings setback at compatible with the • Submittal of final building 

least 600 feet from character of surrounding plans for each 

Mulholland Highway areas. development phase to 

and 800 feet from Las ensure compliance with 

Virgenes. 
approved plan. (Condition 

• Development screened 
No.5) 

• All future development 
from scenic roadways, subject to coastal 
trails, parkland and development permit to 
public view areas. ensure protection of visual 

• Claretville Hills, a resources. (Condition No . 
designated scenic 4) 

element to be preserved • No lighting of athletic 
for open space and ·fields or tennis courts 

public recreation. permitted. All other lighting 
shall be of low intensity. 
No internally illuminated or 
neon signs permitted. 
(Condition No. 17) 

• No permanent structures 
shall be constructed or 
erected for the athletic 
fields, except for a 
backstop for the baseball 
diamond. (Condition No. 
18) 
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ACCESS AND RECREATION 
Facts: Proposed project site is 588.5-acre site located near extensive areas devoted to 
public recreation, including parklands and trails. Site is located adjacent to major route 
providing public access to coastal and mountain recreation areas. 
Issues: Minimizing impacts to access from traffic or inadequate parking. Maximizing 
provision of public recreation opportunities. 
Proposal Coastal Act Policies Special Conditions 
• 500 students to live on Section 30210 requires that • Placement into an 

campus, 150 full-time maximum access and escrow the offers to 
students commute. recreational opportunities dedicate the 382.15 

• Traffic improvements and be provided . acre open space area 
traffic demand Section 30252 requires that and the 0.8 acre 
management plan the location and amount of Claretville Summit. Prior implemented to mitigate new development maintain to the commencement traffic impacts. 

• Provision of 856 and enhance public access of construction of Phase 
permanent parking to the coast. I, the applicant shall 
spaces. Section 30222 states that record the offers to 

• Dedication in fee of the use·ot private lands dedicate. (Condition No. 
382.15-acres to MRCA for suitable for visitor -serving 12) 
open space and recreation commercial recreational • Conservation 
use. facilities shall have priority. easements shall be 

• Two areas, totaling 37.1- Section 30223 states that recorded prior to 
acres will be restricted upland areas necessary to issuance ofpermit. 
from development through support coastal recreational (Condition No. 12) 
conservation easements. uses shall be reserved for Time limit on two 8-Claretville Summit (.8- • • such uses, where feasible. space public parking acres) dedicated in fee to 
MRCA. areas extended from 2 

• Planning and construction hours to 4 hours. 
of public riding and hiking (Condition No. 20) 
trails across the property. • If Gillette Stables 

• Eight parking spaces (Building Be) are used 
within the University for horse facility, public 
reserved for public. use shall be made 

• Construction of two 8- available. (Condition 
space and two 1 0-space No. 24) 
parking lots accessible 
outside the University for 
public parking. 

---------------
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Facts: The project site is located in an area subject to a high number of natural 
hazards, including landslides, erosion, flooding, and wildfire. 
Issues: Siting and design of development to minimize risks and assure stability. 
Proposal Coastal Act Policies Special Conditions 
• Deposits of old fill, Section 30250 states that • Revised site plans to 

topsoil, alluvium and new development shall located all structures at 
colluvium to be minimize risks to life and least 50 feet from 
overexcavated and property in areas of high realigned channel of 
recompacted to provide geologic, flood, and fire ·Drainage A. 
stable building pads. hazard. Further, new • Submit evidence of the 

• Reconstruction of development shall assure geologic consultants' 
portion of Drainage A to stability and structural review and approval of 
provide channel integrity and neither create final building plans as 
adequate to contain or contribute to erosion, conforming to their 
flood flow from 50-year geologic instability or recommendations. 
storm event. destruction of the site or (Condition No. 8) 

• Modification of fuel and surrounding area. • Recordation of wildfire 
provision of adequate waiver of liability 
access roads on project acknowledging risk of 
site, consistent with Fire fire and indemnifying 
Department the Commission. 
requirements. (Condition No. 9) 

• Implementation of site 
evacuation plan in case 
of fire or other disaster. 

----- -----··--·-··---
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LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 
Facts: Certified Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains LUP portion only in place. 
Issues: Ensure conformity with Chapter 3 policies and that development will not 
prejudice the preparation of an LCP for the area in conformity with Chapter 3. 
Proposal Coastal Act Policies Special Conditions 

• 358,700 sq. ft of new Section 30604 states that, Assuring consistency with 
building area; prior to certification of a Chapter 3 policies of the 

• 856 off-street parking local coastal program Coastal Act through· 
spaces; (LCP), a coastal conditions relating to: 

• Consolidation of 19 development permit shall • riparian restoration, 
existing parcels and be issued if the proposed • revised site plans, 
redivision into 3 lots; development is found in • oak tree monitoring, • Reconstruction and 
riparian restoration of a conformity with the • future improvements, 
1 ,500 foot long segment provisions of Chapter 3 and • detailed building plans, 
of a drainage channel; the development will not • required approvals, 

• 47,200 cu. yds. of grading prejudice the ability of the • archaeological 
(23,600 cu. yds. cut and local government to monitoring, 
23,600 cu. yds. of fill) for prepare an LCP that is in • geology, 
reconstruction of drainage. conformity with Chapter.3. • wildfire waiver, 
channel, slope excavation, • color restriction, and road/driveway 
construction; • landscaping plan, 

• 82,800 cu. yds. of • open space dedications, 
overexcavation and • drainage improvement 
recompaction (41,400 cu. maintenance, 
yds. cut and 41 ,400 cu. • open space restriction, 
yds. fill) for building sites • enrollment restriction, 
and roads/parking areas; • enrollment reporting, 

• Approximately 439 acres 
of open space (382.15 • lighting plan 

acres dedication, 37.17 • athletic field restrictions, 
acres conservation • water quality plan 
easement, 20.18 acres • parking lot time 
non-restricted open restriction 
space); and • special event restriction 

• Planning and construction • oak woodland 
of riding and hiking trails. preservation plan 

• stables restriction 
• review of fuel 

modification revisions 
(Conditions No. 1-24) 

~- -------- -·- ----~-·-----·-·-· -· 



Permlt.f-97·123 Soka University 
Revised Findings August 1998 

Page26 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommended and the Commission adopted the following resolution on April 
9, 1998: 

I. Approval with conditions. 

The Commission hereby grants a permit, subject to the conditions below, for the 
proposed development on the grounds that the development will be in conformity with 
the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976, will not prejudice the 
ability of the local government having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a LocEd 
Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and will 
not have any significant adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

II. Standard Conditions: 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgement The permit is not valid and 
development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee 
or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the 
terms and conditions, is returned to the Commission office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years 
from the date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall 
be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. 
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as 
set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans must be reviewed and 
approved by the staff and may require Commission approval. 

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be 
resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 

5. Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and the 
development during construction, subject to 24-hour advance notice. 

6. Assignment The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided 
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of 
the permit. 

7. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be 
---· _____ perpetua~_,__ and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all 

.· fUture owners ana·possessors oflne soojecCpropeny-nrttiErtermsarrd-c--orrdttion-s.- ·-·--·-
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1. Riparian Restoration Plan 

A. Prior to issuance of permit, the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of 
the Executive Director, a riparian restoration plan that provides for: 1) the 
revegetation of Drainage A; and 2) removal of exotic vegetation and revegetation 
with native riparian vegetation within Stokes Canyon Creek. Said plan shall be 
prepared by qualified biologists, ecologists, or resource specialists who are 
experienced in the field of restoration ecology, and who have a background 
knowledge of the various habitats associated with the Santa Monica Mountains and 
the project site. The restoration plan shall incorporate all terms of the California 
Department of Fish and Game Streambed Alteration Agreement No. 5-455-96. The 
plan shall use hydrophytic species typical of a riparian scrub and/or riparian forest , 
including such plant species as arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepsis), red willow (Salix 
laevigata), narrow-leaf willow (Salix hindsiana var. leucodendroides), mule fat 
(Baccharis salicifolia), western sycamore (Platanus racemosa), and Fremont 
cottonwood (Populus fremonti1). Said plan shall include: 

1. Technical Specifications for the restoration based on the findings of the biological 
surveys for the site. These specifications shall provide the framework for the 
installation. The specifications shall include a schedule of activities, a final list of 
plant materials, and description of the methods to be used during implementation of 
the plan. This shall include the details for the rock rip-rap slope protection measures 
such as the use of PVC cylinders in the substrate, mixing soil with the gravel 
underlayer, and filling rock voids with soil. The specifications shall require, to the 
greatest extent possible, that all biological materials to be used on the project site 
be of local origin; that is that seeds, cuttings, salvaged plants, microorganisms,· and 
top soil shall originate on site or from the nearest possible source that matches the 
site in climatic and biological factors. The specifications shall also include 
maintenance criteria for weeding, re-planting and other mid-program corrections. 
These specifications shall also set forth the timing and conditions considered 
optimal for riparian vegetation planting. 

2. A site plan showing the location, species, and size of each plant to be utilized in the 
restoration. Said plan shall also denote the location of exotic vegetation to be 
removed from Stokes Creek and the location, species and size of each plant to be 
utilized to revegetate the removal areas. 

3. A Monitoring Program to monitor the restoration. Said monitoring program shall set 
forth the guidelines, criteria and performance standards by which the success of the 
restoration shall be determined. The applicant shall submit, for the review and tl approval of the Executive Director, on an annual basis, for a period of five (5) years, 

- -- - - -. -a-writterrmonitoring-report;-prepared-bycrmonitorirrg-resource-specialist-indicating- - -· -
the progress and relative success or failure of the restoration on the site. This report 
shall also include further recommendations and requirements for additional 
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restoration activities in order for the project to meet the criteria and performance 
standards. This report shall also include photographs taken from predesignated 
sites (annotated to a copy of the site plans) indicating the progress of recovery at 
each of the sites. 

4. At the end of the five year period, a final detailed report on the restoration shall be 
submitted for the review and approval of the Executive Director. If this report 
indicates that the restoration project has, in part. or in whole, been unsuccessful, 
based on the performance standards specified in the restoration plan, the applicant 
shall be required to submit a revised or supplemental program to .compensate for 
those portions of the original program which were not successful. The revised or 
supplemental program shall be processed as an amendment to this permit. 

5. During the five year monitoring period, all artificial inputs shall be removed except 
for the purposes of providing mid-course corrections or maintenance to insure the 
long term survival of the restoration site. If these inputs are required beyond the first 
two years, then the monitoring program shall be extended for every additional year 
that such inputs are required, the restoration shall be monitored for an· additional 
year so that the success and sustainability of the restoration is assured. The 
restoration site shall not be considered successful until it is able to survive without 
artificial inputs. 

· B. The above noted restoration plan shall be implemented by qualified biologists, 
ecologists, or resource specialists who are experienced in the field of restoration 
ecology as soon as practicable after the reconstruction of Drainage A, taking into 
consideration the optimal timing for the planting of riparian vegetation. The monitoring 
plan shall be implemented immediately following the revegetation. 

2. Revised Site Plans 

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for 
the review and approval of the Executive Director, revised plans that show: 

a) that the proposed roadway just east of the propQsed Building 21 has been 
redesigned such that it is located outside the boundaries of the adjacent 
designated Significant Oak Woodland and ESHA areas; 

b) that Building 21 does not encroach into the protected zone of oak tree A496 (as 
identified by the Oak Tree Report, dated 5/3/96, prepared by L. Newman Design 
Group, Inc.); 

c) that all structures are located at least 50 feet from the edge of the realigned 
channel of Drainage A · 

d) that all parking lots and driveways for Buildings 13, 15, 16, 18, 20, and 21 have 
been redesigned such that they are relocated as specifically designated on 
Exhibits 20, 21, and 22, outside of the 1 00-foot ESHA setback. 

- e) -that-the -parking let -fer-Buildings-22-and-2-3-have-been-redesigned-such-that-it---­
only accommodates the minimum number of required handicapped spaces and a 
drop-off/loading zone 
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f) that the proposed roadway to Buildings 22 and 23 is constructed with permeable 
paving material. 

g) that Building 24 has been relocated from its proposed location to the location 
designated as Area "D" on Exhibit 24 {adjacent to Wickland Road south of the 
proposed main access road}. 

3. Oak Tree Monitoring 

The applicant shall: 1) implement all oak tree preservation measures as enumerated in 
the Oak Tree Report Addendum, dated 8/14/97, prepared by L. Newman Design 
Group, Inc.; and 2) retain a qualified oak tree consultant to monitor the following oak 
trees (as identified by the Oak Tree Report, dated 5/3/96, prepared by L. Newman 
Design Group, Inc.) for a period often {10) years minimum: A157; A158; A159; A164; 
A167;A168;A170;A180;A214;A237;A253;A254;A255;A259;A262;A496;A497; 
A498; A787; A788; A796; A823; A861; B54; B121; 8416; 8417; B425. An annual 
monitoring report shall be submitted for the review and approval of the Executive · 
Director for each of the ten years. Should any of these trees be lost or suffer worsened 
health or vigor, the applicant shall plant replacement trees on the site at a rate of 10:1. 
If replacement plantings are required, the applicant shall submit, for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director, an oak tree replacement planting program/plan, 
prepared by a qualified biologist, arborist, or other qualified resource specialist, which 
specifies replacement tree locations, planting specifications, and a monitoring program 
to ensure that the replacement planting program is successful. 

4. Future Improvements 

Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall record a deed 
restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, which provides 
that Coastal Development Permit 4-97-123 is for the approved development only and 
that any future additions or improvements to the property,· including clearing of 
vegetation and grading, will require a permit or permit amendment from the Coastal 
Commission or its successor agency. The deed restriction shall specify that fuel 
modification as required by the los Angeles County Fire Department shall be permitted 
and shall not require a new permit. The document shall run with the land, binding all 
successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens or any other 
encumbrances which the Executive Director determines may affect the interest being 
conveyed. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Coastal 
Commission-approved amendment to this coastal development permit unless the 
Executive Director determines that no amendment is required because the change is 
not substantive in nature. 

5. Detailed Building Plans. 

: tl_ Prior to construction of each of the three proposed phases, the applicant shall submit, 
~- ---- -for the-review-cmd-approvat-of the-E--xecutive-Director,-tinal-building-plans for-alt-- -

construction proposed in that phase. The final plans shall be in substantial conformance 
with the grading and site plans approved by the Commission as required to be revised 
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by Condition No. 2 above. Any substantial changes from the proposed development 
approved by the Commission shall require an amendment to the permit or a new 
coastal permit. 

6. Required Approvals. 

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit evidence 
of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers approval of the Drainage A realignment, or evidence 
that such approval is not necessary. 

7. Archaeological Resources 

The applicant shall have a qualified archaeologist(s) and appropriate Native American 
consultant(s) present on-site during all grading, excavation and site preparation that 
involve earth moving operations. The number of monitors shall be adequate to observe 
the activities of each piece of active earth moving equipment. Specifically, the subject 
area should be graded or shaved down in thin cuts, and the operation shall be 
controlled and monitored by the archaeological team with the purpose of locating, 
recording and collecting additional archaeological materials. In the event that an area 
of intact buried cultural deposits are discovered during the operations, grading work in 
this area shall be halted and an appropriate data recovery strategy further described 
below developed. 

If cultural deposits are discovered, an excavation plan and data recovery strategy 
consistent with the recommendations of the Cultural Resources Survey and Impact 
Assessment for the Soka University Campus, dated 7/20/91, prepared by C.A. Singer & 
Associates, Inc.; and the Proposal for a Phase II Archaeological Program at Soka 
University Report, dated 2/3/92, prepared by Chester D. King and Clay A. Singer shall 
be prepared and submitted for the review and approval of the Executive Director prior 
to implementation. Any substantial changes to the project, which may result from the 
mitigation measures pursuant to this condition, shall require an amendment to this 
permit. 

8. Plans Conforming to Geologic Recommendation 

All recommendations contained in the Updated Geologic Review of Tentative Tract 
50603, Soka University Master Plan, dated 8/22/97; Fourth Revision to Geotechnical 
and Seismic Evaluation for Environmental Impact Report, Proposed Soka University 
Master Plan, dated 4/30/96; Response to County of Los Angeles Geologic Review 
Sheet dated 12/12/94 and Geotechnical Engineering Review Sheet dated 11/29/94, 
Tentative Tract 50603, Soka University Master Plan, dated 1/23/95; Preliminary 
Geotechnical Investigation, Tentative Tract 50603, dated 8/17/94 (all prepared by 
GeoSoils, Inc.) shall be incorporated into all final design and construction plans 
including foundations, grading and drainage. All plans must be reviewed and approved 
by-the- constrltants:-Prrorto-the-issuance-ofpermitthe-applicant-shali-submit;-for-review- - - -­
and approval by the Executive Director, evidence of the consultants' review and 
approval of all project plans. 
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The final plans approved by the consultant shall be in substantial conformance with the 
plans approved by the Commission relative to construction, grading and drainage. Any 
substantial changes in the proposed development approved by the Commission which 
may be required by the consultant shall require an amendment to the permit or a new 
coastal permit. 

9. Wild Fire Waiver of liability. 

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall record a 
deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, which shall 
indemnify and hold harmless the California Coastal Commission, its officers, agents 
and employees against any and all claims, demands, damages, costs, expenses or 
liability arising out of the acquisition, design, construction, operation, maintenance, 
existence, or failure of the permitted project in an area where an extraordinary potential 
for damage or destruction from wild fire exists as an inherent risk to life and propertY. 
The document shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be 
recorded free of prior liens or any other encumbrances which the Executive Director 
determines may affect the interest being conveyed. This deed restriction shall not be 
removed or changed without a Coastal Commission-approved amendment to this 
coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no 
amendment is required because the change is not substantive in nature. 

10. Color Restriction 

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall execute and 
record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, 
which restricts the color of the subject structures and roofs to colors compatible with the 
surrounding environment. White tones shall not be acceptable. All windows shall be of 
non-glare glass. The document shall run with the land, binding all successors and 
assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens or any other encumbrances which the 
Executive Director determines may affect the interest being conveyed. This deed 
restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Coastal Commission-approved 
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director 
determines that no amendment is required because the change is not substantive in 
nature. 

11. Landscaping Plan. 

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit final 
landscaping plans for review and approval by the Executive Director. The plans shall 
incorporate the following criteria: 

(a) All graded & disturbed areas on the subject site shall be planted and 
- -maintained -for-erosion-controt-anctvisual enhancement-purposes·. -T-o minimize-the­

need for irrigation and to screen or soften the visual impact of development all 
landscaping shall consist primarily of native/drought resistant plants as listed by the 
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California Native Plant Society, Santa Monica Mountains Chapter, in their 
document entitled Recommended List of Plants for Landscaping in the Santa 
Monica Mountains, dated October 4, 1994. Invasive, non-indigenous plant species 
which tend to supplant native species shall not be used. 

(b) All disturbed areas and cut and fill slopes shall be stabilized with planting at the 
completion of final grading. Planting should be of native plant species indigenous 
to the Santa Monica Mountains using accepted planting procedures, consistent 
with fire safety requirements. Such planting shall be adequate to provide 90 
percent coverage within two (2) years, and this requirement shall apply to all 
disturbed soils; 

(c) Should grading take place during the rainy season (November 1 - March 31), 
sediment basins (including debris basins, desilting basins, or silt traps) shall be 
required on the project site prior to or concurrent with the initial grading operations 
and maintained through the development process to minimize sediment from runoff 
waters during construction. All sediment should be retained on-site unless removed 
to an appropriate approved dumping location. 

(d) The plan shall include filtering elements such as vegetative swales in the 
landscaping plan to be located around the 414-space temporary parking lot and the 
athletic fields in order to reduce the non-point source pollution impacts of these 
proposed developments on the adjacent Drainage A and Stokes Canyon Creek. 

12. Timing of Completion of Land Transactions. 

A. Prior to such time as the applicant commences the development of Phase I of the 
project, both ofthe following must be recorded: (1) an irrevocable offer of dedication 
of 382.15 acres to the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority in accord 
with Item No 12 of the Project Description; and (2) an irrevocable offer of dedication 
of an area approximately 0.8 acres in size known as the Claretville Summit in accord 
with Item No. 19 of the Project Description. In order to effectuate the above 
requirement, an escrow shall be created prior to the issuance of the permit and 
escrow instructions agreeable to the Executive Director and the applicant prepared. 
Prior to the issuance of the permit, the applicant shall deposit into an escrow, 
subject to the review and approval of the Executive Director, both of the irrevocable 
offers to dedicate referenced above in items (1) and (2) ofthis Special Condition, 
together with all other documents required to effectuate recordation of these offers. 
The escrow instructions shall provide that prior to such time as the applicant 
commences development of Phase I of the project, both of the irrevocable offers to 
dedicate shall be recorded. Prior to commencement of development of Phase I of 
the project, the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive 

· Director, evidence of the recordation of both of the offers to dedicate referenced in 
Items (1) and (2) of this Special Condition. 

·--- ---------

B. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for 
the review and approval of the Executive Director, evidence of the recordation of the 
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two perpetual conservation easements over a total of 37.17 acres in accord with 
Item No. 12 of the Project Description. 

13. Comprehensive Drainage Improvement Maintenance Program. 

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for 
the review and approval of the Executive Director, a comprehensive maintenance 
program for all approved drainage improvements, including debris basins, catch basins, 
and interceptor vaults. Said program shall include details concerning the timing, 
frequency, and method of such maintenance, including, but not limited to, clearing of 
debris and sediment from debris basins, removal and disposal of trash and debris from 
catch basins, and replacement and disposal of oil absorbing material. The applicant 
shall implement the approved maintenance program such that drainage improvements 
function as designed and intended. 

14. Open Space Deed Restriction. 

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall execute and 
record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, 
which provides that the area of the project site generally depicted on Exhibit 18 is 
precluded from future development and preserved for open space and habitat 
protection. The restriction shall prohibit the applicant or its successor in interest from 
construction, grading, landscaping, and vegetation removal in the restricted area, 
except as may be required by the Los Angeles County Fire Department for fuel 
modification. All roads, driveways, bridges, and utilities existing on the site as of 9/24/97 
may be maintained within the restricted area. The document shall run with the land, 
binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens which the 
Executive Director determines may affect the interest being conveyed, and free of any 
other encumbrances which may affect said interest. This deed restriction shall not be 
removed or changed without a Coastal Commission-approved amendment to this 
coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no 
amendment is required because the change is not substantive in nature. 

15. Deed Restriction Limiting Number of Students and Faculty. 

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall execute and 
record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, 
which restricts: a) the total enrollment of the Soka University facility to a maximum of 
800 students, including: 1) 650 total daytime students (consisting of 500 total students 
residing on the campus and 150 non-resident students), and 2) 150 total night students 
in non-degree program courses; and b) the total number of faculty and staff, including 
visiting faculty or researchers, to a maximum of 150. The document shall run with the 
land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens which 

___ _ _ _ the Executive Director deten:-ines may affect ~h~ interest b7ing convey~d •. and free of 
-----anyottrer-encurnbranceswhrclnnay-affe·ctsaJctlnterestTh•s-deed-restrictron-shalt-not 

be removed or changed without a Coastal Commission-approved amendment to this 
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coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no 
amendment is required because the change is not substantive in nature. 

16. Annual Reporting Requirements. 

The applicant shall submit annually, for the review and approval of the Executive 
Director, a report, prepared by an independent auditor, detailing the total enrollment 
figures of Soka University for each term or semester, including summer term which 
includes: a) total resident students, b) total commuting daytime students; and c) total 
night students. Additionally, the annual report shall state the total number of faculty and 
staff employed for each semester. Said report shall be submitted to the Executive 
Director each year by no later than March 30. 

17. Lighting. 

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, a final lighting plan for the development. 
Said plan shall provide, at a minimum, that: 

1. All on-site lighting shall be of low intensity, directed downward and directed 
away from off-site areas, sensitive habitat and open space areas. 

2. No night lighting shall be provided for the athletic fields or tennis courts. 
3. No internally illuminated or neon signs shall be provided. 

18. Athletic Fields. 

No permanent structures such as stands, bleachers, scoreboards, or similar structures· 
shall be constructed or erected for the athletic fields, except that a backstop may be 
provided adjacent to the baseball diamond. Portable goals, stands, or scoreboards may 
be placed in the athletic field areas on a temporary basis for sporting events, provided 
that no such temporary structures shall be placed within 1 00 feet of Mulholland 
Highway. 

19. Storm Water Plan. 

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, 
(Construction and Post-Construction) along with evidence of its approval by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, or evidence that such approval is not required. 

20. Public Parking. 

The two 8-space public parking lots located adjacent to Wickland Road and Las 
a Virgenes Canyon Road (as sho~n o~ Exhibit.6) shall be available to the general pub~ic, 

_.,_ ______ on-aiirst"'come;-first-servecl bas•s-dunng-dayfaght-hours-(from dawn-to-dusk:)-for--a-penoct--
of not less than four (4) hours. 
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A Special Event at the Soka University campus shall be defined as an assembly of 
more than 20 visitors (in addition to the students, faculty, and staff permitted in 
Condition 15 above) for a common purpose. No more than one event involving more 
than 20 visitors to the campus shall be conducted during any 24-hour period. Special 
Events involving more than 20 visitors shall be restricted to the following: 

a. Commencement ceremonies, during day or evening, no more than 3 days per 
calendar year, with a maximum of 650 visitors; 

b. Indoor Sports Events, during evening hours, no more than once per week, with a 
maximum of 500 visitors; 

c. Outdoor Sports Events, during daytime hours, no more than once per week, 
weekend only, with a maximum of 500 visitors; 

d. Cultural Events, during evening hours,·no more than once per week, with a 
maximum of 650 visitors; 

e. Cultural Events, during daytime hours, no more than once per week, with a 
maximum of 500 visitors; 

f. Other Special Events, during daytime hours, no more than 4 days per calendar 
year, with a maximum of 2,500 visitors, subject to the condition that such events 
shall be cancelled or rescheduled if either Las Virgenes Road/Malibu Canyon 
Road or Mulholland Highway between Topanga Canyon Road and Las Virgenes 
Road is, for any reason, closed to through traffic. 

In no case shall more than 650 visitors visit the campus during any 24-hour period, with 
the exception of those 4 days per year when 2,500 visitors maximum are permitted 
pursuant to section f. above. 

The applicant shall submit a report, prepared by an independent auditor, annually no 
later than March 30, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, detailing the 
total number of events conducted at the campus, by type, with attendance figures for 
each event. In addition, this report shall detail the number of visitors to the campus on 
a daily basis. · 

22. Fuel Modification/Oak Woodland Preservation Plan. 

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, a detailed fuel modification/oak 
woodland preservation plan for those areas within any designated oak woodland 
environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA) or area within the 100 foot setback from 
any oak woodland ESHA, prepared by a qualified biologist, botanist, or resource 
specialist, in order to protect existing oaks, to prevent disruption of natural oak 

tit recruitment processes, and to enhance oak woodland/grassland habitat. Said plan shall 
- - -· -- --·specify-theiiming;-areas to be-modified, -and-methods-by-which-fuel modification-will-be---­

carried out. Said plan shall include a prohibition on the use of heavy machinery (like 
tractors or riding mowers) within any ESHA. Only hand-held equipment or tools may be 
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utilized for maintenance of grasses or thinning or pruning of vegetation. Said plan shall 
also provide that a qualified biologist or botanist shall survey all sensitive areas prior to 
fuel modification and shall identify and flag oak seedlings, native shrubs, and other 
sensitive plants to be avoided when fuel modification is carried out. Said plan shall 
provide for the planting of native valley oak tree seedlings, native bunch grasses and 
other native plant species, appropriate for a transitional ecotone between an oak 
woodland and grassland, in the disturbed open field areas within the 100 foot setback 
from oak woodland ESHAs. An irrigation system in that area located from 10 feet to 1 00 
feet from structures is permissible for fire fighting purposes only. Said plan shall require 
that all fuel modification activities within a designated ESHA shall be monitored by a 
qualified Biologist or Botanist. · 

23. Stables. 

The applicant agrees that if the historic Gillette Stables (Building Be) is utilized as a 
horse stable facility, the applicant shall make such facilities available for use by the 
general public to the same extent that they are available to students and employees of 
Soka University. 

24. Fuel Modification Requirements. 

The applicant agrees that any revisions to the approved fuel modification plan, including 
those necessitated by new Fire Department standards, shall be submitted for the review 
of the Executive Director for a determination if such revisions require an amendment to 
this permit or a new coastal development permit. 

IV. Findings and Declarations. 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. Project Description. 

The applicant proposes to expand an existing university campus through the 
implementation of the Soka University Revised Master Plan. The proposed project site 
comprises 588.5-acres. The existing and proposed campus area is located on 
Mulholland Highway, just east of Las Virgenes Road in the Santa Monica Mountains. 
As shown on Exhibit 2, the property extends south to Las Virgenes Canyon Road and 
extends east along Mulholland Highway. Exhibit 1 is the vicinity map showing the 
location of the proposed project site. The following elements, which include 
development proposals and built~in mitigation measures for project impacts, constitute 
the proposed project (Exhibit 3 is the applicant's letter describing these elements): 

1. Expansion of the existing educational program from 350 students (250 full time and e 100 extension/community students) to 650 full time students maximum, including 
- - -' - - - - - 506-students-who-would-reside-on campus-;-and--1·5(}-commuting-students-;-ln--
. addition, programs for 150 maximum extension/community students would be 

provided. The program will be comprised of secondary and/or post secondary levels. 
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2. Total building area of 440,000 sq. ft. including: 

• Retention of 18 of the existing 39 buildings (81,300 sq. ft.) on the project site. 
The remaining 21 buildings would be demolished. No historic buildings would be 
demolished. 

• Construction of 15 new buildings for a total of 358,700 sq. ft .. 

3. The total building area would be allocated as follows (Exhibit 4 is a table detailing 
each proposed building): 

• Academic Facilities- 129,000 sq. ft. in nine buildings (including 4 existing 
buildings). The new buildings are: a 43,000 sq. ft. library; one building containing 
a research center (10,000 sq. ft.) and administration building (20,000 sq. ft.); a 
15,000 sq. ft. classroom building; a mechanical/maintenance structure; and a 
500 sq. ft. reception kiosk. The existing academic buildings.that would be 
retained include: ''Minuteman Hall" classrooms (24,000 sq. ft.); a 400 sq. ft. 
mechanical/laundry building; botanical research center (1 ,500 sq. ft.); and the 
600 sq. ft. reception kiosk. 

• Residential Facilities -149,200 sq. ft. in 17 housing buildings (including 9 
existing buildings}. This includes eight new student housing buildings which total 
136,200 sq. ft. The existing residential structures that would be retained on site 
are: five existing houses occupied by faculty members which total9,800 sq. ft.; a 
300 sq. ft. meeting room; an 800 sq. ft. storage shed; a 4-car garage (1,200 sq. 
ft.); and a 900 sq. ft. pool house. 

• Recreational Buildings -161,800 sq. ft. in seven buildings (including 5 existing 
buildings). The two new structures would be a new 40,000 sq. ft. gymnasium and 
a new student center/auditorium/dining commons building totaling 80,000 sq. ft. 
The existing recreational structures that will be retained are: a central hall 
anthenaeum (26,600 sq. ft.); two student lounges (3,000 and 1,800 sq. ft.); an 
historic stables building (6,000 sq. ft.) that is proposed to be converted to a 
visitor center; and a 4,400 sq. ft. reception center. · 

4. All proposed new structures will be no higher than 35 feet maximum. All new 
buildings will be similar in architectural style to the existing historical buildings on 
site. 

- ------- - --·--··-
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5. Build-out of the proposed project in three phases as follows: 

PHASE FULL TIME EXTENSION/COMMUNITY 
ENROLLMENT (MAX.) ENROLLMENT (MAX.) 

I 350 full time students 100 students 
II 500 full time students 150 students 
Ill 650 full time students 150 students 

Phase I includes 81,300 sq. ft. of retained existing facilities 

BUILDING AREA 
(MAX.) 
275,000 sq. ft. 
358,400 sq. ft. 
440,000 sq. ft. 

Subsequent phases will occur no sooner than 5 years after the previous phase's final building 
certificate of occupancy is issued. 

Unused square footage in previous phases could be carried over to subsequent phases, but 
would not exceed the maximum building area for the subsequent phase. 

6. Consolidation of the 19 existing parcels which comprise the proposed project site, 
and redivision into three newly configured parcels, as shown on Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map No. 50603. 

7. Reconstruction of a 1,500 foot long segment of Drainage "A", a drainage channel 
located on the eastern portion of the proposed project site for flood control 
purposes. This segment of the drainage has been altered by past uses on the site . 
and was realigned in the 1950's and does not currently support riparian habitat. The 
reconstructed channel would be approximately 59 feet wide with a 35-foot wide 
sandy bottom and ungrouted rock riprap side slopes. The reconstructed channel 
would be vegetated according to a riparian restoration plan prepared by a 
restoration specialist. The restoration would be monitored for a five year period to 
ensure its success. 

8. Site grading (as shown on the grading plan dated 5/21/97) including: 

• 36,300 cu. yds. of overexcavation and recompaction for building sites 
• 5,100 cu. yds. of overexcavation and recompaction for roads/parking areas 
• 12,300 cu. yds. of cut and 12,300 cu. yds. of fill for reconstruction of Drainage 

"A" 
• 6,800 cu. yds. of cut and 6,800 cu. yds. of fill for slope excavation and 

reconstruction 
• 4,500 cu. yds. of cut and 4,500 cu. yds. of fill for construction of on-site roads 

and driveway~ 

-· - _. -- ·9~ -Minor-encroachments-by-grading areas-and-building-areas-into the-protected-zones- - - -
of 28 oak trees. No oaks would be removed by the proposed project. 
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10.856 parking spaces (152 spaces within buildings, 573 spaces in surface lots, and 
131 spaces along internal driveways). 

11. Special events to be held on the University property as follows: 

• Commencement ceremonies, no more than 3 days per calendar year, 650 
visitors maximum 

• Evening indoor sports events, no more than 1 time per week, 500 visitors 
maximum 

• Evening indoor cultural events, no more than 1 time per week, 650 visitors 
maximum 

• Daytime outdoor sports events, weekend only, 500 visitors maximum 
• Daytime cultural events, no more than 1 per month, 500 visitors maximum 
• Daytime Special events, no more than 4 days per calendar year, 2,500 visitors 

maximum 

No more than one special event as defined above would be scheduled per day. 

12. Of a total project site area of 588.5 acres, approximately 439.5 acres would be 
devoted to open space, including: 

• Two conservation easement areas: 37.17 acres [These areas are to be owned 
by Soka University with conservation easements to be dedicated to the 
Mountains Recreation Conservation Authority (MRCA)] 

• Non-dedicated/non-restricted open space: 20.18 acres [These areas will remain 
under Soka University ownership free of development] 

• Public dedication areas: 382.15 acres. [These areas are to be dedicated in fee to 
the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA). This dedication 
will contain covenants that the dedicated property will be used only for park, 
recreational, and open space purposes, and that the property may be transferred 
only to another local, state or federal park service or other public entity for such 
purposes.] 

13. Planning and construction of riding and hiking trails within the proposed project site. 
The following trails would be constructed to Los Angeles County trail standards: 
Stokes Ridge Trail, Calabasas/Cold Creek Lateral Trail, and Soka Connector Trail. 
Portions of these trails would be located within the land dedicated to the MRCA. 
Those trail portions which are located within the property to be retained by Soka 
University will be dedicated to the MRCA after planning and construction. Additional 
perimeter trails would be established within rights of way in connection with 
dedication of said rights of way to the County of Los Angeles. Exhibit 5 shows these 
trails. 

e 14. Public access through the University campus to trails and open space areas shall be 
------ -providecf.44 parking spaces (asindicated on Exhibit 6f wilfbe reserved for the use - - -

of the public (including 20 spaces along Mulholland Highway within the dedicated 
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open space) for a maximum of two hours. The availability of such access and 
parking will be indicated on signage at main entrances to the University. 

15. Vegetation Management Plan, including: 

• Native plant landscaping, 
• Native grassland and riparian restoration plan 
• Fire protection plan 
• Fuel modification plan 
• Oak tree protection and monitoring plan 
• Sensitive species salvage, propagation, preservation, and monitoring plan 
• Exotic plant species control 

16. Enhancement of Stokes Canyon Creek, including eradication of exotic plant species 
like Arundo donax and revegetation and monitoring with native 'riparian plant 
species. 

17. Construction of debris basins, desilting basins, and interceptor vaults including . 
hydrocarbon absorbing pillows to minimize runoff velocity and volume, pollutants, 
and siltation from site drainage before it enters Stokes Canyon Creek. 

18.AII other miscellaneous project mitigation measures listed in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report (SCH 91081028), adopted by Los Angeles County on February 18, 
1997, including, in particular: a comprehensive management program for drainage 
improvements; a Phase II archaeological testing program; a Transportation Demand 
Management Program; intersection improvements. 

19. Dedication in fee of approximately .825-acres comprising the Claretville Summit 
area to a public agency acceptable to the Commission. (Exhibit 7 is the applicant's 
letter describing this dedication) 

20. Construction of proposed trails prior to, or within 120 days (in order to avoid grading 
trails during the rainy season if the dedication is completed at such a time) after the 
two conservation easements totaling 37.17-acres described in Item No. 12 are 
recorded and the 382.15-acre open space dedication described in Item No. 12 is 
accepted. Exhibit 16 shows the applicant's letter describing this proposal. 

Exhibit 8 shows the existing and proposed buildings on the site. Exhibit 9 is the 
proposed site plan which shows the location of the proposed campus facilities. 

LUP Amendment: 

This proposed project is related in subject matter to Amendment 1-97 to the 
Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan (LUP). At the February 1998 hearing, 

the Commission acted to deny the proposed amenament as submitteaana · approver-- -­
with Suggested Modifications. The approved amendment designated the following land 
use categories for the Soka University site: Institution and Public Facilities, Restricted 
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Institution and Public Facilities, Low Intensity Visitor Serving Commercial Recreation, 
Parks, and Open Space. 

Staff notes that, with the exception of the proposed road and handicapped parking for 
Buildings 22 and 23, and the proposed debris basins, the proposed project, as 
conditioned, would be consistent with the LUP designations as proposed to be 
amended by Amendment 1-97, and as suggested to be modified by the Commission at 
its February 1998 hearing. It should be noted, however, that the policies of the LUP are 
guidance for the Commission and that the standard of review for this application is 
consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

B. Proiect History. 

The applicants originally applied in 1991 to the County of Los Angeles for a 5,000 
student campus. In 1992, the proposed project was reduced to a maximum of 3,400 
students. In March 1993, the L.A. County Environmental Review Board (ERB) approved 
the biota report and its addendum for the proposed project site. In October 1993, the 
ERB reviewed the Screencheck Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 
3,400 student project. It determined that the proposed project was inconsistent with the 
LUP but recommended no further review of the DEIR. 

In February 1995, the DEIR for the 3,400 student project was accepted by the County 
and from February to March 1995, it was circulated for public comment. A final EIR was 
never prepared for the project as then configured with 3,400 students. In April 1996, a 
revised application to the County was filed by the applicant for a University Master Plan 
including a maximum of 650 students and a total of 440,000 sq. ft. of building area. 

From July to September 1996, the Revised DEIR for the 650 student project was 
circulated for public comment. On November 13, 1996, the project was approved by the 
Regional Planning Commission. On February 18, 1997, the Board of Supervisors 
approved the Soka University Revised Master Plan, approving an amendment to the 
LUP and certifying the Final EIR. · 

C. Settlement Agreement 

Litigation Over the University Master Plan. As described above, in 1991, Los Angeles 
County began preparing and processing a "Soka University Master Plan." As part of 
that Master Plan, Soka would eventually seek a coastal development permit from the 
Commission, among required approvals from other agencies. In 1992, the Mountains 
Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA) filed an eminent domain lawsuit in Los 
Angeles County Superior Court against Soka. (The MRCA is a joint powers agency 
consisting of the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, the Conejo Park and 
Recreation District, and the Rancho Simi Recreation and Park District.) The 

tt_ Commission was not involved in this suit. The MRCA's eminent domain action sought 
-'-·· ·--- --to-condemn-about-245-acres-ofSoka's-588:5-total--acreage-in-the-ealabasas-area-of--

Los Angeles County, including many of the educational and related improvements on 
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Soka's land. Soka filed a cross-complaint in early 1996 against the Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy (SMMC) and the County. 

Settlement of the Litigation. In July 1996, the four parties involved {the MRCA, Soka, 
the SMMC, and the County, referred to hereafter as the "settling parties") entered into a 
Settlement Agreement in order to resolve the issues raised by the eminent domain 
action and Soka's cross-complaint. Certain significant provisions of the settlement are 
included in Soka's proposal here, as explained more fully below, including Items 12,13, 
and 14. 

The settlement agreement set forth a number of compromises between the parties. For 
example, instead of proposing 3400 students as in the 1992 proposed University 
Master Plan, Soka agreed to propose 650 students in a Revised Master Plan. (Soka 
has included this element of the settlement as Item No. 1 of its application) Instead of 
proposing 1,500,000 gross square feet of building area, Soka now agreed to propose 
440,000 square feet. (Soka has included this element of the settlement as Item No. 2 
of its application. See Project Description above) The County and Soka also agreed to 
implement a Mitigation Monitoring Program in order to insure Soka's timely compliance 
with all environmental impact mitigation conditions imposed on it in connection with 
construction approvals. The application that Soka has submitted to the Commission 
here reflects these compromises. 

382 Acres Dedicated By Soka to MRCA. Three major elements of the settlement are 
also included in Soka's application here. First, Soka agreed to dedicate in fee to the 
MRCA 382.15 acres of its land. (Settlement Agreement, paragraph 4.1.) Soka has 
included this property dedication as Item No. 12 of its application. As part of this 
application, Soka proposes that this property will be used for public park or open space 
use. 

Perpetual Conservation Easements Created. Second, Soka agreed to burden two 
separate areas of its land comprising 37.17 total acres with perpetual conservation 
easements. (Settlement Agreement, paragraph 4.2.) Soka has included these "east" 
and ''west" conservation easements in Item No. 12 of its application. The settlement 
agreement states that these two areas have significant ecological values that are of 
scientific and educational interest and specifies the restricted use that will be made of 
these two easement areas. (See the Access/Recreation Section below for a detailed 
explanation of these restrictions.) 

Public Access~ Third, Soka agreed in the settlement to allow public access by the 
public to the campus open space, including access to the portion of Soka's land known 
as ''the Summit." {Settlement Agreement, paragraph 4.3.) It should be noted that the 
applicant has proposed to dedicate the "Summir to a public agency as part of this 
application, although this was not required by the Settlement Agreement. Public access 
points to the open space and proposed routes through it were specified in Exhibit E to 

-the-settlement-agreement:-"fhe-agreementafso-contemplates-the-buHd-otrt-and- -- - -
dedication by Soka of certain trails. Public accessways and trails are included in Soka's 
application as Item No. 13. 
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The proposed project site has had some level of development and areas have been 
cultivated since before the 1920's. King Gillette purchased over 200 acres from Edward 
Stokes in 1926. Gillette, the inventor of the safety razor, used the property as a working 
ranch, growing hay and apples, and grazing cattle. Wallace Neff, a prominent Southern 
California architect, was commissioned to design the main house, stables, and garage. 
These structures were constructed on the site in 1928 and 1929. Four smaller 

· residences were constructed on the site during the same time period. These buildings 
still exist on the site. 

After Gillette's death, the ranch was purchased (1935) by Clarence Brown, a film 
director and producer. "According to newspaper reports at the time of the sale, the 
ranch included 360 acres planted with trees, flowers, and shrubs from all over the world 
and a plane landing field". The property remained a working ranch under Brown's 
ownership. A swimming pool and tennis courts were added in 1937. Brown also 
frequently used the ranch for filming. Among the movies filmed at the site are "National 
Velvet", "Come Live with Me" and "Ah, Wilderness". Brown maintained a landing strip 
on the northeast portion of the property. 

The property was sold to the Claretiar:t Theological Seminary in the 1950's. The 
property became known as "Ciaretville". The Claretians used the property as a 
seminary and leased it out for a temporary campus for Thomas Aquinas College. Major 
structures were added to the property by the Claretians. These include: Minuteman 
Hall, a dormitory and classroom building; a chapel (now known as Wisdom Hall); and 
another dormitory wing was added to the main house. In 1978, the property was 
acquired by the Church Universal and Triumphant which used the classroom and 
dormitory facilities for its Summit University campus. Soka purchased the main campus 
area from the Church Universal and Triumphant in 1986. 

In addition to the main area of the property which was ranched as described above, the 
applicant has acquired adjacent properties. The eastern portion of the proposed project 
site was held by various owners over the same period, including Louis B. Mayer, and 
eventually, the Quaker Corporation (coastal permit history for this property described 
below). This property was never developed. Several parcels in the southeastern portion 
of the site were originally ranched by Charles Wickland and later owned by the 
DeCinces family. A cabin and house still exist on these parcels. Finally, the southern 
area of the site, most recently owned by Mountain View, contains many structures, 
including temporary trailers. This area of the site was used for a variety of uses, 
including ranching, camp, riding academy, and K-12 educational facility. 

E. Past Commission Actions. 

- --Aithough-mueh-oHhe-development on-the-site-predates1he Coastal Act;-the-­
Commission has previously considered two applications for Soka University 
development on the subject project site. Permit 5-87--495 (Soka) was approved for the 
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extension of an eight-inch sewer line from existing development on the site to a sewer 
line beneath Mulholland Highway, thus connecting the development to the Las Virgenes 
Wastewater Treatment Plant. This permit was approved with conditions requiring 
evidence that the sewer line was needed to serve the existing facility, and an 
archaeological mitigation plan. Permit 5-88-168 (Soka University) was approved for the 
demolition of an existing guard trailer and the construction of a one-bedroom 
guard/caretaker unit with two parking spaces. This permit was approved with no special 
conditions. 

Additionally, the Commission has considered applications for prior owners on property 
which is now owned by Soka University and is part of the proposed project site. Permit 
5-83-3 (Quaker Corporation) was denied for the subdivision of 272 acres into 47 one­
acre residential lots, one flood control and two open space lots, with road and utility 
construction. The Commission found that this project would have adverse impacts on 
environmentally sensitive habitat .areas, was substantially in excess of the densities 
allowed in the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Area Plan, and would prejudice the 
ability of the County to prepare an LCP for the area. 

Permit 5-85-51 (Quaker-Ross) was subsequently approved for the subdivision of the 
same 272 acres into 34 residential lots, 2 open space lots totaling 202 acres, and 1 
flood control lot, with roads and utilities on the same project site as that considered in 
Permit Application 5-83-3. The 34 approved lots represented a reduction from the 
applicant's proposal of 49 lots. The majority of the proposed lots were located on the 
west side of Mulholland Highway, with ten lots to be located east of Mulholland in three 
clusters of lots. The project was approved with conditions regarding TDC's, reduction in 
the total number of lots, revised plans, dedication of oak woodland areas, setbacks, 
open space dedication, stream protection, trail dedications, and grading. The project 
site that was the subject of Permit 5-85-51 now forms the eastern portion of the Soka 
project site, including the area between Wickland Road and Mulholland Highway and 
the area north and east of Mulholland Highway. This permit was never activated and 
the property was not subdivided. 

Permit 5-86-059 (Decinces & Vernon) was approved for the subdivision of a 10.6-acre 
parcel into two parcels, each 5.3-acres in size. This site is located on.Wickland Road, 
adjacent to the National Park Service Diamond X Ranch facility. This permit was 
approved with special conditions regarding TDC's, open space easement, and 
restrictions on further subdivision of the property. However, this permit was never 
issued and the lot was not subdivided. 

F. Staff Note Re: Facilities Sizing. 

Because several comments have been received about the size of the proposed 
university facilities relative to the size of the total enrollment, the issue is briefly 

- . discussed here. Staff has received public comments asserting that the size of the 
- - ----proposed-project-is-excessive-for-the-maximtJm-enrollment--that-the-applicant-pr-oposes--· --

for the university. These comments suggest that the proposed facilities have been 
designed to be excessively large in size for the proposed total 650 students because 
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the applicant intends to increase the total enrollment in the future notwithstanding the 
restrictions imposed in the County's permits for the project and the provisions of the 
applicant's 1996 settlement agreement with the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, 
County of los Angeles, and the MRCA (See Section C above regarding this 
Agreement). 

The issue of the size of the proposed facilities relative to the proposed student 
enrollment is addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) as a Topical 
Response to several comments to the Draft EIR which question why Soka had reduced 
the number of students from the earlier proposal by 80 percent (from 3,400 to 650 
students) while it had reduced the size of the proposed facilities only 70 percent (from 
1.44 million sq. ft. to 440,000 sq. ft.). The topical response explains that while the need 
for certain buildings like dormitories is proportional to the number of students, many 
required facilities are not. For example, gymnasiums, swimming pools, and auditoriums 
must have at least a minimum floor area to serve their purposes, regardless of the total 
number of students. Universities must have a library containing a minimum number of 
volumes in order to achieve accreditation. The FEIR states that: 

However, it should be noted that, in comparison to other comparable institutions of this 
scale, the proposed Soka University facilities are not out of proportion. For example, 
Scripps College in Claremont provides a facility of 564,671 sq. ft. for its 650 students, of 
whom 600 reside on-site. This is a per capita ratio of 868 gross square feet per student, 
as compared to 677 gross square feet per student for Soka University upon full buildout. 
Sweetbrier College, another comparably-sized independent institution on the East 
Coast, has facilities totaling 840,279 gross square feet or 1,364 gross square feet per 
each of the 616 students enrolled there. In each case, these institutions provide more 
residential, library and academic area per student than would the proposed project. 

In addition to the response in the FEIR, the applicant has submitted a letter report, 
dated· 9/26/97, which addresses the amount of academic space that the applicant 
proposes for the university, and a letter report, dated 10/10/97, addressing other kinds 
of facility space, both prepared by University Planning Consultants Ira Fink and 
Associates, Inc. 

The consultant confirms that certain university facilities require a minimum square 
footage. For instance, recreational facilities like a gymnasium has a size based on the 
minimum dimensions of the enclosed playing surfaces. Allowing for a regulation sized 
basketball court, safety zones, spectator seating areas, locker and shower areas, 
storage, office, and circulation would account for the 40,000 sq. ft. proposed for the 
gym. Further, based on guidelines established by the Association of College and 
University libraries, the consultant estimates that the proposed campus would generate 
a library with 127,250 volume capacity, which with seating areas, and space for library 
operations and administration would require the full43,000 sq. ft. proposed here. 

The letter further explains that higher education institutions count space differently than 
commercial or office developers.Space tn edueat1onall8Cilfflesis claSSified as ------­
assignable or useable square footage. Assignable space is that area within rooms that 
is used for a particular educational activity. This space does not include "non-
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assignable" space like corridors, stairwells, restrooms,_areas used for custodial work, 
elevators, space set aside for heating and ventilation, and wall thickness, both interior 
and exterior. The assignable and non-assignable spaces together make up the gross 
square footage of educational buildings. The ratio between assigned square footage 
and gross square footage is termed the efficiency of a building. The 9/26/97 Fink letter 
report explains that: "because considerable space in campus buildings is devoted to 
non-assignable functions of a building ... as opposed to assigned area in a building, the 
efficiency of most buildings in higher education is generally in the range of 55 percenr. 

The letter report also states 'that: 

Small campuses such as that proposed by Soka University may end up having more 
total square footage per student than larger institutions. A specialized room or activity at 
a smaller campus, such as a chemistry laboratory, might be used only for a few hours a 
day or week, while similarly specialized facilities in a larger institution can be used 
throughout the day or week, thereby reducing the need proportionally to have as many 
of these facilities. It is also important to note that the advent of information technology in 
higher education and compliance with provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act 
have necessitated increases in the space per student in instructional areas. For 
·example, in a room with movable tablet arm furniture, the area per student might be 
approximately 20 ASF per student station; if computers on fixed tables (so the wiring 
can be run to outlets in the floor) are provided, and disabled accessibility needs are met, 
the area per student station can increase to 45 to 50 ASF. 

As noted above, the applicant proposes a total of 129,000 sq. ft. of academic facilities. 
Included in this category is the library, botanical center, a research center, 
administration building, reception kiosks, and classroom buildings. The classrooms 
would be housed in two buildings; the existing 24,000 sq. ft. Minuteman Hall, and a 
proposed 15,000 sq. ft. classroom building. Based on Mr. Fink's analysis of this 
proposed 39,000 gross sq. ft. of classroom space, he concludes that there would be . 
approximately 21,450 sq. ft. of assignable space for the use of classrooms, faculty and 
staff offices, and shared spaces (file rooms, lounges, coffee rooms, etc.). Of this, 
approximately 8,580 sq. ft. would be available for instructional space. This results in an 
average of 13.2 assignable square feet of classroom area per student (at build-out). 
The Fink letter report concludes that for a university to function effectively with the 
average of 13.2 sq. ft. per student, the classrooms would need to be in constant use 
throughout the day. 

Finally, there have been concerns raised about the total square footage of student 
housing to be provided on the proposed campus and whether the proposed facilities 
would allow for future expansion of the total number of students housed on site in the 
future. As proposed, 136,200 sq. ft. of dormitory space in eight new buildings would be 
constructed. This space would provide housing for 500 students, for a gross square 
footage per student of 272 sq. ft. Wrth regard to the size of the proposed dormitories, 
the applicant has submitted a third letter report, prepared by Ira Fink and Associates, 

----dated--.January-9;-1-998; -which-addressesihe size-of-student-housing:-This-firm-provided­
data from a survey of 20 private residential universities in California of a size 
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comparable to that proposed by Soka. Of the 20 colleges contacted, nine provided a 
response. The following table details the results of the Ira Fink survey: 

UNIVERSITY AND LOCATION BED GROSS GSFPER 
CAPACITY SQUARE BED 

FEET (GSF) 
Biola University (La Mirada) 1,450 267,653 185 
Claremont McKenna College 821 259,630 316 
(Claremont) 
Dominican College (San Rafael) 280 50,576 181 
Harvey Mudd College (Claremont) 652 226,510 347 
Occidental College (Los Angeles) 1,273 463,000 364 
Pitzer College (Claremont) 634 229,516 362 
Pomona College (Claremont) 1,339 520,345 389 
Scripps College (Claremont) 545 241,308 442 
Westmont College (Santa Barbara) 1,090 177,226 163 

Total/Average 8084 2,435,764 302 

The gross square footage figures represent the total amount of space enclosed in a 
building. This would include bedrooms. bathrooms, lobby and lounge space, any 
recreational space, circulation, stairs, elevators, living space for hall directors, storage, 
laundry, exercise rooms, etc~ 

As can be seen from the table, there is considerable variation in the gross square 
footage provided per student in these private institutions. According to the letter report, 
part of the variation is due to the mix of bedroom types in the housing. Campuses with 
a higher number of single rooms would generally have higher average square footages 
than those with all double rooms. Additional considerations include the amount of 
communal space and storage space provided, as well as the number of housing 
supervisors like live-in hall directors that are provided per student. 

Further, the report concludes that the time period during which the student housing was 
planned and constructed can affect the square footage provided per student. According 
to Ira Fink, in the period from the 50's to the 70's, less square footage per student was 
provided in campus housing. Under the HUD College Housing Loan Program, many 
colleges and universities received loans to provide additional student housing, but had 
to meet federal guidelines limiting the total area of space that could be provided per 
student. Such facilities typically included shared bedrooms and large bathrooms shared 
among many students. 

Ira Fink suggests that there has been a trend since that time towards larger student 
accommodations and more square footage per student. The letter report states that: 

--· __ §tudents today also bring more stuff with them to colle~. Their room is like their home. _ ·-· _ 
It serves as a bedroom, a study area, a place to exercise, a place to be alone when they 
feel like it, a place to relax and a place to store their possessions ... Campuses today are 
interested in meeting student desires and needs, and accommodating their residential 
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students on a 24-hour, 7 -day per week basis, even when the remainder of the campus 
is shut down. 

Finally, designing student housing to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act is 
identified in the report as a factor resulting in an increase in the square footage devoted 
per student in student housing. 

Based· on this information, staff concludes that the 272 sq. ft. per student proposed in 
the student dormitories as part of the proposed Soka University expansion is within a 
range of gross square footage provided per student in comparable institutions. As such, 
there appears to be no reason to believe that the proposed square footage of student 
housing is excessive or that it indicates that more students could be accommodated 
within the same area. 

As discussed above, staff has received comments asserting that the proposed project 
has been designed to include facilities of a greater size than would be required for the 
total number of students proposed. However, the available information considered 
above does not indicate that this is the case. As discussed in the project EIR, compared 
to private universities of comparable enrollment, it appears that the size of the proposed 
Soka University facilities is actually smaller. Less than half of the total size of the 
proposed classroom structures would actually be useable for educational activities. The 
proposed classrooms would be in constant use throughout the day to accommodate the 
proposed total number of students. The evidence submitted to date indicates that the 
amount of square footage per student devoted to housing is well within a range of area 
per student provided at comparable institutions. Staff notes that it does not appear, in 
weighing this information, that the proposed facilities are disproportionately large for the 
total enrollment. Finally, staff has received no information that demonstrates the 
contrary. 

When the Commission analyzes the potential impacts of a proposed project, it must 
examine what is proposed at the time. Increases in the total enrollment, even without 
increases in the physical building size or footprint, would be a change in intensity of use 
which constitutes development under the Coastal Act. As such, this sort of activity 
would require an amendment to the applicant's permit or a new coastal development 
permit. At that time, the Commission would evaluate any proposed increase to 
enrollment or any other project modification for conformance with the policies of the 
Coastal Act. 

However, the overall size of the proposed university master plan does implicate the 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act insofar as the density and intensity of the 
proposed development is directly related to potential adverse impacts to coastal 
resources. The Commission has found, through permit actions, ·that the design, size, 
and placement of new development of all kinds is directly related to the impacts that 

a such development would have on coastal resources, including public access. The 
-•--- - -Commission-11as-r.equir:ed,in-many-cases,that-development-be-reduc::ed .in-siz:e, +esited.,- -- - -

or redesigned in order to reduce adverse impacts and to ensure complian~ with 
Chapter 3. 
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Section 30230 of the Coastal Act states that: 

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored. Special 
protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or economic 
significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a manner that will 
sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain healthy 
populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long-term commercial, 
recreational, scientific, and educational purposes. 

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states that: 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms 
and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored 

, through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and 
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and 
substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, 
maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing 
alteration of natural streams. 

Section 30236 of the Coastal Act states that: 

. Channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations of rivers and streams shall 
incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, and be limited to (1) necessary water 
supply projects, (2) flood control projects where no other method for protection existing 
structures in the floodplain is feasible and where such protection is necessary for public 
safety or to protect existing development, or (3) developments where the primary function 
is the improvement of fish and wildlife habitat. 

Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states that: 

(c) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be·protected against any significant disruption 
of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those 
areas. 

(d) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and 
recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly 
degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and 
recreation areas. 

In addition, the certified Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains LUP, upon which the. 
Commission has relied for guidance in past land use decisions, contains policies 

a . . re_ garding the protection of coastal strea-ms and other env .. ironmen. tally sensitiv. e habitat 
_w ______ _areas which are ar:mlicable to the proposed development. These policies ar~designed 

to assure that development minimizes impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat 
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areas, coastal waters, and marine resources, consistent with the above noted Coastal 
Act policies. The following policies are applicable: 

P67 Any project or use which cannot mitigate significant adverse impacts as defined in 
the California Environmental Quality Act on sensitive environmental resources (as depicted 
on Figure 6) shall be denied. 

P68 Environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs) shall be protected against 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such resources shall be 
allowed within such areas. Residential use shall not be considered a resource dependent 
use. 

P69 Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs) 
shall be subject to the review of the Environmental Review Board, shall be sited and 
designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade such areas, and shall be 
compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas. 

P71 The clustering of buildings shall be required in Significant Watersheds to minimize 
impacts unless it can be demonstrated that other environmental mitigation methods would be 
effective. · 

P72 Open space or conservation easements or equivalent measures may be required in 
order to protect undisturbed watershed cover and riparian areas located on parcels proposed 
for development. Where new development is proposed adjacent to Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas, open space or conservation easements shall be required in order to 
protect resources within the ESHA. 

· P73 The use of insecticides, herbicides, or any toxic chemical substance {with the 
exception of non-regulated home pesticides considered necessary for maintenance of 
households) shall be prohibited in designated environmentally sensitive habitats, except in 
an emergency which threatens the habitat itself. 

P7 4 New development shall be located as close as feasible to existing roadways, 
services, and existing development to minimize the effects on sensitive environmental 
resources. 

P75 Development adjacent to parks shall be sited to allow ample room outside park 
~oundaries for necessary fire-preventive brush clearance. 

P76 In accordance with Section 30236 of the Coastal Act, channelizations, dams or other 
substantial alterations of stream courses shown as blue line streams on the latest available 
USGS map should incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, and be limited to (1) 
necessary water supply projects, (2) flood control projects where no other method for 
protecting existing structures in the floodplain is feasible and where such protection is 
necessary for public safety or to protect existing development, or (3) developments where 
the primary function is the improvement of fish and wildlife habitat. 

P78 Stream road crossings should be undertaken by the least environmentally damaging 
feasiole methoo:-Road crossmgs ofStreams should-be accomphshed-bYbnaQing, unless 
other methods are determined by the ERB to be less damaging. Bridge columns shall be 
located outside stream courses, if feasible ... 
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P79 To maintain natural vegetation buffer areas that protect all sensitive riparian habitats as 
required by Section 30231 of the Coastal Act, all development other than driveways and 
walkways should be setback at least 50 feet from the outer limit of designated 
environmentally sensitive riparian vegetation. 

P81 To control runoff into coastal waters, wetlands, and riparian areas, as required by 
Section 30231 of the Coastal Act, the maximum rate of storm water runoff into such areas 
from new development should not exceed the peak level that existed prior to development. 

P82 Grading shall be minimized for all new development to ensure the potential negative 
effects of runoff and erosion on these resources are minimized. · 

P85 Earthmoving operations within Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas, Significant 
Watersheds, and other areas of high potential erosion hazard (including areas with a slope 
exceeding 2:1) shall be prohibited between November 1 and March 31 unless a delay in 
grading until after the rainy season is determined by the Planning Director to be more 
environmentally damaging. Where grading begins before the rainy season, but extends into 
.the rainy season for reasons beyond the applicant•s control, measures to control erosion 
must be implemented at the end of each day's work. 

P86 A drainage control system, including on-site retention or detention where appropriate, 
shall be incorporated into the site design of new developments to minimize the effects of 
runoff and erosion. Runoff control systems shall be designed to prevent any increase in site 
runoff over pre-existing peak flows. Impacts on downstream sensitive riparian habitats shall 
be mitigated. 

P87 Require as a condition of new development approval abatement of any grading or 
drainage condition on the property which gives rise to existing erosion problems. Measures 
must be consistent with protection of ESHAs. 

P89 In ESHAs and Significant Watersheds and in other areas of high potential erosion 
hazard, require approval of final site development plans, including drainage and erosion 
control plans for new development prior to authorization of any grading activities. 

P91 All new development shall be designed to minimize impacts and alterations of physical 
features, such as ravines and hillsides, and processes of the site (i.e. geological, soils, 
hydrological, water percolation and runoff) to the maximum extent feasible. 

P96 Degradation of the water quality of groundwater basins, nearby streams, or wetlands 
shall not result from development of the site. Pollutantsr such as chemicals, fuels, lubricants, 
raw sewage, and other harmful waste shall not be discharged into or alongside coastal 
streams or wetlands. 

Additionally, Table 1 of the LUP requires that all structures be set back at least 100 feet 
from ESHAS, and that encroachment of structures within an oak woodland shall be 
limited such that at least 90% of the entire woodland is retained. The Commission has 

__fQYJ'ld that such setl:lacks are neces~ to ensure thaLESHAs are protected against 
disruption of habitat values and that development adjacent to such areas are sited and 
designed to prevent impacts, as required by Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. · 
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The proposed project site comprises approximately 588.5 acres and is located within 
the watershed of Malibu Creek. Two creeks, both designated as blue-line streams on 
the U.S. Geological Survey Map for the area, drain the site. Stokes Canyon Creek, the 
larger of the two creeks, crosses the north-western corner of the propos.ed project site. 
Water flows in this intermittent stream from a relatively large watershed north of the 
proposed project site. The stream enters the property through a culvert beneath 
Mulholland Highway and flows across the northwest corner of the site. There is an 
existing artificial pond referred to as "Swan Pond" (for the swans living there) which, 
according to historic aerial photography, was formed by the creation of a dam prior to 
1929. The stream flows off the site through a culvert below Las Virgenes Canyon Road 
onto Malibu Creek State Park. A short distance further, Stokes Canyon Creek enters 
Las Virgenes Creek just before it enters Malibu Creek. Stokes- Canyon Creek supports 
a significant riparian habitat area, including riparian forest, woodland, and scrub areas. 
Stokes Canyon Creek is designated as an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area 
(ESHA) in the LUP. 

The smaller creek on site is unnamed although it is referred to as "Drainage A". This 
creek drains a much smaller watershed which extends across the eastern portion of the 
site to a point just beyond the eastern property boundary. The stream drains into 
Stokes Canyon Creek in the northwest corner of the site. A portion of Drainage A has 
been altered by past uses on the site, includh1g the relocation of the channel in the 
1950's. The portion of the stream that is located east of Mulholland Highway is in a 
relatively undisturbed condition. 

The proposed project site contains several different habitat areas. Natural vegetation 
areas on the site have been characterized as oak woodland, oak savanna, chaparral, 
coastal sage scrub, riparian scrub, riparian forest, riparian woodland, and grassland. 
(The first table on ~xhibit 10 shows the acreage of each habitat type found by the 
project biological consultants on the proposed project site) In addition to these natural 
areas, there are areas which have been historically disturbed by development of roads 
and buildings and by ranching, discing_ and mowing (As discussed in the Background 
section above, the proposed project site has been developed with various uses since 
the 1930's). Exhibit 11 shows the generalized vegetation found on the site. 

The dominant type of habitat .area (42 percent of the total area) found on the proposed 
project site is chaparral, including both chamise and ceanothus type. These two types 
intergrade with each other and with other plant communities on the site. The chaparral 
areas are located on the slopes of the Claretville Hills at the southern edge of the site, 
along Mulholland Highway on the eastern and southeastern area of the property and 
along the canyon east of Mulholland Highway. 

There are also coastal sage scrub areas although they are restricted in extent on the 
site. The largest areas of this habitat type are located on the south facing slopes of the e eastern area of the proposed project site. There are smaller areas of coastal sage 

---- - --scrub-tocated-atthe-west end-otthe-elaretville-Hills:- ----- -·--·---------·--- ---
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There are also small pockets of non-native grassland located along the shoulders of 
roads and trails and within the chaparral and scrub-dominated hillsides. At the 
northeast area of the site, on steeper slopes there is an are~ that supports non-native 
grassland with a mixture of elements from chaparral and scrub communities. Within the 
various non-native grassland areas on the site, native plants are also present. 

Additionally, there are areas of riparian vegetation associated with the Stokes Canyon 
Creek. This vegetation is characterized into three sub-types: riparian forest; riparian 
woodland, and riparian scrub. The riparian scrub areas are found intermittently along 
this creek in breaks in the canopy of large trees. This habitat contains shrubs, primarily 
arroyo willow and mulefat, often forming thickets when it is well developed. The riparian 
forest and woodland are characterized by trees, especially coast live oak {Quercus 
agrifolia} and sycamore {Platanus racemosa) and sometimes with a understory of 
riparian scrub plants. The distinction between woodland and forest is made on the basis 
of height and density of trees. The riparian woodland and forest areas on the site are 
found in the lower reach of Stokes Canyon Creek. According to the biological survey, 
the secondary drainage on-site, known as "Drainage A" does not support significant 
riparian habitat. There is no riparian woodland area within the drainage, although there 
is .2 acres of riparian scrub vegetation. Rather, the stream course is, for the most part, 
lined with introduced annual grasses such as brome grasses and wild-oat. Several 
scattered individuals of arroyo willow were fo~:Jnd in the channel. Staffs visits to the site 
have confirmed the absence of riparian vegetation within this drainage . 

Significant areas of oak woodlands {89.3 acres) and one area {26 acres) of oak 
savanna were identified on the site. The oak woodland areas are classified as southern 
coast live oak woodland, dominated by Quercus agrifolia with an open understory of 
grasses and shrubs. These areas are located along the northern flank of the Claretville 
Hills across the entire site. The oak savanna area is located at the western edge of the 
proposed project site, along the western flank of the hills and the flatter area below, 
descending to Stokes Creek. This savanna is dominated by valley oak { Querous 
/obsta), and has a much more open growing pattern, with an understory of grasses and 
forbs. 

As discussed in the staff report for the proposed LUP Amendment 1-97, the County of 
Los Angeles is proposing to modify the LUP Sensitive Environmental Resource 
(commonly referred to as ~he ESHA} Map to reflect the actual locations of ESHA and 
Significant Oak Woodland/Oak Savanna areas on the proposed project site based on 
the on-site biological surveys. The majority of these modifications appear to be the 
difference between the relative level of accuracy involved in the methods of determining 
the sensitive areas on the site. The background studies for the preparation of the LUP 
{Certified by the Commission in 1987) ESHA map involved large scale review on a 
watershed-wide basis, including the use of aerial photography, and surveys from the air 
with limited field checking of information. Obviously, site-specific biological surveys can 
more accurately determine the extent of sensitive resources. The intent of the LUP with 

- -- - -·regard-to-the-ESHA-mapis-that-itohows-the-generaf-location-of-identifled-sensitive----·-­
resources, while visual inspection and/or on the ground biological surveys pinpoint the 
actual location of such resources on ari individual site. Policy 61 of the LUP states, in 
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part, that: "Maps depicting ESHAs ... shall be periodically updated to reflect current 
information". 

Many of the proposed changes to the ESHA map (PI.ease see ESHA Map exhibits to 
the proposed LUP Amendment 1-97 staff report) involve the area around the edges of a 
large ESHA designated oak woodland in the Claretville Hills. The proposed ESHA map 
shows significant additional areas of ESHA toward the north of the site, with less area 
being designated to the south of the site, on the south facing slopes of the hills where 
chaparral vegetation predominates. A large area of Significant Oak Savanna is 
proposed to be added to the map at the western edge of the property. This area 
contains most of the Valley Oak trees on the site, which form an open, savanna type 
woodland. Another major modification proposed is the deletion of the ESHA designation 
from the middle to lower reaches of Drainage A (described in detail below). . 

The Commission finds that all areas on the proposed project site which meet the 
Coastal Act definition of environmentally sensitive area ( PRC §30107.5) must be 
protected as provided by Section 30240 of the Coastal Act, regardless of whether such 
areas have been previously designated as ESHA under the LUP. In this case, on site 
biological surveys have been conducted which identify those areas of the proposed 
project site that qualify as ESHA. The Commission finds that this project must therefore 
be reviewed with regard to these resources in order to ensure that any impacts to on­
site resources as well as downstream habitats are minimized. 

As described in detail above, the applicant proposes th.e expansion of an existing 
university use on the proposed project site, including the expansion of campus 
buildings to a maximum of 440,000 sq. ft. Given the significant areas of sensitive 
resources on site such development has the potential to impact these habitat areas. 
Such impacts would result from: grading within sensitive areas; removal of vegetation 
from habitat areas to accommodate development; encroachment by structures into 
sensitive areas, increased sedimentation resulting from excessive landform alteration; 
or placement of development within wildlife migration corridors 

The second table on Exhibit 10 shows the acreage figures of the habitats that would be 
impacted by the proposed development. Of the total 33.73 acres of habitat that would 
be impacted, the majority (22 acres) of the impacted areas would be the disced/mowed 
fields. These are the flatter, alluvium plain areas of the site which have been disturbed 
by past activities on the site like farming and ranching. These fields primarily support 
non-native vegetation, have been disturbed through past agricultural activities and 
ranching as well as disking and mowing for fuel suppression purposes for many years, 
and have not been designated as environmentally sensitive. Nonetheless, the fields do 
provide habitat for rodents that serve as prey for birds, mammals, and reptiles on the 
site. As built-in mitigatiort to the project, the applicant proposes to create 22 acres of 

• 

•• 

native grassland habitat in areas currently covered with non-native species. The native •. 
grasslands are proposed to be located on disced/mowed fields in the northwest comer 

------ ----ofthe-site;-·--·------ --·------ -----·---------· ---·---·-· 
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Additionally, 11.31-acres of ornamental landscaping existing in the developed area of 
the campus would be removed for the proposed expansion. The removal of ornamental 
vegetation does not represent any impact to sensitive resources protected by the 
policies of the Coastal Act or the LU P, except as it represents additional impervious 
surface on the site (impacts from impervious surfaces are discussed below). 

Further, .23-acres of oak woodland would be impacted for the construction of a road. 
Oak woodlands are discussed in more depth below. Finally, .20 acres of riparian scrub 
vegetation within Drainage A would be impacted by the realignment and widening of the 
channel. As discussed in detail below, the applicant proposes to restore the new 
channel with native riparian vegetation for a total of 2 acres of mitigation (1 0:1 
mitigation). 

The biological survey of the site also revealed the existence and location of wildlife 
movement corridors which connect, on a regional basis, remaining large habitat areas. 
There were two main corridors found to cross the site. As shown on Exhibit 12, the first 
corridor crosses the Claretville Hills from Malibu Creek State Park through Sleeper 
Canyon to the south and east from there to Cold Creek Canyon. The second is a 
northeast-trending route from the Claretville Hills across Mulholland Highway to the 
northeast portion of the site. These wildlife corridors are located within the dedication 
and conservation easement areas where no development would occur . 

1. Drainage "A". 

The applicant proposes the reconstruction of a 1,500 foot long segment of Drainage A 
for flood control purposes. The reach of this intermittent stream where the proposed 
work would occur is located within the previously disturbed areas of the site. This 
drainage has been historically altered and disturbed by past development and 
agricultural activities on the site. It appears from the 1903 U.S.G.S. map of the area that 
the channel in the area west of Mulholland Highway has been substantially altered over 
time. The present configuration is much different from the channel shown for this 
drainage on the 1903 map. Also, based on aerial photography of the site submitted by 
the applicant, Drainage A was significantly altered in the early 1950's. The channel was 
filled and a new channel constructed which was located further to the north, closer to 
Mulholland Highway and further from development on the site. The artificial channel 
includes a sharp, almost 90 degree turn to the north before continuing west to Stokes 
Canyon. The channel which varies between shallow undefined banks to vertical, 
erosion-prone banks, was not apparently engineered and according to the project 
engineer, has never fully contained flood flows since its construction. The banks of 
Drainage A have washed out during every major storm event within the last 40 years. 
Any natural vegetation which may have propagated on the banks between storm events 
would get washed away during storms. The inundation area around Drainage A that 
results from a flood with a statistical frequency of 50-years encompasses a significant 
area of the existing developed area. 

------------------- --------------

Drainage A is shown on the U.S.G.S. map of the area as a blue-line stream. However, it 
is shown in its original location even though the map was photorevised in 1967,.well 
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after the stream had been diverted. Additionally, the LUP shows this stream in its 
original location and designates it as an ESHA. However, Drainage A does not contain 
environmentally sensitive habitat area. The on-site biological surveys conducted for the 
property did not indicate the presence of significant riparian vegetation. To the contrary, 
the surveys found that the drainage channel is lined with introduced annual grasses 
with some scattered willows. Staff has confinned through site visits that there is not 
significant riparian vegetation present in this drainage. Based on the biological surveys 
and staff review, the Commission finds that this area of Drainage A would not qualify as 
ESHA under the policies of the Coastal Act. As discussed in the staff report for LUP 
Amendment 1-97, the County of Los Angeles is propoSing to modify the LUP Sensitive 
Environmental Resource Map to reflect the updated, site-specific infonnation obtained 
from the on-site biological surveys. Included in the proposed modifications to this map 
would be a deletion of the ESHA designation for the lower reaches of Drainage A. 
Another proposed modification to the ESHA map is the designation of a small oak 
woodland area at the north-central portion of the site near Drainage A as an ESHA. The 
area of the channel to be realigned would pass just outside the northern tip of this 
ESHA. The realigned channel would be located on the north side of a Valley Oak tree 
within this oak woodland area whereas the existing channel is located just south of this 
tree. No· oak trees would be removed or impacted by the new channel. There are two 
places where the realigned channel would be crossed by proposed roadways: the new 
main entrance road; and a new road extending from the main entrance road to the east. 
These crossings would be accomplished with a prefabricated bridge with abutments 
located outside the channel. 

The reconstructed area of the channel would be approximately 59 feet wide with a 35-
foot wide sandy bottom and 2:1 ungrouted rock riprap side slopes. The widening .of the 
channel is proposed so that runoff from major storin ·events can be contained within its 
banks and velocities can be reduced. 

At staffs request, the applicant submitted supplemental infonnation to address the use 
of rock rip-rap for bank stabilization and to identify other bioengineering alternatives to 
the use of rock. The applicant submitted a letter report, dated 8/24/97, prepared by the 
project engineer, Hans Giraud & Associates, as well as a letter, dated 8/21197, 
prepared by Envicom Corporation, which discusses the bank stabilization from a 
biological standpoint. The alternatives considered by the applicanfs consultants 
include: 1) dirt banks planted with riparian vegetation (no bank protection); 2) 
placement of geofabric to retain dirt banks and planting; use of brush revetments, 3) the 
use of buried logs, rocks, terraces and riffle and pool complexes with planting; and 4) 
placement of ungrouted riprap on banks with topsoil within riprap voids for planting. 

The engineer detennined that the first alternative,· dirt banks, would not provide 
protection against bank erosion and would not protect the riparian vegetation in the 
event of a major stonn. Washout of these banks could result in increased sedimentation 
downstream. The second alternative, using geofabric as bank protection presented 

-difficulties-in-this-situation:-T-he-engineer-concludec:Hh•at ..... : ---

• 

• 

• 
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Specifically, the "n" factor, or coefficient of friction, for "geofabric" is significanUy different 
from that of the natural drainage course both upstream and downstream of the subject 
portion of Drainage "A"; i.e., the "geofabric" develops significantly less friction between 
its surface and the water, thereby significantly increasing the velocity of the water and 
corresponding increase in sedimentation transport into Stokes and las Virgenes 
Creeks. 

The third alternative including the use of rocks and brush revetments and terraces, 
riffles, and pool complexes would present some of the same problems as the. first two 
alternatives. The engineer concludes that this alternative would: "create a system with 
grossly variable hydraulic characteristics, variable protective qualities, and create a 
portion of drainage course which would be out of character with the upstream and 
downstream portions of Drainage A. 

Based on his analysis, the project engineer concluded that the preferred alternative for 
slope stabilization is the fourth alternative of use of rock riprap to stabilize the bank 
slopes. The engineer recommends and the applicant proposes to place the rocks in 
layers, with the larger rocks next to the graded slopes and the smaller rocks along the 
surface. After each layer is placed, the spaces between rocks would be filled with soil 
and tamped. In order to provide for the planting of large tree and shrub species, open­
ended, perforated PVC cylinders, 24-inches in diameter or greater, would be placed 
into the substrate prior to rock placement. The cylinders would be filled with soil, which 
would permit an unobstructed passage to the original substrate for root establishment. 
This would allow for greater size and diversity of plants within the slope habitat. Finally, 
in order to maximize plant survival, no deep gravel bedding would be used between the 
slope face and the riprap. The placement of gravel, typically used for this sort of project, 
can have adverse effects on the plants when their root systems enter the gravel zone 
which is devoid of soil. Instead the engineer recommends the use of a fabric layer, and 
minimal gravel mixed with soil. The engineer concludes that: "Utilizing these methods 
and specifications will result in producing a superior bioengineering system for the 
protection of Drainage "A" and the establishment of an extensive, sustainable riparian 
habitat which will totally cover the rocks in a very short period of time". 

The Envicom letter confirms the engineer's conclusions regarding the ungrouted rock 
riprap slope stabilization. This letter states that: 

The key is to use ungrouted rip-rap; i.e. not cemented together and after one or two 
growing seasons, is not visible or distinguishable from the natural topography. This 
method promotes flood protection and habitat preservation. In addition, a soft bottom 
channelthat meanders would be used to meet the biological goals of creating a 
sustainable riparian habitat. 

Based on the information provided by the consultants, and the particular circumstances 
noted here, staff concludes that the bioengineering approach described as the • preferred alternative above, would be the best alternative for bank stabilization in 

--------F\oraimrge-A:-T11tsclpproach;would-providecnJequate-protectioniortheTeconstrncted~'~---

banks, while allowing for successful restoration with riparian vegetation. 
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Part of the proposed project includes built-in mitigation for any impacts to the altered • 
portion of Drainage A and the severely degraded habitat values therein. The applicant 
proposes to restore the reconstructed channel, using hydrophytic species typical of a 
riparian scrub and/or riparian forest according to a riparian restoration plan prepared by 
a restoration specialist. Proposed plant species include arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepsis), 
red willow (Salix laevigata), narrow-leaf willow (Salix hindsianavar.leucodendroides), 
mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia) , western sycamore (Platanus racemosa), and Fremont 
cottonwood (Populus fremontit). Exhibit 13 shows the proposed mitigation concept. The 
restoration would be monitored for a five year period to ensure its success, as required 
below. 

The California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has .entered into a stream 
alteration agreement for the proposed widening and realignment of Drainage A. It has 
determined that 0.44 acres of streambed (0.20 acres of riparian scrub and 0.23 acres of 
non-native plant species) would be impacted by the widening and realignment of 
Drainage A for flood control purposes. It also concluded that the revegetation of the 
new channel with riparian vegetation would constitute 2.0 acres of mitigation area. DFG 
placed several conditions on the agreement relating to timing of work, fencing, 
equipment operation, etc. in order to minimize construction related impacts. The 
agreement also requires the applicant to remove non-native species [e.g. giant reed 
(Arundo donax) and periwinkle (Vinca major)] from Stokes Canyon Creek and Drainage 
A and revegetate the removal areas with native vegetation. Exhibit 14 is this .• 
agreement. 

The applicant has a Section 404 permit application pending before the Army Corps of 
Engineers for the proposed Drainage A realignment. The applicant has also received a 
water quality certification for the Drainage A improvements from the Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

In analyzing this aspect of the overall proposed project, staff notes that past 
Commission actions have consistently required the minimization of stream alteration 
and the protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas, both for the protection of 
habitat values and for the maintenance, enhancement and restoration of coastal waters 
and marine resources, as required by Sections 30230, 30231, 30236, and 30240 of the 
Coastal Act. In addition to these Coastal Act policies, the LUP has several policies 
which require the protection of riparian habitat areas. 

In this case, as discussed in detail above, the portion of this drainage that is proposed 
to be reconstructed is not a natural stream, having been realigned and altered by 
agricultural uses on the flat plain area of the site over the years. In the 1950's, a new 
bypass channel was created in order to redirect the stream to facilitate the construction 
of a building. Staff has received public comments that only a portion of the stream that 
the applicant proposes to realign was previously altered and that the upstream portion • is actually the natural stream. Staff has investigated this issue. Based on staffs 
analysis-of1he-t96-3-\:T.S:G;-8.-topographical-map-and-aerial-ph0tos-of-the-area;-it----­
appears that Drainage A west of the current location of Mulholland Highway was also 
altered between 1903 and the 1940's. The channel upstream of the realigned channel 



• 
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is significantly disturbed and.appears in the field to be of the same character as that 
downstream. According to the project engineer, the channel is designed to branch from 
the existing natural drainage only where the disturbed channel does not contain the 50-
year flood flows. 

The realignment and widening of the channel is proposed for flood control purposes, 
consistent with Section 30236. The existing channel is a narrow u-shaped channel that 
cannot contain flood flows. The inundation area around Drainage A that results from a 
flood with a statistical frequency of 50-years encompasses a significant area of the 
existing developed area, including existing roads. According to the project engineer the 
worst flooding is in the area of the unengineered, redirected channel. As such, the 
proposed Drainage A improvements can be considered a repair of the previous 
channelization of the drainage. The applicant considered other alternatives to the 
proposed Drainage A realignment. These included no project, but this was rejected as 
infeasible because of the existing flood risk to the site. The construction of underground 
storm drains was also considered as an alternative, but this would result in the loss of 
flows to the creek and would not add riparian vegetation. The applicant also studied 
alternative alignments for Drainage A. The proposed alignment was chosen as it would 
minimize the amount of alteration to resource areas like oak woodlands. Staffs analysis 
indicates that the proposed Drainage A improvements would be the most feasible 
alternative that could provide flood protection while improving fish and wildlife habitat, 
as required by Section 30236 of the Coastal Act. 

The stream supports a very small, insignificant amount of riparian vegetation. The 
applicant proposes, as part of the project to mitigate the impacts of removing .2 acres of 
scattered riparian vegetation with full riparian restoration of 2 acres in Drainage A in 
addition to the removal of exotic vegetation and revegetation with natives in Stokes 
Creek. Had this mitigation not been proposed, the Commission would have required a 
similar restoration program, after analyzing the impacts of the channel realignment and 
the necessary mitigation. The proposed restoration work will restore a portion of 
Drainage A and will enhance the riparian habitat of Stokes Canyon Creek, as required 
by Sections 30230 and 30231 of the Coastal Act. Drainage A does not currently support 
any environmentally sensitive habitat areas, as defined in Section 301 07.5 of the 
Coastal Act and no other ESHA areas on site would be disrupted by the proposed 
channel realignment. Condition No. 1 requires the submittal of the final restoration plan 
for the review and approval of the Executive Director. 

As discussed above, the lower portion of Drainage A supports no riparian vegetation 
and would not qualify as ESHA under the policies of the Coastal Act. The County of Los 
Angeles proposes, in Amendment 1-97 to the LUP, to modify the ESHA map. Among 
other changes, the map would be modified to delete the ESHA designation from 
Drainage A since virtually no riparian habitat area is supported by this drainage. 
However, after implementation of the restoration program, Drainage A will support 
riparian habitat and would be deserving of protection under the Disturbed Sensitive 

·-----Resource-(BSR) -or-ESHA-category-oHhe-l:UP:-T-he-eounty-should-re--evaluate-- --- - - -
Drainage A for such designation after the restoration program has resulted in habitat 
enhancement. In order to ensure that the proposed restoration areas are afforded 
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protection in the future (and for flood protection}, all proposed structures must observe • 
a 50-foot setback from the realigned channel consistent with what would be required for 
development adjacent to riparian areas that do not qualify as ESHAs. The 50-foot 
setback will provide flood protection for the proposed structures while providing a 
habitat buffer area around the revegetated Drainage A. All proposed structures meet 
this setback except for Buildings 16 and 18. In order to ensure that the 50-foot setback 
is maintained, the Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to submit 
revised plans that show all structures set back 50 feet from the edge of the Drainage A 
channel. As discussed below. this setback is also required to provide protection from 
flood hazard. This is included in Condition No.2. 

Based on the above information, the Commission concludes that the proposed 
reconstruction of Drainage A, while impacting a very small area of riparian scrub 
habitat, will restore the stream area with riparian vegetation. This drainage was 
substantially altered in the past and does not currently function adequately as habitat 
area or for flood control. The proposed restoration with native riparian species will 
create a more natural stream course and will provide habitat area, provided the 
restoration plan is prepared by a specialist trained to design such projects, the site is 
monitored after implementation to ensure the success of plantings and to make mid 
course corrections, if necessary. To ensure that the restoration is successful, the 
Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to submit and implement a final 
restoration plan, including provisions for monitoring for a period of at least 5 years. A . • 
report of the results of the monitoring shall be submitted annually for review. As 
conditioned to include a successful riparian restoration and to set back all development 
50 feet from the edge of Drainage A, the proposed realignment of Drainage A would 
provide improved flood protection to the site, as well as enhancing riparian habitat 
resources. As so conditioned, the Commission finds that the proposed reconstruction of 
Drainage A is consistent with Sections 30230, 32031, 30236, and 30240 of the Coastal 
Act. 

2. Stokes Canyon Creek and Downstream Habitats· 

As discussed in detail above, Stokes Canyon Creek is designated as an ESHA in the 
LUP. This stream does support significant areas of riparian scrub, woodland and forest 
habitat. All construction associated with the proposed development would be located 
more than 100 feet from the outWard edge of this riparian canopy. Although this stream 
is crossed by the existing main entrance road, no new crossings of this stream are 
proposed. As such, the proposed project would not impact Stokes Canyon Creek. 

Stokes Canyon Creek is a tributary to Las Virgenes Creek. This creek exits the 
proposed project site through a culvert beneath Las Virgenes Road along the west 
property boundary. It enters Las Virgenes Creek a short distance from that point, within 
Malibu Creek State Park. The confluence of Las Virgenes Creek and Malibu Creek is • 
just a short distance further downstream. As such, the proposed project has the 

-- - -··- -·-potentiattoimpact-downstream -sensitive resources-in-Malibu-6reek:-'fh~ Malibu-6ree·~r-k -­
watershed, has long been recognized as a significant resource with unique habitat 
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.:J Use Plan Research Analysis & Appendices, the Malibu 
, ibed as follows: 

:orts outstanding oak and riparian woodlands with an unusually 
•ian plant species. Black Cottonwood, California Bay, Leatherleaf 

Willow, Sycamore, Coast Live Oak, Wild Grape and Giant 
• :bundant. Much of the watershed is remote and undisturbed, 
'·,west and central portions. 

qgically distinctive due to the fact that it continues to sustain native 
:lations below the reservoir, as well as many wildlife species 
s, such as mountain lions and golden eagles. Furthermore, the 
:cek supports the only lagoon in Los Angeles County. This area 
. ;uge for migratory shorebirds and waterfowl and supports 
~st 18 native fishes. 

and Lagoon supports two endangered fish species: southern 
.1s mykiss) and the tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi). 
,ound in Malibu Creek below Rindge Dam, in what is believed 
~ run. The Malibu Creek Watershed Natural Resources Plan 

<>re uniquely adapted to the warm intermittent streams of southern 
. :1y spawn from January to March, but will enter Malibu Creek 
is open, spawn upstream and return to the ocean as soon as 
.indge Dam is the primary obstacle to the steelhead run on Malibu 

·· :::sage at the dam would double the accessible stream habitat to 
':1nal habitat areas could be reached if passage were provided at 

that have been identified farther upstream. 

endangered fish, the tidewater goby, inhabit Malibu Lagoon, 
in 1991. It is extremely unlikely that the proposed project would 

dangered species. The tidewater goby lives only in coastal 
n reaches. The southern steelhead is an anadromous fish 

'reams, spending part of its life cycle in the ocean. At present, 
~d to that area of Malibu Creek below Rindge Dam. There have 
<~e for removing the dam which no longer impounds water, but it 
if or when this removal may occur. Based on this information, 
/ould not be found on the proposed project site. Therefore, 
Jrty would not directly impact these species on-site. However, 

:nsider whether the proposed project would impact downstream 

~elopment on the proposed site could impact downstream 
~de: excessive landform alteration resulting in increased 

·ion; increased impervious surfaces, increased volume or 
c.: an ~titer the natural stream reg1me, and introduction of..-poa----..'nt--...-o-r 
'ditionally, there is an ongoing problem with unnaturally high 
. in Malibu Lagoon. One theory is that these water levels result 
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from imported water which serves increasing development within the large watershed. • 
However, there are other potential sources of water and the specific source is unknown 
at this time. 

Staff's analysis indicates that development of the proposed project site would have the 
potential to impact Stokes Canyon Creek and downstream habitat areas in the Malibu 
Creek watershed. Increased erosion and sedimentation could bury habitat areas. 
Increased runoff velocity or amount as a result of additional impervious surfaces could 
alter the natural stream regime as well as contributing to high water levels in Malibu 
Lagoon. Pollutants could be introduced to the stream flow which could kill fish directly or 
damage habitat area. Any of these results would adversely impact the steel head or 
tidewater goby. 

In this case, as discussed in the visual/landform alteration section, the proposed 
·grading for the project would not be excessive and would not lead to increased erosion 
or sedimentation. The new proposed development would be located on the flatter, 
previously disturbed areas of the site. The majority of the proposed grading would 
consist of overexcavation and recompaction of fill and alluvial material to ensure stable 
building pads. No large, manufactured slopes, which are more difficult to revegetate, 
are proposed. Any graded areas would be revegetated with native vegetation to ensure 
that erosion is minimized. Construction is proposed in phases so the amount of site 
disturbance at any one time is minimized. Temporary diversion structures and erosion 
control structures, including siltation basins would be utilized during all construction to 
ensure that sediment would be retained on site. 

The proposed project would include the construction of new roads and parking lots, as 
follows {from the project FEIR): 

ROADS AND SURFACE PARKING ACREAGE 
Total after Proposed Project . 13.2 acres 
Existing 07.3acres 
Surfaced with Permeable Granite Material 02.8 acres 
TOTAL NEW IMPERVIOUS 03.1 acres 

Additionally, approximately 7.5 acres would be covered by buildings. Based on these 
figures, a hydrological study of the site was prepared. For the existing site 
development, 50-year "bulked" storm flows (Le. including soil, vegetation, and other 
debris) were calculated. This refers to a 50-year frequency storm after a "burned" 
condition with significant debris or "bulking" of the runoff. This would represent a worst­
case scenario of a 50-year flood after a fire within the watershed. It should be noted 
that the 50-year flood is the design flow required by the County of Los Angeles. 

• 

The hydrology study revealed that the 50-year bulked flows in Drainage A from the •. 
portion of the site east of Wickland Road for curre11Lconditions is 1,328 cubic feet.~---_ 
second (cfs) with 793 cfs from the developed area of the site for a total of 2,121 cfs. 
After construction of the proposed project, the projected flows from Drainage A above 
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Wickland Road would remain the same at 1,328 cfs. However, the flows from 
developed areas of the site, with the additional impervious surfaces would increase to 
948 cfs. As such, the 50-year bulked flows from the site with the additional impervious 
surfaces would be 2,276 cfs, or an increase of 155 cfs. As such, unmitigated, the 
proposed project would result in an increase in runoff which would impact downstream 
habitat areas. 

However, as built-in mitigation for the project, the applicant proposes to construct six 
debris basins throughout the site. These debris basins would detain up to 1,600 cu. 
yds. of sediment and debris annually (1, 100 cu. yds. of organic material and 500 cu. 
yds. of sediment), thereby reducing the total runoff from the proposed project site. The 
total projected discharge into Stokes Canyon after project development with the 
proposed debris basins would be 1,901 cfs, or a reduction of 220 cfs from the existing 
condition. As such, the proposed project would result in no increase in runoff leaving 
the site through Stokes Canyon Creek, assuming that the proposed debris basins are 
maintained and sediment and debris are cleared regularly. The applicant is proposing 
(as required by County conditions of approval} to develop and implement a 
comprehensive maintenance program to ensure that all debris basins are maintained 
and cleared as needed. The applicant proposes to use the debris basin sediments to 
mix with composted plant material to generate mulch for the landscaping and 
revegetation projects on the site. In case of heavy storm years when unusually high 
amounts of debris are generated, the applicant proposes to remove such excess debris 
to a landfill outside of the Coastal Zone. In addition to removing debris from storm 
runoff, during less than peak storms, the proposed debris basins would serve as 
detention basins and would permit substantial percolation of water into the ground. 

In addition to the debris basins, the applicant proposes to install catch basins with racks 
to prevent trash or debris from being carried through the storm drain system. Further, 
the applicant proposes subsurface interceptor vaults attached to all surface parking lots 
to catch oil from vehicles, asphalt particles, sand and other grit from the surface of the 
parking lots. The interceptors consist of subsurface tanks designed to collect and retain 
these materials. Oil absorbing "pillows" would be placed within the interceptor vaults to 
remove hydrocarbons from the runoff. 

Because the proposed project would alter over 5 acres of land, it would be subject to 
the State Water Quality Control Board General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). As such, 
the applicant is required by law to file a Notice of Intent (NOI} to discharge storm water 
during construction activities with the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The 
applicant must develop a Storm Water Pollution Protection Plan that describes the Best 
Management Practices (BMP's} that will be used to prevent the discharge of pollutants 
from the site during construction as well as post-construction BMP's to prevent 
increased runoff from the developed site and to manage sources of potential pollutants . 

·-Additionally;-the·-projectis-required-to-comply withtos-Angeles-eoumys-regulations--·-­
associated with its NPDES stormwater permit. Such regulations are enforced by the 
County Department of Building and Safety and Department of Public Works. The 
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proposed project includes drainage improvements that would serve to minimize impacts 
to water quality. These improvements are required as mitigation measures to the FEIR 
for the proposed project. All mitigation measures are included in the project proposed in 
this permit application (See Project Description Item No. 18). As indicated in the FEIR 
Mitigation Monitoring Program, the required water quality mitigation measures are to be 
enforced and/or monitored in part by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the 
County Department of Public Works, County Department of Building and Safety, and 
the Project Monitor (mitigation monitoring consultant). · 

Another issue related to water quality involves the recent action by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board adopting a new order for discharges from the Tapia Water 
Reclamation Facility (97-135, 97-136). This order includes a discharge prohibition from 
May 1 to November 1 each year (an expansion of the previous discharge prohibition 
which extended from June 15 to September 15). The discharge prohibition has been 
imposed to: "minimize the contribution of Tapia's discharge to the excess freshwater 
flow into Malibu Lagoon which may lead to elevated lagoon water level and frequent 
breaching of the sandbar thus impacting both wildlife and human health beneficial 
uses ... " (RWQCB Order No. 97-135). The question raised at the November 
Commission hearing was if this discharge prohibition would effect the proposed Soka 
University project. As described below, sewage for the site is currently discharged to 
the Tapia Plant and, ·according to information supplied by Las Virgenes Water District 
(operator of the Tapia Plant), as addressed in the FEIR, the sewage that would be 
generated by the proposed project is within the level of demand forecast used to size 
the plant. As such, sufficient capacity exists for the level of development proposed for 
Soka. 

Staffs personal communication with Mr. Gene Talmadge, the manager of the Tapia 
Plant indicates that firstthe RWQCB decision is not yet final as the applicable appeal 
period is still in effect. Further, Mr. Talmadge indicated that in the capacity study 
undertaken to determine if sufficient capacity ·existed to accommodate the expansion of 
Soka University, the project studied was an earlier iteration of the project which 
included 3500 students. The conclusion of that study was that the proposed expansion 
could be accommodated within the approved capacity. of the Tapia Plant. The proposed 
project has been subsequently downsized significantly. As such, clearly the proposed 
800 student project is within the capacity of the plant. The new discharge prohibition 
would extend the dry weather period during which the plant could not discharge treated 
water to Malibu Creek. During the dry season , the plant sells its treated water for 
landscaping purposes, primarily to commercial or other large projects. For instance, 
Soka University uses this reclaimed water for landscape purposes. However, there may 
be periods when Tapia could not sell all of its treated effluent for landscape purposes 
during the discharge prohibition period. For example, an early or late season rainy 
period may occur which would make it difficult to comply with the discharge restriction. 

• 

• 

Tapia has not yet determined how it will store or dispose of excess effluent during the • 
discharge prohibition period. This is a facility design and operation issue that the Tapia 

--··--·-··--Plant wiiJ-have-tOTesotve- itrorderiorthe-plantto be in compHance-wittrtmrftWQeas--­
order. 
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In order to ensure that best management practices are incorporated into the project to 
minimize impacts to water quality, Condition No. 19 requires the applicant to submit 
evidence of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for the proposed project, 
approved by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

Finally, as described in detail above, the applicant proposes, as additional mitigation, to 
restore Drainage A with native riparian vegetation and to remove exotic species and 
revegetate Stokes Canyon Creek with appropriate riparian species. These revegetation 
projects would serve to enhance these streamcourses, both from a habitat value 
standpoint and a water quality standpoint. 

As discussed above, the proposed project would be located on the flatter areas of the 
site, would not result in excessive landform alteration, incorporates mitigation measures 
including debris basins, catch basins, interceptor vaults, etc. which will serve to ensure 
that the proposed development would not result in increased runoff, sedimentation or 
introduction of pollutants. The applicant is proposing (as required by County conditions 
of approval) to develop and implement a comprehensive maintenance program to 
ensure that all debris basins are maintained and cleared as needed. In order to ensure 
that these improvements function properly and maintain their full capacity, the 
Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to submit this comprehensive 
maintenance program for the review and approval of the Executive Director. Further, 
approximately 439 acres would be held in open space, including public dedication 
areas, conservation easement areas and private open space areas. Non-development 
of these areas, which are the steeper and more environmentally sensitive areas of the 
site, will preserve habitat area and maintain natural vegetative cover, thereby 
minimizing erosion. Finally, the applicant would enhance the quality of the onsite 
streams by increasing the amount and value of riparian habitat and by removing exotic 
vegetation. Further, as described below, Condition No. 14 requires that all designated 
ESHAs, including the area along Stokes Canyon, be deed restricted for open space 
and habitat preservation. For this deed restriction, as well as others required by the 
Special Conditions included in staff's recommendation; there can be no change to or 
removal of the deed restriction without an amendment approved by the Coastal 
Commission unless the Executive Director determines no amendment is required 
because the change is not substantive in nature. Language has been included in the 
Special Conditions requiring the deed restrictions which states explicitly this 
requirement. The Commission notes that, even without the inclusion of this language, 
an applicant or suecessor-in-interest has no right under the law to change or remove 
recorded deed restrictions absent a permit amendment or the Executive Director's 
determination that an amendment is not necessary. In order to make this restriction on 
future changes absolutely clear to the applicant and to future owners of the property, 
the Commission has included the subject language in these Special Conditions. Parallel 
language will be included in the text of the recorded deed restrictions themselves. The 
Commission finds that, based on the above information, the biological productivity and 
the quality of coastal waters, both onsite and downstream, would be maintained and 
enhanced:--- --- ---------
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The proposed project site contains significant areas of oak woodland and oak savanna 
habitat. These areas contain both Coast live Oaks {Quercus agrifolia) and Valley Oaks 
{Quercus lobata). The applicant has submitted an Oak Tree Report, dated 5/3/96; 
Systems Tree Management Program, dated 2/18/93; Oak Tree Report Addenda, dated 
8/14/97, and 9/18/97; all prepared by L. Newman Design Group, Inc. which address the 
oak resources on the proposed project site. These consultants evaluated and 
inventoried 2,314 Coast Live Oak trees and 105 Valley Oaks which are located in 
proximity to the proposed developed area of the site. Additionally, they found 
approximately 2,000 native oak trees on the proposed project site, well away from any 
proposed development, which were not inventoried. On the site, the biological 
consultants found that the oak woodland areas are dominated by the coast live oak 
which form close clusters of trees. The oak savanna area is dominated by valley oaks 
which form a much more open, widely-spaced woodland known as a savanna. 

According to Oaks of California, "Coast live oak is unique among the California oaks in' 
its ability to thrive along the coast. .. Proximity to the ocean provides a milder climate for 
coast live oak, with warmer winters {seldom encountering frost or snow) and less 

· sweltering summers than found inland. Fog is common, providing additional relief from 
heat and drought. .. Inland, it can be found at elevations up to 5,000 feet with groves 
that spread across valleys, on steep hillsides, in rocky canyons, and along streams and 
intermittent watercourses" 

With regard to Valley Oak: "If tapped into constant supplies of ground water, valley oak 
can grow where there is pronounced summer drought. Typically, it is found at least one 
ridge away from the coastal fog zone in valleys that are cool and wet in winter and hot 
and dry in summer. Valley oak prefers deep, rich bottomland soils at elevations below 
· 2,000 feet, but this is not an absolute. It may range up to 5,600 feet in foothills and low 
mountains on shallow or stony soils if its roots can tap into sufficient moisture. Valley 
oak contributes to dense riparian forests, open foothills woodlands, and river valley 
savannas. Other trees in the vicinity often include interior live, blue and coast live oaks, 
along with black walnut, sycamore and gray pine".{Pavlik. Muick. Johnson, and Popper, 
1991). 

The coast live oak is a large, evergreen tree with a dense. round crown and large limbs. 
Its trunk divides into either erect limbs or, more commonly, into crooked, wide­
spreading limbs that sometimes touch or trail the ground. They can grow to 30 to 70 
feet high and 35 to 80 feet wide. Valley oak may be considered the largest North 
American oak. It is a winter-deciduous tree with a round, spreading canopy of massive 
limbs when mature. Valley oaks may grow over 100 feet high. 

• 

• 

Oaks are easily damaged and are very sensitive to disturbances that occur to the tree • 
-·------ -or-the-surrounding-environment-Their-root-system-is extensive,-but-surprisingly-sh!A!alllt'lo""W,_, --­

radiating out as much as 50 feet beyond the spread of the tree leaves, or canopy. The 
ground area at the outside edge of the canopy, referred to as the dripline, is especially 
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important: the tree obtains most of its surface water and nutrients here, as well as 
conducts an important exchange of air and other gases (Los Angeles County Regional 
Planning Oak Tree Ordinance). 

In past permit actions, the Commission has recognized the importance of the habitat 
area provided by oak woodlands or savannas. Oak woodlands, and often associated 
riparian areas have been identified as extremely important to the fish and wildlife 
resources of California. They are recognized for supporting a wide variety of wildlife 
species by providing food, nesting, and roosting cover, and in many instances, 
important understory vegetation. In addition, hardwoods benefit fishery resources by 
preventing the erosion of hillsides and stream banks, moderating water temperatures by 
shading, and contributing nutrients and food-chain organisms to waterways (California 
Department of Fish and Game, Hardwood Policies, 1985). 

As shown in the first table in Exhibit 10, there are 89.3 acres of Southern Oak . 
Woodland and 26-acres of oak savanna on the proposed project site. The proposed 
development has the potential to impact these oak woodland areas on the site by: 
removing habitat area; removing trees, locating structures within the woodland; or by . 
not providing setbacks adequate to protect habitat values. Section 30240 of the Coastal 
Act requires that ESHAs be protected against any significant disruption of habitat 
values. The LUP requires that development be setback a minimum of 1 00 feet from 
ESHAs, encroachment of structures within an oak woodland shall be limited such that 
90% of the woodland is retained, and structures shall be clustered to minimize impacts 
on vegetation. The Commission finds that conformance with such setbacks is 
necessary and adequate to protect oak woodland ESHAs against habitat disruption as 
required in Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

The applicant has submitted an Oak Tree Report, dated 5/3/96, a Systems Tree 
Management Program, dated 2118/93, Oak Tree Report Addendum, dated 8/14/97, and 
Oak Tree Report Addendum, dated 9/18/97, all prepared by l. Newman Design Group, 
Inc. The oak tree consultants identified and determined the condition of 2,487 trees on 
the site including the following: 

QUANTITY SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME 
7 Juglans californica S. California Black Walnut 
2 Pinus halepensis Aleppo Pine 
58 Platanus racemosa California Sycamore 
2,314 Quercus agrifolia Coast Live Oak 
105 Quercus lobata Valley Oak 

Additionally, they estimated that an additional2,000 native oak trees were located in 
open space areas well outside of any development which they did not evaluate . 

As discussed above, and in the staff report for.t.he accompanying pro_p.o.s_ed_LUE_ 
Amendment 1-97, the County of Los Angeles proposes to modify the LUP Sensitive· 
Environmental Resources Map (ESHA Map) to reflect the actual locations of ESHA and 
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Significant Oak Woodland/Savanna areas on the property based on the on-site • 
biological surveys prepared for this proposed project. The areas designated as ESHA 
are those that have significant habitat values that meet the criteria of ESHA in the 
Coastal Act. Additionally, there is the Significant Oak Woodland/Significant Oak 
Savannah designation in the LUP which recognizes and gives protection to oak 
woodland/savanna areas, which owing to their proximity to developed areas and/or 
some level of disturbance, do not qualify as ESHA, but which do have significant habitat 
value. There are different guidance policies in the LUP for each kind of· designation. 
The LUP requires that development be setback a minimum of 100 feet from ESHAs, 
while the encroachment of structures within a Significant Oak Woodland shall be limited 
such that 90% of the woodland is retained, and structures shall be clustered to 
minimize impacts on vegetation. The Commission finds that conformance with such 
setbacks is necessary and adequate to protect oak woodland ESHAs against habitat 
disruption as required in Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. The riparian areas of Stokes 
Canyon Creek and large areas of oak woodland on the site across the Claretville Hills 
qualify as ESHA. Additionally, there are Significant Oak Woodland areas located across 
the lower slope areas. Finally, a Significant Oak Savannah area is designated at the 
west edge of the site where a valley oak savanna is loCated. 

The proposed project as designed and as conditioned by the County, includes no 
structures located within any ESHA or Significant Oak Woodland area (including those 
additional areas proposed by the County to be so designated on the Revised Sensitive • 
Environmental Resources Map) or within a 10Q..foot setback around any ESHA area. 
The proposed structures would be located on the flatter areas of the site, where there 
has been disturbance over the years for ranching and later, educational uses of'the 
site. Through the County approval process, the proposed project has been revised 
several times in order to minimize impacts to oak woodland habitat areas (both ESHA 
and Significant Oak Woodlands). All structures would be located outside a 1 00-foot 
buffer around each ESHA. There are debris basins and driveways which would be 
located within the setback areas, but no grading, road or debris basin would be located 
within the boundary of any ESHA. Under the policies of the LUP, the 100 foot setback 
pertains to structures. Driveways are permissible within the setback. Finally, .23-acres 
of oak woodland would be impacted for the construction of a road. This road would 
pass through a small designated Significant Oak Woodland area near the center of the 
proposed site. The road provides access to four proposed dormitory buildings. The 
proposed road passes between a designated ESHA and the designated Significant Oak 
Woodland. It has been designed to avoid the ESHA area. However, there are feasible 
alternative alignments which would allow access to the proposed buildings which would 
avoid both the ESHA and Significant Oak Woodland. Therefore, in order to ensure that 
impacts to the oak woodland are minimized, the Commission finds it necessary to 
require the applicant to submit revised plans that reroute this road outside the 
Significant Oak Woodland area. This is found in Condition No. 2. 

In response to concerns about the 1 00-foot ESHA setback areas, further review of the 
- - proposed site-plan-indicates-that -the-proposed-project can-be redesigned· such-that the -· 

m~jority of the subject parking lots and roadway segments can be located outside the 
100-foot setback areas without causing adverse impacts. In response to staffs 

• 
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inquiries, the applicant's architect prepared four exhibits (Exhibits 20-23) which 
demonstrate how the parking lots for the proposed dormitories could be redesigned. 
Exhibits 20, 21, and 22 depict alternative locations for the proposed parking lots that 
would serve dormitory buildings 13, 15, 16, 18, 20, and 21. As shown on Exhibit 20, the 
proposed parking lot for Buildings 13 and 15 could be redesigned as two parking lots 
located on either side of each building and located outside the 1 00-foot setback area. 
Additionally, the proposed parking lot for Buildings 16 and 18 could be redesigned into 
three smaller parking areas adjacent to the proposed roadway between the buildings, 
and the proposed roadway could be ended in a cul-de-sac, all outside the 1 00-foot 
setback areas around two separate ESHAs and a Significant Oak Woodland, as shown 
on Exhibit 21. Further, Exhibit 22 shows how the two parking lots proposed for 
Buildings 20 and 21 could be redesigned into three parking areas outside of the 1 DO­
foot setback. Finally, minor encroachments into the 1 00-foot setback area in the area of 
the roadway adjacent to the proposed baseball field, and near proposed Building 13 
can be redesigned such that they are completely outside the 1 00-foot setback area. 
These minor modifications to the parking lot designs can provide a greater setback from 
ESHAs. Staff has analyzed these alternative locations for parking lots and road 
segments and notes that the alternate designs would minimize impacts to sensitive 
resources. No oak trees would be removed or damaged by the alternative parking lots 
nor would any impacts to ESHAs result. In order to provide the additional protection for 
ESHAs afforded by relocating this development outside the 1 00-foot setback, Condition 
No. 2 requires revised project plans which incorporate these noted modifications. 

With these revisions discussed above, the proposed debris basins and the proposed 
roadway and parking lot associated with the proposed dormitory Buildings 22 and 23 
would still remain within the 100 foot buffer around ESHAs. The six debris basins are 
proposed in order remove silt and other material carried in the runoff from the natural, 
upslope areas of the site. (Since. the developed areas of the site would not generate silt 
or debris, those areas are to be drained through clarifiers or interceptor vaults designed 
to remove settleable solids and to settle out hydrocarbons) The proposed debris basins 
are described in a letter report prepared by Hans Giraud & Associates, dated 2/20/98 
as follows: 

Natural storm water runoff enter the basins from natural drainage courses as shown on 
the plans. As the water enters, its velocity will approach "0", thereby permitting 
settlement of water-borne debris. In addition, floatables will be "trapped" within the basin 
and cannot enter the discharge drains. When the runoff water reached a certain level, it 
will enter a perforated standpipe so that it can continue its course into either Drainage 
"A" or Stokes Canyon Creek. At this stage, the storm water has been significantly 
clarified. 

In smaller storm events, water that reaches the basin, but does not reach the level of · 
the standpipe would be retained within the basin and percolate into the ground, thereby 
reducing total runoff and recharging groundwater. 

·- - - - - - - ~ ~ - - ~ 

-- The-dehr1s -basins are proposed to be constructed in the natural locations where 
drainages exit the hillsides and enter the flatter, plain areas of the site, where drainages 
would naturally lose velocity. Further, these locations would intercept the runoff before it 
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could enter the proposed developed area of the campus. As such, staff notes that these 
are the appropriate locations for such debris basins. However, they are proposed to be 
located within the 1 00-foot setback from oak woodland ESHAs. Additionally, several of 
the debris basins would encroach within the protected zone of several oak trees. As 
discussed below, the project oak tree consultants have prepared recommendations to 
minimize impacts to any oak trees from encroachments. Further, Condition No. 3 
requires that all oak trees subject to encroachments be monitored for ten years and to 
provide replacement of any trees damaged or lost. The debris basins would be located 
downslope of oak woodland ESHAs. As such, the placement of the proposed debris 
basins would minimize impacts to sensitive resources. The operation of the debris 
basins as part of a comprehensive drainage control plan would minimize impacts to 
downstream habitats. The proposed debris basins would be located in the appropriate 
locations from a functional standpoint and staff can identify no alternative locations. 

The road proposed to provide access to dormitory Buildings 22 and 23 would pass 
through the area within the 1 00-foot setback from oak woodland ESHAs, although the 
buildings themselves would be located outside the 1 00-foot setback. Condition No. 2 
requires that the proposed road be redesigned to avoid a Significant Oak Woodland 
area to the north side of the road. The proposed Buildings 22 and 23 would both be 
located on a flat area rising on three sides to hillsides covered in oak woodland ESHAs. 
Both buildings would be located outside the 100-foot setback area. Staff explored 
alternative locations for·the proposed road and parking. Exhibit 23 shows an alternative 
configuration for the proposed parking which would result in two parking areas directly 
off the proposed road, providing a greater setback from the ESHA to the east. The road 
would remain in the same proposed location. Given the configuration of this area of the 
site and the position of ESHAs on three sides, it would not be possible to provide road 
access or parking for these proposed structures which is set back 100 feet or more from 
each ESHA. Although the alternative shown in Exhibit 23 does provide a greater 
setback, it does not provide a 1 00-foot setback from the ESHA. A different alternative 
evaluated by staff involves the redesign of the parking area for Buildings 22 and 23 
such that only handicapped parking (the applicant estimates that approximately four 
spaces would be necessary for these two buildings) and a drop-off or loading zone 
would be provided adjacent to these two buildings. Long-term parking could be 
provided in the main campus area and students could walk or bicycle to Buildings 22 
and 23. Removing any long-term parking (with the exception of handicapped parking) 
would maximize the setback from the ESHA, maximize the area available for oak tree 
recruitment, minimize the amount of impermeable paving, reduce the presence pf 
vehicles in this area, and as such, would provide additional protection for the ESHAs. 
Condition No. 2e requires that the proposed plan be revised to incorporate this 
modification to the parking lot for Buildings 22 and 23. 

Staff also looked at the alternative of utilizing existing roads. There are several existing 
roads, one of which is paved, which currently provide access to this area of the 
property. The paved road extends across the site from Mulholland Highway, along 
-wickland-Road, and ends -at -a-pre-existing house (known as the DeCinces-house; after -
the previous owner). This house is located south of the proposed location of Buildings 
22 and 23. It would appear that this existing road could be used to provide access for 
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these two proposed structures. However, upon closer examin·ation, the existing road is 
approximately 12 to 15 feet in width. In order to provide adequate access consistent 
with the standards of the Fire Department, staffs investigation and analysis indicates 
that significant grading would be necessary. This road, in areas, is located at the base 
of a steep hillside (to the east of the proposed location of Buildings 22 and 23). 
Widening of this road given its location would require grading into the slope, and 
possibly constructing retaining walls on the upslope side. Additionally, the existing road 
passes through an oak woodland ESHA in several areas. Widening the existing road 
along its current configuration would require significant grading within an ESHA and 
would likely require the removal of oak trees. As such, utilizing the existing road to 
access the proposed Buildings 22 and 23 would result in significant adverse impacts to 
ESHAs. As such, utilizing the existing paved road on the site to access proposed 
Buildings 22 and 23 would be a worse alternative~ 

Another alternative considered for the road was to use the proposed alignment through 
the 1 00-foot setback area but to construct the road using permeable paving material. 
The use of permeable paving would minimize runoff and allow for groundwater 
recharge. Allowing precipitation to percolate into the groundwater rather than to run off 
would benefit vegetation in the immediate area, including the proposed native plant 
revegetation and oak recruitment. Condition 'No. 2f requires that this roadway be 
constructed with permeable paving material. 

Next staff analyzed the proposed road and parking lot, for Buildings 22 ar:ad 23, as 
conditioned to use permeable paving and to only provide handicapped parking and 
drop-off area, with regard to Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. The proposed road and 
handicapped parking area would not be located within any designated ESHA. As such, 
they would not result in any direct impacts to the ESHA through grading, removal of 
oaks, encroachment within the drip zone of trees, or other damage to oak trees. 
Potential ways in which roads or parking lots typically impact oak woodland ESHAs 
include: increased runoff from impervious surfaces, introduction of non-point source 
pollutants, grading or placement of fill around oak trees, and soil compaction or paving 
around oak trees. In the case of the proposed roads and parking for Buildings 22 and 
23, this development would not contribute to increased runoff or introduction of non­
point source pollutants. The oak woodland ESHAs are generally located upslope of the 
proposed roadway and parking. As such, drainage from this development would not 
pass through the ESHAs. Rather, drainage would be directed into the drainage system 
for the campus (including interceptor vaults which would remove hydrocarbons and 
other pollutants). Additionally, the redesign of parking and the use of permeable paving 
for the proposed road would minimize runoff. Further, the proposed road and parking 
would not result in grading, placement of fill, soil compaction, or paving around any oak 
trees. Although these structures would be located within the 100 foot setback around 
ESHAs, they would be set back from the ESHA boundary and from the individual oak 
trees. The proposed road and parking to Buildings 22 and 23 would result in no 
encroachments into the protected zone of any oak tree. 

The applicant has submitted a letter report entitled "Re-examination of Access Roads 
and Parking Lots Wrthin ESHA Buffer'', dated February 18. 1998, prepared by the 
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project environmental consultant, Envicom Corpor 
biologist gives the following background to the bic 
undertaken for the proposed project: 

Envicom Corporation prepared the Biological c 
Report, pursuant to the requirements of the Lo 
Regional Planning. These reports and earlier p 
extensive review by the County's Environment: 
County's biologist Mr. Daryl Koutnik. The repot 
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The biologist concludes that the road and parking 
result in no significant disruption of habitat values 
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All developments would be restricted to the disc 
east and west, which are designated as ESHA · 
significant resources except one large oak tree, · 
would be located within the ESHA or buffer. Rc 
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reviewed the site plan, fuel modification plan, the; 
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within the oak woodland ESHAs affecting the reg' 
oak seedlings and the transition zone or buffer be 
the proposed buildings (disturbed meadow area}. 
for the area between 100' and 200' from the build 
non-native grasses at a maximum height of 6 inch 
Such work would be done by hand within any ESl 
clearing within the oak woodlands or removal or pr 
removal of dead wood. Understory native shrubs v 
concluded that Buildings 22 and 23 would not sigr1 
that fuel modification within the ESHA is conductE 
flagged and identified by a qualified biologist or be 
activities and fuel modification activities within the 
biologist or botanist. In addition, Dr. Dixon recom 
impacts to the ESHA and enhance the now disturl 
the ESHA and the proposed buildings {disturbed · 
and native plants and bunch grasses appropriate ; 
this area. Therefore·, in order to ensure that poten 
minimized and that the ESHAs are protected agai 
values, the Commission finds it necessary to requ 
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implement a fuel modification and oak woodland preservation plan. Condition No. 21 
requires this plan in order to protect existing oaks and to prevent disruption of nat&.n1 
oak recruitment processes. Said plan shall specify the timing, areas to be modified, and 
methods by which fuel modification will be carried out. Said plan shall include a 
prohibition on the use of heavy machinery (like tractors or riding mowers) within .,. 
ESHA. Only hand-held equipment or tools may be utilized for maintenance of gr­
or thinning or pruning of vegetation. Said plan shall provide that a qualified bioi~ or 
botanist shall survey all sensitive areas prior to fuel modification and shall identifr _.. 
flag oak seedlings, native shrubs, and other sensitive plants to be avoided wh• fuel 
modification is carried out. Said plan shall provide for the planting of native valltlf oak 
tree seedlings, native bunch grasses and other native plant species, appropriate for a 
transitional ecotone between an oak woodland and grassland, in he disturbed areas 
within 100 foot setback from the oak woodland ESHAs. Finally, the plan shall provide 
that all fuel modification activities within designated ESHAs shall be monitored by a 
qualified biologist or botanist to ensure protection of the ESHA. Dr. Dixon has 
concluded that, as conditioned above, the development proposed for this area of the 
site, which is located downslope of the ESHAs, would prevent impacts which would 
significantly degrade the ESHAs. 

Based on staffs review of the proposed project , the review of the applicant's consulting 
biologist, and the review of the Commission's staff biologist, the proposed road and 
parking for Buildings 22 and 23, as conditioned to redesign the parking and to use 
permeable paving on the road, as well as the proposed debris basins, all of which 
would encroach into the 1 00-foot ESHA setback, will not significantly disrupt the habitat 
values of the oak woodland ESHAs. Furthermore, as conditioned to submit a detailed 
fuel modification/oak woodland preservation plan, fuel modification activities will not 
significantly disrupt the habitat values of the ESHAs. The proposed development would 
be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade the ESHAs, 
as required by Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. There is no alternative road 
configuration to Buildings 22 and 23 which could be located outside the 100-foot ESHA 
setback. Utilizing the existing, paved, 12-15 foot wide road to provide access to 
Buildings 22 and 23 would· result in significant landform alteration and impacts to oak 
trees within an oak woodland ESHA. 

No oak trees are proposed to be removed. However, the proposed project does include 
the encroachment into the protected zone of 8 trees within an ESHA Buffer or 
Significant Oak Woodland area. The protected zone is defined by the L.A. County Oak 
Tree Ordinance as "that area within the dripline of an oak tree and extending therefrom 
to a point at least 5 feet outside the dripline or 15 feet from the trunk, whichever 
distance is greater". Most of these encroachments are debris basins or driveways. As 
described above, the proposed debris basins would serve to minimize sedimentation 
impacts on downstream habitat areas. Only one of the.se encroachments is for a 
structure, namely proposed Building 21, which would be constructed at the dripline of 
one tree within a Significant Oak Woodland area. While the structure would not intrude 
-within the boundary of-the Significant Oak Woodland;- it does not provide-the-additional­
setback outside the oak tree dripline (the outer limit of the protected zone). There are 
feasible alternative designs for this proposed building which would provide the setback 
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outside the protected zone of the subject tree. It is important, since the tree is located 
within a Significant Oak Woodland, that the protected zone be free from structural 
encroachments. In order to provide this protection for the oak woodland, the 
Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to submit revised plans showing 
that Building 21 has been so redesigned. This is included in Condition No. 2. 

In addition to the designated oak woodland habitat areas (both ESHA and Significant 
Oak Woodland), there are individual oak trees located in the more disturbed areas of 
the site that are not part of oak woodland habitat areas. The proposed project would 
encroach into the protected zone of 16 additional oak trees which are not within a 
designated ESHA or Significant Oak Woodland. These include minor encroachments by 
grading, debris basins, driveways, and structures. In past permit actions, the 
Commission has required the protection of individual oak trees, even if they are not 
within designated sensitive resource areas, to the maximum extent feasible. 

The oak tree consultants have evaluated these proposed encroachments and made 
recommendations for tree protection in order to minimize any impacts to the subject oak 
trees. These recommendations include: fencing during construction; use of hand tools 
for grading within the protected zone; approval of the L.A. County Fire Department-

. Forestry Division and supervision by an oak tree expert during grading; retention of. 
natural leaf mulch within the protected zone; and removal of dust accumulation on 

• 

foliage during construction. The consultants conclude that: "I have considered the • 
grading, both from a "cur and "fill" perspective, and the time and amount of disturbance 
and find that the mitigation measures as identified in our report, if fully implemented, will 
not result in a significant impact or survival loss to the Oak trees•; The applicant 
proposes to implement the protective measures recommended by the oak tree 
consultants and to monitor the trees to ensure their survival. 

Staffs analysis indicates that the project, as conditioned, would minimize impacts to 
onsite environmentally sensitive habitat areas. Specifically, the proposed development 
would be clustered on the flatter, previously disturbed areas of the site. Grading for the 
proposed project has been minimized, as discussed below. All structures would be 
setback a minimum of 100 feet from all ESHAs, as required by the policies of the LUP 
and as required by the Commission in past permit actions. Driveways, and debris 
basins would be located within the 100 foot setback, but not within the boundary of any 
ESHA, as required by the LUP. No oak trees would be removed to accommodate the 
proposed development. Further, approximately 439 acres would be held in open space, 
including 382.15 acres of public dedication areas, 37.17 acres of conservation 
easement areas and 20.18 acres of private open space areas. Non-development of 
these areas, which are the more sensitive. area~ of the site and include significant areas 
of the ESHAs on site, will preserve habitat area and maintain natural vegetative cover, 
thereby minimizing erosion. The proposed development would encroach into the 
protected zones of 25 oak trees on site. The applicanfs ·oak tree consultant has stated 
that these encroachments would not result in impacts to or loss of any of these trees. 

- - · -However,-in-staffs ·experience, -oak-trees may-not-visibly reactto-ctistlli'IYance"ior a-very­
long time and may be lost or be in bad health many years after disturbance. 

• 
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As such, the Commission finds it necessary, in order to ensure that all impacts to oak 
trees are minimized, to require the applicant to monitor the 25 trees which would be 
subject to encroachments for at least ten years. If any tree is lost or is found to have 
suffered worsening health or vigor, then the applicant shall provide replacement trees 
on site at a ratio of ten to one. This is required by Condition No. 3. 

In order to ensure that adequate development setbacks are provided from oak 
woodland resources, the Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to 
submit revised site plans, as detailed in Condition No. 2. This condition requires 

• that the proposed roadway just east of the proposed Building 21 has been 
redesigned such that it is located outside the boundaries of the adjacent 
designated Significant Oak Woodland and ESHA areas; 

• that Building 21 does not encroach into the protected zone of oak tree A496 (as 
identified by the Oak Tree Report, dated 5/3/96, prepared by L. Newman Design -
Group, Inc.); 

• that all structures are located at least 50 feet from the edge of the realigned 
channel of Drainage A 

• that all parking lots and driveways for Buildings 13, 15, 16, 18, 20, and 21 have 
been redesigned such that they are relocated as specifically designated on 
Exhibits 20, 21, and 22, outside of the 1 00-foot ESHA setback. 

• that the parking lot for Buildings 22 and 23 have been redesigned such that it 
only accommodates the minimum number of required handicapped spaces and a 
drop-offnoading zone 

• that the proposed roadway to Buildings 22 and 23 is constructed with permeable 
paving material. 

Although, as conditioned, the proposed project would be designed to provide adequate 
protection for on-site sensitive resources, final building plans have not been prepared 
for each proposed phase of development. In order to ensure that all setbacks from 
sensitive resources are maintained, the Commission finds it necessary to require the 
applicant to submit the final building plans, for the review and approval of the Executive 
Director, prior to the construction of each of the three phases. Such final building plans 
must be in substantial conformance with the site plans approved by the Commission. 
Condition No. 5 requires the submittal of detailed building plans. 

Further, in order to ensure that the habitat values of all designated ESHAs, outside of 
the area proposed to be dedicated to the MRCA, are protected from encroachment by 
development not contemplated here, the Commission finds it necessary to require the 
applicant to record an open space deed restriction on these areas. This deed restriction 
would preclude these sensitive resource areas from future development and preserve 
them for open space and habitat protection. Condition No. 14 requires the recordation 
of this deed restriction . 

-Finally, there are potentia~future additions -or improvements 11ot contemplated-here --
which would have impacts on ESHA or Significant Oak Woodland areas. As such, the 
Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to record a future improvements 
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deed restriction in order to ensure that any Mure additions, modifications, or • 
improvements to the site would be reviewed by the Commission to ensure consistency 
with the resource protection policies of the Coastal Act. This is found in Condition No. 4. 
The Commission finds, based on the above information, that the proposed project, as 
so conditioned, will minimize impacts to ESHAs and Significant Oak Woodlands, 
consistent with Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

4. Fuel Modification. 

In order to protect the proposed new structures from the hazard posed by wildfire, the 
applicant proposes to provide for fuel modification around the buildings, as required by 
the Los Angeles County Fire Department. This required fuel modification within 200 feet 
of any new buildings would consist of three zones: 1) the first 10 feet from the 
foundation, where plants, selected from an approved plant list, must have high moisture 
contents; 2) 90 feet from the end of Zone 1 within which plants must be selected from 
the approved list and the grounds must be open in nature and well maintained, both fire 
retardant natives and ornamentals may be used, trees must be limbed and shrubs 
cleaned of all dead material and pruned; and 3) the thinning zone extending 100 feet 
from the end of Zone 2, and includes fire retardant and drought tolerant plants 
coexisting with natural vegetation, including maintenance of vegetation and removal of 
dead material. · 

As described in the FEIR, an on-site survey was conducted to determine the location of 
required fuel modification with regard to existing resources on the site. The FEIR states 
that: ' 

From the edge of the buildings, all vegetation in a 200 feet radius was noted and 
mapped. In addition, measurements were taken to the nearest stand of shrubs and/or 
trees within 1 00 feet, the understory was examined to determine if •undesirable• plants 
were present (i.e. highly flammable). Investigations revealed that two buildings are 
proposed to be within 70 feet of natural vegetation and the remaining would be located 
100 feet or more from stands' of natural vegetation. For the two buildings.within 70 feet 
of natural vegetation, approximately 0.03 acres of underbrush would be required to be 
removed. 

The two buildings described here are adjacent to Significant Oak Woodland areas so 
the 100 foot setback required from ESHA was not applied. As such, .03 acres of 
underbrush would be removed to accommodate fuel modification. 

Issue has been raised regarding the potential adverse impacts to the oak woodland 
ESHAs resulting from fuel modification requirements. Fuel modification required for 
these buildings would include maintaining a 'Wet zone• for 10 feet around the buildings. 
The 'Wet zone" means that landscaping, consisting of fire resistant, drought tolerant 

• 

plants, in this area will be irrigated to maintain the vegetation in a healthy state. Any • 
irrigation would be primarily by drip irrigation. Any irrigation system would include soil 
moisture-sensors1o ·ensure that ·noareas-are-over.-watered~ No -imgatlon-would be- ---
provided within the ESHA or within the dripline of any oak tree. Fuel modification for the 
area between 1 00' and 200' from the buildings would req~ire maintenance of all non-
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native grasses at a maximum height of 18 inches and thinning of non-native shrubs . 
. Such work would be done by hand within any ESHA. This would not require any 
clearing within the oak woodlands or removal or pruning of any oaks aside from 
removal of dead wood. Understory shrubs would need to be trimmed, but not cleared. 
The proposed buildings would be located downslope of the ESHAs so drainage from 
the buildings, roads, and parking lots would not impact the woodland areas. Thus, 
Buildings 22 and 23, in their currently proposed locations would not result in impacts 
which significantly degrade the ESHAs. 

The Commission staff conducted its own independent additional analysis of the 
potential impacts to the oak woodland ESHA which could result from fuel modification. 
The Commission's biologist, Dr. John Dixon reviewed the site plan, fuel modification 
plan, the 2/28/98 Envicom Corporation letter report addressing fuel modificatipn impacts 
on the ESHA, and has visited the project site with specific reference to the proposed 
road and parking for Buildings 22 and 23. Dr. Dixon expressed concern about fuel 
modification within the oak woodland ESHAs affecting the regeneration of the oak trees 
by removing oak seedlings and the transition zone or buffer between the oak woodland 
ESHA and the proposed buildings (disturbed meadow area). As discussed above, fuel 
modification for the area between 1 00' and 200' from the buildings would require 
maintenance of all non-native grasses at a maximum height of 18 inches and thinning 
of non-native shrubs. Such work would be done by hand within any ESHA. This would 
not require any clearing within the oak woodlands or removal or pruning of any oaks 
aside from removal of dead wood. Understory native shrubs would not be cleared. Dr. 
Dixon has concluded that buildings 22 and 23 would not significantly degrade the ESHA 
provided that fuel modification within the ESHA is conducted by hand, all sensitive 
species are flagged and identified by a qualified biologist or botanist prior to fuel 
modification activities and fuel modification activities within the ESHA are monitored by 
a qualified biologist or botanist. In addition, Dr. Dixon recommends that in order to 
minimize impacts to the ESHA and enhance the now disturbed transition zone or buffer 
between the ESHA and the proposed buildings (disturbed meadow area) that valley oak 
trees and native plants and bunch grasses appropriate for this type of ecotone be 
planted in this area. Therefore, in order to ensure that potential impacts from fuel 
modification are minimized and that the ESHAs are protected against significant 
disruption of habitat values, the Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant 
to prepare and implement a fuel modification and oak woodland preservation plan. 
Condition No. 22 requires this plan in order to protect existing oaks and to prevent 
disruption of natural oak recruitment processes. Said plan shall specify the timing, 
areas to be modified, and methods by which fuel modification will be carried out. Said 
plan shall include a prohibition on the use of heavy machinery (like tractors or riding 
mowers) within any ESHA. Only hand-held equipment or tools may be utilized for 
maintenance of grasses or thinning or pruning of vegetation. Said plan shall provide 
that a qualified biologist or botanist shall survey all sensitive areas prior to fuel 
modification and shall identify and flag oak seedlings, native shrubs, and other sensitive 
plants to be avoided when fuel modification is carried out. Said plan shall provide for 
the -planting of native-valley -oak tree -seedlings; native bunch grasses-and--other native 
plant species, appropriate for a transitional ecotone between an oak woodland and 
grassland, in he disturbed areas within 100 foot setback from the oak woodland 
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ESHAs. The plan shall also provide that an irrigation system is permissible within the • 
area between the first 10 feet around each structure out to 100 feet from each structure 
for fire fighting purposes only. No irrigation may be provided within any designated 
ESHA or Significant Oak Woodland. Finally, the plan shall provide that all fuel 
modification activities within designated ESHAs shall be monitored by a qualified 
biologist or botanist to ensure protection of the ESHA. Any revisions to the approved 
fuel modification plan, including those necessitated by new Fire Department standards, 
must be submitted for the review of the Executive Director for a determination if such 
revision requires an amendment to this permit or a new permit (Condition No. 24). 

Further, as built~in mitigation to the proposed project, the applicant proposes that all 
new buildings within 200 feet of natural stands of shrubs or trees shall employ safety 
measures like fire sprinklers, fire resistant glass, and flame retardant materials in order 
to minimize the necessity for thinning. No areas beneath oak trees would be irrigated. 
No sensitive plant species would be removed for brush clearance zones. Finally, the 
applicant proposes, as built-in mitigation for the removal of native plants for fuel 
modification, to revegetate affected areas with low fuel load native plants. 

Wrth the incorporation of these measures, and as conditioned, the Commission finds 
that the proposed fuel modification will minimize impacts to sensitive resources, 
consistent with Sections 30230, 30231, and 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

5. Conclusion. 

In conclusion, the Commission has evaluated the proposed project with respect to 
Sections 30230, 30231, 30236 and 30240 of the Coastal Act. These sections require 
that marine resources be maintained, enhanced, and if possible, restored; that 
biological productivity and quality of coastal waters, including streams be maintained 
and restored, through controlling runoff and maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas; 
includes the best feasible mitigation measures; and finally, that environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas are protected against significant disruption of habitat value. 

As discussed in detail above, there are significant sensitive resources on the proposed 
project site, including riparian areas, oak woodlands/savannas, chaparral, coastal sage 
scrub, and grassland areas. There are areas designated by the LUP as ESHA and as 
Significant Oak Woodland on the proposed project site. On site biological surveys have· 
identified the location and extent of habitat areas which the Commission finds to meet 
the Coastal Act definition of environmentally sensitive habitat areas. The Commission 
has reviewed this project with regard to these resources in order to ensure that any 
impacts to on-site resources as well as downstream habitats are minimized. 

The proposed project would be clustered on the flatter, previously disturbed 
areas of the site. The applicant proposes, as part of the project to mitigate the impacts 
of removing .2 acres of scattered riparian vegetation for the proposed realignment of 

- Brainage-A.-with-full riparian-restoration of 2-acres {ten times ·the-impacted areat in­
Drainage A in addition to the removal of exotic vegetation·and revegetation with natives 
in Stokes Creek. This proposed work will restore a portion of Drainage A and will 

• 

• 
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enhance the riparian habitat of Stokes Canyon Creek. The proposed project 
incorporates mitigation measures including debris basins, catch basins, interceptor 
vaults, etc. which will serve to ensure that the proposed development would not result 
in increased runoff, sedimentation or introduction of pollutants. The applicant will 
develop a plan for ensuring that best management practices are implemented, both 
during and after construction, in order to ensure that pollutants would not be discharged 
downstream. Required fuel modification for the proposed structures will minimize 
impacts to ESHAs and Significant Oak Woodlands. As discussed below in Section J, 
the applicant shall be required to limit lighting on the site, and provide no lighting for the 
athletic fields or tennis courts in order to minimize impacts both to visual resources and 
wildlife on the site. Further, approximately 439 acres would be held in open space, 
including public dedication areas, conservation easement areas and private open space 
areas. Non-development of these areas, which are the more sensitive areas of the site 
will preserve habitat area and maintain natural vegetative cover, thereby minimizing 
erosion. 

In order to ensure that impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat areas on the site are 
minimized, the Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to: 1) prepare 
and implement a detailed riparian restoration plan; 2) submit storm water pollution 
prevention plan, approved by RWQCB; 3) submit revised plans that provid~ for 
adequate development setbacks from sensitive resources; 4) monitor the oak trees 
which would be subject to encroachments within their protected zones; 5) record an 
open space deed restriction over the ESHAs not included in the proposed dedication to 
the MRCA; 6) submit detailed building plans prior to the construction of each proposed 
phase of development; and 7) record a future improvements deed restriction. The 
Commission finds that, for all the reasons discussed above, the proposed project, as 
conditioned, is consistent with Sections 30230, 30231, 30236, and 30240 of the 
Coastal Act. 

H. Archaeological Resources. 

Section 30244 of the Coastal Act states that: 

Where development would adversely impact archaeological or paleontological resources 
as identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures 
shall be required. 

Additionally, Policy P169 of the LUP, which the Commission has relied upon as 
guidance in past land use decisions in the Malibu area, states that: 

Site surveys performed by qualified technical personnel should be required for projects 
located in areas identified as archaeologically/paleontologically sensitive. Data derived from 
such surveys shall be used to formulate mitigating measures for the project . 

If a project is not properly monitored and managed during construction activities, 
- arcnaeologTcaJ resources can be aegraaea or destroyed~ Site-preparation-can distuib­
and/or obliterate archaeological materials to such an extent that the information that 
could have been derived would be lost. As so many archaeological sites have been 
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destroyed or damaged as a result of development activity or natural processes, the • 
remaining sites, even if they are less rich in materials, have become increasingly 
valuable. Additionally, because archaeological sites, if studied collectively, may provide 
information on subsistence and settlement patterns, the loss of individual sites can 
reduce the scientific value of the sites that remain intact. The greater province of the 
Santa Monica Mountains is the locus of one of the most important concentrations of 
archaeological sites in Southern California. Although most of the area has not been 
systematically surveyed to compile an inventory, the sites already recorded are 
sufficient in both numbers and diversity to predict the ultimate significance of these 
unique resources. . 

· The proposed project site is located within an area known to be archaeologically 
sensitive. The applicant has submitted the following reports concerning archaeological · 
resources on the proposed project site: 

Cultural Resources Survey.and Impact Assessment for the Soka University Campus, 
dated 7/20/91, prepared by C.A. Singer & Associates, Inc.; 

Proposal for a Phase II Archaeological Program at Soka University, dated 213192, 
prepared by Chester D. King and Clay A. Singer; and 

Analysis of Projected Impacts from.the Proposed So~ University Expansion Project and • 
Alternatives, dated 10/13/92. 

According to the applicant's 1991 report, the proposed project site is located: 'Within the 
region historically occupied by the Ventureno, the southernmost of California's · 
Chumashan speaking Indians". Archaeological evidence indicates that the Chumash 
settled the coastal region of California more than 9000 years ago. They followed a 
subsistence pattern which centered around land mammal hunting, oceanic and lagoon 
fishing, fowling, and the harvesting of native plants and seeds. Although hunter bands 
and travelers may have passed through the Las Virgenes Canyon area as early as that, 
the earliest inhabited sites in the area date to 7,000 years ago. 

Past archaeological investigations of the proposed project site have revealed three 
possible sites containing archaeological resources, which are associated with the 
Stokes Canyon Creek area. Site CA-LAN-44 was recorded in 1961, noted as a site of 
fire hearths, mortars, and pestles largely buried by recent alluvium. Site CA-LAN-229, 
also first recorded in 1961, was at that time described as a small site of shell midden. 
This site was studied extensively over the following years. By the early 70's, 
researchers had identified CA-LAN-229 as the Ventureno village of Talopop. Analyses 
of material found in this site indicated that the site was occupied· from A.D. 1100 to 
1830. It should be noted that the Commission recognized, in Permit 5-87-495 (Soka), 
the importance of site CA-LAN-229, requiring an archaeological monitoring plan. Finally, 
CA-LAN-654 was identified in 1976, and was noted as containing several flakes and a • 
mano fragment 

The 1991 survey of the site included surface examination. This survey revealed surface 
evidence of site CA-LAN-229, but sites CA-LAN-44 and 654 could not be found. It 
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appeared that these sites had been buried. The archaeological consultants concluded 
that given the proximity of the known and potential archaeological resource sites, the 
development of the site could potentially have significant impacts on the three sites, or 
as yet undiscovered sites. 

The proposed project incorporates built-in mitigation measures to avoid known and 
potential archaeological resources. The conservation easement area located at the 
northwest corner of the site, overlays site CA-LAN-229 and would prohibit any 
construction of structures. No grading would take place within the easement area. 
Further, no new structures are proposed near this area or near the postulated locations 
of CA-LAN-44 or 654. However, based on the lack of subsurface information about 
these sites and the fact that there may be other hitherto undiscovered resources on the 
site, it is probable that grading, construction or site preparation necessary for the 
proposed development may impact archaeological resources. The applicant proposes, 
as built-in mitigation for the project, to have a qualified archaeologist conduct a Phase II 
testing program to assess the extent of archaeological resources on the site prior to any 
construction. 

The Commission has found in past actions that when archaeological resources are 
known to be present on site, it is necessary to require the applicant to monitor all 
grading and construction activities, to stop work if any resources are discovered, and to 
develop and implement appropriate recovery and mitigation measures. 

In this case, the proposed project is designed to avoid impacts to the important 
archaeological resources believed to be part of the Chumash Talopop Village site. 
Based on the reports of the archaeological consultants, there is evidence to suggest 
that there may be additional sites which are buried or otherwise not visible on their 
surface inspection of the proposed project site: In order to ensure that impacts to any 
such resources are minimized, the Commission finds it necessary to require that the 
applicant: (1) have a qualified archaeologist and appropriate native american consultant 
present on-site to monitor all grading and site preparation, (2) suspend all activity on 
the subject property should archaeological resources be discovered during any 
construction phase, and, if necessary, (3) implement mitigation measures developed to 
address project impacts on said resources. These three measures are required as 
Condition No. 5 of this permit. The Commission finds that only as so conditioned to 
have monitors on-site during construction and in the case that any intact buried cultural 
deposits are discovered, to halt work and develop a recovery plan for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director, is the project consistent with Section 30244 of the 
Coastal Act. 

I. Cumulative Impacts. 

• Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act states that: 

New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided in 
this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing 
developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to 
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accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have • 
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In 
addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing 
developed areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the 
area have been developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the 
average size of surrounding parcels. 

The Coastal Act requires that new development, including land divisions, be permitted 
within, contiguous, or in close proximity to existing developed areas, or if outside such 
areas, only where public services are adequate and only where public access and 
coastal resources will not be cumulatively affected by such development. In past permit 
actions. the Commission has found that for Malibu and the Santa Monica Mountains, 
the coastal terrace area represents the existing developed area. The Commission has 
repeatedly emphasized, in past permit decisions, the need to address the cumulative 
impacts of new development in the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains coastal zone. 
In this case, the proposed project site is located outside the developed coastal terrace 
area, so the criteria provided in Section 30250(a) which require development outside 
existing developed areas to be located in areas with adequate public services and 
where it will not affect coastal resources are applicable. 

1. Buildout 

The proposed project involves the expansion·of an existing university use from 350 • 
students to 650 total full time day students (500 residing on campus) and 150 total 
students attending nighttime courses. 

The proposed project is located in an area with adequate public services. The proposed 
project site is located adjacent to existing, paved roads. There is existing water service 
to the site from the Las Virgenes Water District. Sewage is discharged to the Las 
Virgenes Wastewater Treatment Plant and, according to information supplied by Las 
Virgenes (as addressed in the FEIR), the sewage that would be generated by the 
proposed project is within the level of demand forecast used to size the plant. As such, 
sufficient capacity exists for the level of development proposed for Soka. 

Given the significance of the resources on the proposed project site, including the 
importance of t~e resources in the Malibu Creek Watershed, increased development of 
the site could have cumulative impacts on such resources. If enrollment were doubled 
or tripled, for instance, such increases in the total number of students would 
undoubtedly create demand for more building area to accommodate additional 
classrooms, dorms, assembly areas, etc. Additionally, more students would require 
increases in the number of faculty and staff, necessitating more office space. Further, 
more students would require more recreational facilities like athletic fields. If enrollment 
were to be doubled or tripled, with attendant increases in faculty and staff, a 
substantially greater number of parking spaces would have to be provided on-site. • 
Finally, such increases in students, faculty, and staff would increase the total amount of 
traffic generated. 
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As discussed in Section G above, the proposed project, as conditioned, would minimize 
impacts to sensitive environmental resources, as required by the policies of the Coastal 
Act. However, if the University were to be expanded with increased student enrollment, 
and increased staffing levels, construction of additional buildings would impact sensitive 
resources. The currently proposed layout of buildings, as conditioned, is designed to 
avoid impacts to designated ESHAs, Significant Oak Woodlands, the riparian areas in 
Stokes Canyon, as well as individual oak trees. However, there is little area left 
undeveloped where any future expansion of buildings could be constructed without 
impacting sensitive resources. For instance, the outer limits of the central campus area 
available for the development of buildings are defined by the 1 00-foot setback around 
the designated ESHAs and by two Significant Oak Woodland areas. Additionally, there 
are many oak trees scattered throughout this area. As currently proposed, the project 
has been designed to avoid the removal of any oak trees, although there would be 
several encroachments into the protected zone of individual trees. Placement of 
additional structures in the center area would result in further encroachments and would 
likely require the removal of trees. Further, development closer to or within ESHAs 
would have serious impacts on the habitat of these areas, which include both oak 
woodlands and riparian areas. Finally, construction of additional buildings, roads, and 
parking lots would increase the amount of impervious surface on the site and decrease 
open space areas. An increase in impervious surfaces would lead to increased runoff, 
decreased groundwater recharge, and impacts to downstream sensitive resource 
areas. 

As discussed in Section K below, the proposed project is designed to minimize impacts 
to public access by providing adequate off-street parking, by minimizing impacts to 
traffic and circulation, and by providing large areas of open space, including areas to be 
dedicated to the MRCA for public recreation. The project includes measures to mitigate 
any project impacts to traffic on Las Virgenes Road, a major coastal access route. 
However, if the number of students were to be doubled or tripled, with a concomitant 
increase in faculty and staff, the level of traffic would be greatly increased. As the 
construction of additional on-site housing would be limited by the location of sensitive 
resources, most additional students, faculty, and staff would have to commute to the 
University. Given the limited potential for further improvements to Las Virgenes Road, 
further expansion of the University would have cumulative impacts on traffic and the 
provision of public access. Additionally, provision of enough off-street parking to serve 
the additional commuting students, faculty, and staff, adequate to minimize impacts to 
access would necessitate the construction of large parking lots or structures. Given the 
siting constraints, such parking lots, necessary to serve the increased number of people 
at the site, would also have adverse cumulative impacts on sensitive resources. 
Further, construction of additional buildings, roads, and parking lots would increase the 
amount of impervious surface on the site and decrease open space areas. An increase 
in impervious surfaces would lead to increased runoff, decreased groundwater 
recharge, and impacts to downstream habitat areas. Finally, if more area were to be 
devoted to buildings, roads, and parking lots to serve the increased student, faculty; 
and staff populations, then less area would be available for open space and 
recreational amenities. 
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Further, as described in Section J below, the proposed project, as conditioned, • 
minimizes impacts to visual resources. All buildings are setback at least 600 feet from 
Mulholland Highway and at least 800 feet from Las Virgenes, in a topographical "bowl". 
The buildings would be located on the flatter, central area of the property, preserving 
the wooded hillsides. As previously noted, siting additional structures in the central core 
area of the site would be difficult, given the location of ESHAs, Significant Oak 
Woodlands, existing structures, lake, and individual oak trees. As such, a more likely 
location for new struCtures would be the open field areas along Mulholland Highway. 
Development of buildings in these areas would have adverse impacts on visual 
resources. Significantly reduced setbacks from the adjacent scenic highways would be 
provided, causing buildings to appear larger and looming over the road. Buildings 
constructed in these areas would be extremely visible, both from the scenic highways, 
and from parkland and trails. 

Since there is no concrete proposal for further expansion now before the Commission, it 
is impossible to evaluate the exact scope of the impacts that would occur if the campus 
were to be further expanded in the future. However, it is possible to forecast the nature 
of the cumulative impacts that would result based on the known constraints of the 
proposed project site which has unique characteristics described in this report. In order 
to ensure that cumulative impacts are minimized, the Commission finds it necessary to 
require the applicant to record a deed restriction which limits: a) the total enrollment of 
the Soka University facility to a maximum of 800 students, including: 1) 650 total • 
daytime students (consisting of 500 total students residing on the campus and 150 non­
resident students); and 2) 150 total night students in non-degree program courses; and 
b) the total number of faculty and staff to a maximum of 150. Additionally, the applicant 
shall submit a report, prepared by an independent auditor, annually to the Executive 
Director on the total enrollment figures as well as faculty and staff employment figures 
for each term. It should be noted that these limits are based on the total number of 
students, not on any equivalency measure. Condition No. 15 is the deed restriction 
limiting the number of students and faculty, and Condition No. 16 sets forth the 
reporting requirements. 

As part of the project, the applicant proposes to hold events on the campus, such as 
sports events, cultural events (like lecture series), commencement ceremonies, and 
special events like the California Traditional Music Festival that would bring additional 
visitors to the site. These events are described in Item No. 11 of the project description. 
As discussed in Section K below. the proposed project, including these events, is 
designed to minimize impacts. to public access by providing adequate off-street parking, 
by minimizing impacts to traffic and circulation, and by providing large areas of open 
space. The project includes measures to mitigate any project impacts to traffic on Las 
Virgenes Road, a major coastal access route. However, if the number or frequency of 
events were doubled or tripled, for example, and/or if the number of visitors to each 
event were greatly increased, then such events would result in significant adverse • 
impacts to traffic and circulation. Additionally, the area on the site available to provide 
additional off-street parking is very limited. If events were doubled or tripled, parking for 
such a large number of visitors would adversely impact the availability of on-street 
parking in the area. Such impacts to traffic circulation or the supply of off-street parking 
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would have adverse impacts on public coastal access. In accord with the applicant's 
proposal and in order to ensure that cumulative impacts related to events are 
minimized, the Commission finds it necessary to define special events, restrict the size 
and occurrence of special events, to restrict the total number of visitors to the campus, 
and to provide an annual report, prepared by an independent auditor, of events and 
visitors for the review and approval of the Executive Director. Condition No. 21 sets 
forth the maximum frequency and attendance for events and requires that the applicant 
provide an annual report detailing such events. If so conditioned, the proposed project 
would not have significant adverse cumulative impacts, as required by Section 30250(a) 
of the Coastal Act. 

2. Land Division. 

Section 30250 (a) also provides that land divisions shall be permitted when 50 percent 
of the usable parcels in the area have been developed, and the created parcels would 
be no smaller than the average size of the surrounding parcels. These requirements 
are to ensure that development is located in close proximity to existing development in 
areas that have adequate public services. In other words, this policy is to prevent the 
"leap-frogging" of new development into undeveloped areas, thereby preventing the 
potentially significant adverse impacts of such development on coastal resources. 

The Commission has reviewed land division applications to ensure that newly created 
or reconfigured parcels are of sufficient size, have access to roads and other utilities, 
are geologically stable and contain an appropriate potential building pad area where 
future structures can be developed consistent with the resource protection policies of 
the Coastal Act. In particular, the Commission has ensured that future development on 
new or reconfigured lots can minimize landform alteration and other visual impacts, and 
impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat areas. 

As noted in Item No. 6 of the Project Description, the applicant proposes the 
consolidation of the existing 19 lots that comprise the proposed project site and the 
redivision into three new, wholly reconfigured parcels, as shown in Tentative Tract Map 
No. 50603, approved in concept by the County of Los Angeles. The resultant parcels 
would be as follows: 

LOT NUMBER USE ACREAGE 
1 Main Campus Area 175.08 acres 
2 Mountain View (Faculty Housing) 31.26 acres 
3 Open Space Dedication 382.15 acres 

The proposed lot configuration is proposed, in part, to facilitate the dedication of the 
382-acre open space area to the MRCA, because this open space would all be located 
on one parcel. The proposed project site is located outside of the coastal terrace area 
that the Commission has previously found constitutes the existing developed area for 
the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains. As such, the provisions of 30250(a) apply. 
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As described in the other sections of this report, the three proposed parcels have • 
access to roads and other utilities, are geologically stable and contain an appropriate 
potential building pad area where future structures can be developed consistent with 
the resource protection policies of the Coastal Act. Parcel 3 would be dedicated for 
public recreational use. Further, the reconfigured lots provide areas that can be 
developed with minimal landform alteration, other visual impacts, and impacts to 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas, as discussed in this report. 

Staff has determined that the proposed redivision is consistent with the average lot size 
and 50% development of useable parcels criteria of Section 30250(a) of the Coastal 
Act. Staff analyzed the average size of surrounding lots, using a quarter-mile radius, 
taking into account topographical features like ridgelines. This analysis revealed 95 lots 
within the surrounding area which had a mean size of 15-acres and a median size of 3-
acres. The smallest of the proposed parcels is 31.26 acres. Therefore, the proposed 
lots would be no smaller than the average size of surrounding parcels. As such, the 
proposed land division, reducing the overall number of existing parcels from nineteen to 
three, meets the standards of Section 30250(a). 

3. Conclusion. 

As discussed in the other sections of this report, the proposed project, as conditioned, 
would minimize individual and cumulative adverse effects on coastal resources. Further 
expansions of the University, however, would have cumulative impacts on public . 
access and coastal resources, as discussed in Section 1 above. In order to ensure that 
cumulative impacts are minimized, the Commission finds it necessary to require the 
applicant to record a deed restriction limiting the total number of students, faculty, and 
staff. Additionally, the applicant shall submit a report, prepared by an independent 
auditor, annually detailing the student enrollment figures as well as faculty and staff 
employment figures in order to demonstrate compliance with the deed restriction. The 
land division, as proposed, would reduce the total number of lots comprising the 
proposed project site from 19 to 3. The size of the lots meets the average lot size 
criteria. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, is 
consistent with Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act. 

J. Visual Resources. 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states that: 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the 
alteration of natural landforms, to be visually compatible with the character of . 

• 

surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually 
degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in • 
the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department 
of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character 
of its setting. 
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• In addition, the certified LUP, upon which the Commission has relied for guidance in 
past land use decisions, contains policies regarding the protection of visual resources, 
which are applicable to the proposed development. These policies are designed to 
assure that development minimizes impacts to visual resources consistent with Section 
30251 of the Coastal Act. The following policies are applicable: 

• 

~. 

P125 New development shall be sited and designed to protect public views from LCP­
designated scenic highways to and along the shoreline and to scenic coastal areas, 
including public parklands. Where physically and economically feasible, development on 
sloped terrain should be set below road grade. 

P126 Prohibit placement of signs, utilities, and accessory equipment that obstruct views to 
the ocean and scenic elements. 

P127 Provide public viewing locations at turnouts along major cross-mountain roads and 
Mulholland Highway. 

P129 Structures should be designed and located so as to create an attractive appearance 
and harmonious relationship with the surrounding environment. 

P130 In highly scenic areas and along scenic highways, new development (including 
buildings, fences, paved areas, signs, and landscaping) shall: 

be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and to and along other 
scenic features, as defined and identified in the Malibu LCP 

minimize the alteration of natural landforms. 

be landscaped to conceal raw-cut slopes. 

be visually compatible with and subordinate to the character of its setting. 

be sited so as not to significantly intrude into the skyline as seen from public viewing 
places. 

P132 Maintain the character and value of Mulholland Scenic Corridor, as a scenic and 
recreational resource connecting public parklands within the Santa Monica Mountains. 

P134 Structures shall be sited to conform to natural topography, as feasible. Massive 
grading and reconfiguration of the site shall be discouraged. 

P135 Ensure that any alteration of the natural landscape from earthmoving activity blends 
with the existing terrain of the site and the surroundings. 

P137 Clustering of development in suitable areas shall be encouraged as a means to 
facilitate greater view protection. 

P138b Buildings located outside of the Malibu Civic center shall not exceed three stories in 
height, or 35 feet above the existing grade, whichever is less. 
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P141 Fencing or walls to be erected on the property shall be designed and constructed to • 
allow for view retention from scenic roadways. 

P142 New development along scenic roadways as designated in Figure 8 shall be set 
below the road grade on the down hill side wherever feasible, to protect designated scenic 
canyon and ocean views. 

The proposed project site is located in the Las Virgenes Valley area of the Santa 
Monica Mountains. The site is adjacent to Las Virgenes/Malibu Canyon Road and 
Mulholland Highway. To the west of the site, across Las Virgenes Road is the 7,472-
acre Malibu Creek State Park. The Soka site encompasses 588.5 acres, of which the 
majority consists of natural areas and vacant land. The existing developed campus is 
contained on approximately 60 acres and is composed of a variety of facilities situated 
on the flatter or gently sloping portions of the property interspersed between ornamental 
and natural landscape. Most of the hills and canyons at the site are presently 
undeveloped. The hills and ridgeline traversing the southern portion of the property 
contain an undisturbed oak woodland habitat that is considered an environmentally 
sensitive habitat area. The large level areas adjacent to Mulholland Highway are 
currently mowed non-native grasses. 

The project site is located in a highly scenic area of the Santa Monica Mountains. The 
LUP Visual Resources Map identifies the Claretville Hills, located just south of the • 
developed campus area, as a scenic element deserving protection. This area is 
described in the LUP as scenic rolling hills with clusters of oak trees. Additionally, the 
ridgeline along the southeast portion of the site is designated a significant ridgeline, as 
is the ridge on the northeast portion of the site. The Commission finds that these visual 
elements are scenic coastal areas that must be protected as required by Section 30251 
of the Coastal Act. Furthermore, Las Virgenes/Malibu Canyon Road bordering the 
western boundary of the site and Mulholland Highway bordering the northern boundary 
of the site are both designated as scenic highways in the LUP. Finally, the site is also 
visible from parklands and the following offsite hiking trails, Stokes Ridge Trail, 
Calabasas Cold Creek Trail and Grasslands Trail. The Commission finds therefore that 
the scenic coastal areas of the proposed project site are visible from public view points 
and such views must be protected as required by Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

The proposed facilities and areas that will be disturbed by grading and construction 
activities are clustered and confined to the lower elevations of the site on flat to gently 
sloping terrain. These areas have been previously disturbed by agricultural activities 
and past development activities. The majority of the proposed facilities will be sited 
below the rolling hills to the south of the campus in a "bowl" like topographic feature 
ringed with trees (both natural and those introduced as landscaping). The proposed 
athletic fields are located adjacent to Mulholland Highway and are sited on the level 
area previously disturbed by agricultural activities. The development proposed for the • 
"Mountain View "area located in the extreme southeastern portion of the property 
involves the removal of a number of temporary trailers and remodeling of several 
existing structures. This portion of the property is not visible from any scenic roadways 
and is screened from nearby park land by existing natural vegetation. The minimal 



Permit 4-97-123 Soka University 
Revised Findings August 1998 

Page89 

• development proposed for the "Mountain View " portion of the property will not result in 
any significant visual impacts from public view areas. 

• 

• 

The applicant proposes 47,200 cu. yds. of grading (23,600 cu. yds. cut and 23,600 cu. 
yds. of fill) for reconstruction of drainage channel, slope excavation, and road/driveway 
construction; and 82,800 cu. yds. of overexcavation and recompaction (41 ,400 cu. yds. 
cut and 41 ,400 cu. yds. fill) for building sites and roads/parking areas. This can be 
further broken down as follows: 

CUT FILL TOTAL 
Drainage A realignment 12,300 cu. yds. 12,300 cu. yds. 24,600 cu. yds. 
Slope excavation and reconst. 6,800 cu. yds. 6,800 cu. yds. 13,600 cu. yds. 
Roads and Driveways 4,500 cu. yds. 4,500 cu. yds. 9,000 cu. yds. 
Overexcavation & 36,300 cu. yds. 36,300 cu. yds. 72,600 cu. yds. 
Recompaction - building pads 
Overexcavation & 5,100 cu. yds. 5,100 cu. yds. 10,200 cu. yds. 
recompaction - roads/parking 

The majority of grading proposed for the project is overexcavation and recompaction of 
building sites as well as roads and parking areas. The geologic consultants' subsurface 
investigation of the site revealed that old fill, alluvium, topsoil, and colluvium underlie 
much of the lower areas of the site. The consultants' recommendations require that 
these materials be removed and recompacted in order to assure structun::il stability for 
the proposed structures, roads, and parking areas. The overexcavation and 
recompaction would have no impact on visual resources. In past permit actions, the 
Commission has not considered overexcavation and recompaction to be landform 
alteration in that the same landform is re-created after the work is complete. 

Additionally, the applicant proposes to carry out 24,600 cu. yds. of grading in order to 
realign the Drainage A channel. This would involve excavating the proposed channel 
alignment and filling the existing channel. This grading would result in no adverse 
impact to visual resources in the area. The work would be at ground level. The 
applicant proposes to restore the realigned stream channel with native riparian 
vegetation. The riparian vegetation would create a more natural appearance to 
Drainage A In addition to enhancing the habitat values of this stream, its visual aspect 
would be enhanced as well. The applicant also proposes restoration and revegetation 
of Stokes Creek that will further enhance its visual quality. 

Finally, the applicant proposes 22,600 cu. yds. for slope, road and driveway grading. 
Most of this grading would be for minor cut and fill slopes to accommodate the 
proposed roads and building pads. No large, manufactured slopes are proposed. The 
largest cut slope proposed is adjacent to the proposed library structure to the south of 
the site. This cut slope is approximately 18 feet deep at the highest point. This slope 
would be located behind the proposed library structure and would not be visible from 
the north. 
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The proposed grading is confined to the level to gently sloping portions of the site • 
generally within the existing developed campus area that has been previously 
disturbed. In limiting the grading to the level to gently sloping areas of the site the 
applicant has minimized the grading necessary to construct roads and building pads. 
The shallow cut and fill slopes do not result in significant landform alteration and will not 
adversely impact views from the scenic roadways, trails, parks or public view areas. 
The proposed grading is consistent with the landform alteration and grading guidance 
policies of the LUP. Therefore, as proposed the grading and resulting landform 
alteration has been minimized as required by Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

The proposed structures will be clustered within and adjacent to the existing developed 
campus area, located on the level to gently sloping portions of the property, 
interspersed between existing ornamental and natural vegetation. There are currently 
18 buildings on campus of various sizes and heights. The central campus area, located 
on the level area 600 to 800 feet south of Mulholland Highway and just north of the 
Claretville Hills, contain several rather large structures. For example, Minuteman Hall is 
24,000 sq. ft. and a maximum height of 45 feet. Although there are several large 
structures clustered in this area the existing landscaping and natural vegetation has 
effectively screened these structures from the adjacent scenic highways and public 
view areas. The .proposed eighteen new buildings will not exceed 35 feet in height from 
existing grade and would be set back a minimum of 600 feet from Mulholland Highway 
and 800 feet from Malibu Canyon/Las Virgenes Road. The majority of the proposed . • 
structures will be screened from the scenic roadways, trails, parkland and public view 
areas by existing ornamental and natural vegetation. 

The only development which would be any closer than 600 feet to Mulholland Highway 
abutting the site is: 1) the proposed entry roadway with reception kiosk; 2) Drainage A 
improvements; and 3) the proposed athletic fields consisting of a baseball diamond and 
a track and field area. 

The most visible structure will be the 35 foot high, 40,000 sq. ft. Gymnasium located 
600 feet south of Mulholland Highway and just southeast of Minuteman Hall on the level 
main campus area. The applicant is proposing an extensive landscaping and 
vegetation management program. to screen this facility and the other new facilities that 
are not screened by existing vegetation. This program will include native landscaping 
elements along Mulholland Highway, Malibu Canyon Road/Las Virgenes Road and 
around the proposed structures and the campus to soften and screen the facilities from 
the scenic roadways and public view areas. As screened by the proposed landscaping 
and existing vegetation on site the proposed structures will not adversely impact visual 
resources from the scenic roadways, trails or parkland. In addition, the proposed 
structures at a 35 foot maximum height will not obscure the views of the Claretville Hills 
a designated scenic element in the LUP. 

The proposed development also includes perimeter fencing incorporated with 
landscaping elements around the developed portion of the site. The proposed fencing 
will not exceed 42 inches in height and will include regular openings to allow for view 
retention and wildlife movement. Additionally, the applicant is proposing to underground 
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all utilities and limit the height of signs and other accessory equipment so these will not 
obstruct or interfere with scenic viewsheds. 

Although the applicant is proposing to extensively landscape the areas disturbed by 
grading activities and screen the proposed facilities to mitigate visual impacts from 
scenic roadways, parkland and public view areas detailed landscaping plans have not 
been submitted which specify the types of plants to be used, locations, planting 
schedule, erosion control measures, monitoring provisions etc. Detail landscaping 
plans are necessary to ensure landscaping will not create visual obstructions along the 
scenic roadways, ensure that primarily native non-invasive plant species are utilized, 
ensure erosion control measures are implemented during planting of graded and 
disturbed slopes and ensure the landscaping plan is implemented in a timely manner. 
Therefore, the Commission finds that it is necessary to require the applicant to submit 
and implement detailed landscaping and erosion control plans as outlined in Special 
Condition No. 11. 

All proposed buildings would be set back at least 600 feet from Mulholland Highway, 
and 800 feet from Las Virgenes, designated scenic roadways. However, there is a 
maintenance building (Building 24) proposed to the northwest of Stokes Canyon, near 
the historic "Stable" building. This building, while proposed to be only 18 foot high, 
would be located in a relatively undeveloped area of the site. (See Exhibit 9). Given the 
topography and existing vegetation, there would be limited views of this proposed 
structure from the west. In addition, the applicant is proposing landscaping along 
Mulholland Highway and Las Virgenes Road that would effectively screen this low 
profile structure from these scenic highways. 

Staff notes that one of the suggested modifications adopted by the Commission for the 
approved LUP Amendment 1-97 was the retention of the Low Intensity Visitor Serving 
Commercial Recreation" designation over the area of the proposed project site which 
includes the proposed location of the maintenance building. The Commission discussed 
whether the location of the proposed maintenance building in a visitor-serving 
designated area was appropriate. Although the primary function of the maintenance 
building is the storage and repair of equipment used to maintain the campus buildings 
and grounds, the maintenance building would, in part, be used to support visitor serving 
uses. One of the functions of this proposed structure would be the processing of 
downed tree limbs and other plant materials (including material removed from debris 
basins) into mulch used to support the existing Botanical Center and Demonstration 
Garden which are open to the public. The Botanical Center is located near to the 
proposed location of Building 24. Additionally, personnel who coordinate visitor events, 
including traffic control and information, would be housed in this building. However, the 
Commission finds that the function of this proposed building would not be solely visitor­
serving . 

With regard to Maintenance Building 24, staff has identified other alternative building 
sites, one of which would be located just south of the existing historic stables building. 
In this area, views of the Maintenance Building from Las Virgenes or Mulholland would 
be further screened by the stables. However, this would result in the building being 
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located approximately 1 00 feet from the riparian canopy of Stokes Canyon. Required • 
fuel modification would extend into the riparian area. Given the value and sensitivity of 
the Stokes Canyon ESHA, the proposed location would be more protective of resources 
than this alternative location. 

Another possible location for this building would be south of the proposed athletic track, 
near Wickland Road (Shown as ''Area D" on Exhibit 24). This location was previously 
investigated as a possible area to relocate buildings. The applicant has indicated that a 
maintenance building of sufficient size to accommodate the needs of the campus could 
be accommodated in the Wickland Road area. Although the maintenance building 
would be more visible from Mulholland Highway in this location, visibility from Las 
Virgenes Road and Malibu Creek State Park to the west would be reduced. The 
Wickland location would be further removed from the Botanical Center. However, in this 
area, Building 24 would be located in an area which the LUP, as proposed to be 
amended under Amendment 1-97, would desig~ate for Institution and Public Facility 
(IPF) use. This relocation of Building 24 would remove the proposed structure from the 
area designated for Low Intensity Visitor Serving Commercial Recreation under the 
LUP. Staff can identify no other alternative location for Building 24 where potential 
impacts to sensitive resources would be further minimized. Condition No. 2g requires 
revised plans that show the relocation of the maintenance building to the area adjacent 
to Wickland Road. 

The proposed baseball diamond and running track/soccer field would be located 
adjacent to Mulholland Highway. The proposed fields would be at ground level and 
would not adversely impact visual resources in the area. On the other hand, permanent 
structures such as stands, bleachers, light standards or scoreboards would be of 
significant height and highly visible to parklands, trails, and scenic highways from great 
distances, especially given the open nature of the field areas on the site along 
Mulholland Highway. Furthermore, night lighting of the proposed fields or tennis courts 
would generate a large amount of light which would be visible from large distances. In 
addition to the visual impact of such light, wildlife in the area would also be negatively 
impacted. As such, Condition No. 18 prohibits the placement of permanent structures, 
with the exception of a backstop adjacent to the baseball diamond, for the athletic 
fields. Temporary use of portable goals, stands or scoreboards which would be 
removed after each sporting event and stored elsewhere would be allowable. In order 
to ensure that no lighting is placed for the athletic fields, the Commission finds it 
necessary to require the applicant to submit a lighting plan. In addition to providing for 
no lighting of the fields, the plan must also provide for low intensity lighting directed 
away from off-site areas, and sensitive habitat areas in order to minimize impacts on 
visual resources. The lighting plan is required by-condition No. 17. 

Conceptual elevations for the proposed structures have been developed by the 
applicant in order to illustrate the height, massing and conceptual design of the 
structures. The proposed buildings are not excessive in height or size and will be 
compatible with the existing buildings on the campus and surrounding residential 
development. As previously mentioned above, the proposed buildings not screened by 
existing vegetation will be screened by new landscape elements which will mitigate any 
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visual impacts from the adjacent scenic roadways, trails and park land. The final 
detailed architectural building plans will be prepared after County and Coastal 
Commission permits are secured for the conceptual designs. To ensure the final 
detailed architectural plans, including floor plans and elevations, are consistent with the 
conceptual plans submitted, the Commission finds that it is necessary to require that 
final architectural plans for each structure be submitted for approval of the Executive 
Director prior to the construction of each of the three phases of development. This 
requirement is contained in Condition No. 5. 

The Commission has found through past permit actions that in highly scenic areas the 
color of a structure can adversely impact a viewshed if the color is not consistent with 
the surrounding environment. For example white structures are highly visible from long 
distances and can adversely impact the visual resources from scenic highways trails 
and public view areas. The Commission has found that structures that have exterior 
colors and materials that are compatible with the surrounding environment are less 
visually obtrusive. In this case, the proposed structures are located in a highly scenic 
area adjacent to two LUP designated scenic highways and scenic element (Ciaretville 
Hills), several hiking trials and Malibu Creek State Park. Although the proposed 
structures will be screened by existing and new vegetation the exterior colors of the 
buildings could adversely impact views from these areas if the color of the buildings 
were not compatible with the surround environment. The applicant has indicated the 
exterior treatment of the proposed structures will be a natural earth tone color 
consistent with the surrounding environment. The Commission finds that to ensure the 
exterior colors of the proposed structures, in the future, remain compatible with the 
colors found in the surrounding environment it is necessary to require Condition No. 10 
restricting the exterior colors of the buildings to colors compatible with the surrounding 
environment. 

Furthermore, the Commission finds that to ensure that any future additions or 
improvements to the proposed structures or campus area, which might otherwise be 
exempt from coastal development permitting requirements, are reviewed for 
consistency with section 30251 of the Coastal Act, a future improvements deed 
restriction is necessary as required in Condition No. 4. 

Finally, the applicant is proposing to dedicate 382.8 acres of the site for open space. 
This open space includes the most visually sensitive areas of the site, including the 
Claretville Hills, the significant ridgelines, and the canyon located on the eastern area of 
the site. The applicant also proposes to record conservation easements across two 
areas that are adjacent to Mulholland Highway. One of these areas is at the corner of 
Mulholland and Las Virgenes/Malibu Canyon Road, one of the most visible areas from 
these two roadways. The conservation easement will ensure the most important visual 
resources on site will be preserved and views of these scenic areas from scenic 

·• highways, park lands, trails and other public view points will be protected in perpetuity. 

In conclusion, the proposed development as designed minimizes the alteration of 
natural landforms on site by confining grading and development to the level to ·gently 
sloping and previously disturbed portions of the site. The dedication of 382.15 acres of 
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the most visible and scenic portions of the property will ensure these valuable scenic • 
resources are preserved and protected in perpetuity. The proposed project as 
designed and conditioned above to landscape the graded areas and screen the 
proposed structures from the scenic roadways, trails, park land and public view areas 
will minimize the visual impacts associated with the proposed development. The 
prohibition on permanent structures for the athletic fields will minimize visual impacts. 
Additionally, as conditioned to provide no lighting for the athletic fields and to limit the 
intensity of lighting on the rest of the site and to direct it away from off-site and habitat 
areas, the proposed project will limit visual impacts resulting from lighting. Furthermore, 
the project as conditioned to require an exterior color deed restriction will ensure the 
proposed structures will not adversely impact the visual resources of the area. Finally, 
the project as conditioned to require Commission review and approval of future 
additions and improvements will ensure consistency with the visual resource policies of 
the Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission finds the project as conditioned, will not 
visually degrade the area, is compatible with the character of the area and minimizes 
the alteration of natural landforms and is consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal 
Act. 

K. Access and Recreation. 

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states that: 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, 
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities 
shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to 
protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from 
overuse. 

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states that: 

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access 
to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2} providing 

. commercial facilities within or adjoining residential or in areas that will minimize the use of 
coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulation within the development, (4) 
providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the 
development with public transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public transit for high 
intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that the recreational 
needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating the 
amount of development with local park acquisition and development plans with the 
provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development. 

Further, with regard to coastal recreation, Section 30222 of the Coastal Act states that: 

• 

The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities 
designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over • 
private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but not over 
agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 
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Section 30223 of the Coastal Act states that: 

Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be reserved for such 
uses, where feasible. 

Therefore, the Coastal Act requires that new development be allowed consistent with 
public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act and assure that such 
development will not adversely impact the public's ability to access the coast or coastal 
recreation areas. On a statewide basis, the Commission has required through permit 
actions and approved local coastal programs, that new developments provide adequate 
off-site parking and do not adversely impact traffic circulation on roads providing access 
to the coast. Provision of adequate parking and traffic improvements ensure that the 
potential impacts of new development on coastal access routes are minimized. 

1. Traffic. 

The proposed project site is located adjacent to two major highways providing access to 
and through the coastal zone. Las Virgenes/Malibu Canyon Road (This road is called 
"Las Virgenes Road" north of Mulholland Highway and "Malibu Canyon Road" south of 
that point) provides access from Highway 101 in Calabasas to the north through Malibu 
Canyon southerly to many parks in the Santa Monica Mountains and ultimately to 
Pacific Coast Highway and the beaches in the City of Malibu. Las Virgen~s/Malibu 
Canyon Road forms the western property line of the proposed project site. Mulholland 
Highway provides access across the mountains to many scenic and recreational areas. 
Mulholland Highway is the northern property line of the Soka University site. The vicinity 
map (Exhibit 1) shows these roads. 

The applicant has submitted a Traffic Impact Study, dated 7/18/96, prepared by 
Linscott, Law and Greenspan, Engineers which addresses the existing traffic situation 
in the vicinity of the proposed project site and analyzes the potential traffic impacts of 
the proposed project. 

The traffic study focuses on the route of Las Virgenes/Malibu Canyon Road from the 
101 to Pacific Coast Highway and Mulholland Highway in the vicinity of the proposed 
project site, including 14 key intersections along both roads. Las Virgenes/Malibu 
Canyon Road is a rural two-lane highway that widens to 84 feet near the Ventura 
Freeway and at Pacific Coast Highway. This road currently carries about 20,000 
vehicles per day in the area of the proposed project site. This highway is heavily used 
by commuters between the Conejo Valley and West Los Angeles on weekdays and to a 
lesser degree on weekend days. It also provides a direct route from inland areas to 
area beaches on weekends and summer weekdays. Mulholland Highway is a two-lane 
rural highway that runs generally east-west. It carries relatively low traffic volumes that 
are approximately less than 2,000 vehicles per day in the area where the proposed 
project would be located. 
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The applicant's traffic consultants calculated the additional trips that would be • 
generated by the proposed project at build out, using the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual standards for college and university uses. 
According to the Traffic Engineers: 

The ITE manual provides trip rates based on measured trip generation patterns at 
selected colleges and universities studied by the Institute, and includes all trips 
generated by the schools. {e.g. trips generated by day students, night school students, 
employees, visitors, service vehicles, etc.). For purposes of tracking the trip generation 
data, the ITE trip rates are reported based on the number of day students or full time 
equivalents (FTEs), as this is the most comparable variable between schools. 

Based on these rates, the consultants determined that the proposed-project would 
generate 1,540 daily trips, which would be an increase of 818 total trips over the 722 
trips generated by the current use of the site. Of this total, 55 additional in-bound and 
11 additional out-bound trips would occur during the AM peak. An additional 25 in­
bound trips and 55 additional out-bound trips would occur during the PM peak period. 
Finally, the consultants projected the total weekend daily trips assuming a scheduled 
special event attracting 500 off-site visitors to be 850 (425 inbound and 425 outbound) 
additional trips over the 396 weekend trips generated by existing development. 

In order to determine the worst case scenario, the applicant's consulting traffic 
engineers looked at the existing traffic conditions, projected the traffic conditions in • 
2015 without the proposed project, and the traffic conditions with the proposed project 
traffic in the year 2015. The year 2015 was chosen as a conservative estimate of when 
the proposed expansion Soka University would be completed (based on three phases 
five years apart). The traffic report analyzed: 

1. The existing traffic volumes, Level of Service (LOS) and Volume/Capacity (V/C) 
ratios (these two standards are standard measures used to quantify how well an 
intersection functions) for AM/PM peak periods at the 14 key intersections. 

2. Additionally, the consultants forecast the future background traffic condition 
using the existing conditions plus ambient growth in the year 2015 (assuming a 
growth rate of 1% percent per year). 

3. They then determined the trip generation for the proposed project and projected 
the traffic volume, LOS, and V/C at the key intersections with the proposed 
project and background traffic at full buildout in the year 2015. 

4. Finally, the difference between the projected traffic, LOS, and VIC in 2015 with 
and without the proposed project was calculated. 

Based on this information, the consultants concluded that if no intersection • 
improvements were implemented, the projected background traffic levels, without the 
proposed Soka University development would result in ten of the fourteen intersections 
operating at an unacceptable level of service during peak periods. Based on the 
requirements of Los Angeles County, the consultants used a threshold of V/C (volume 
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to capacity) to determine if the proposed project would have impacts on traffic over and 
above that which would result from the projected traffic from related projects. Traffic 
would be judged to be significantly impacted if the calculated VIC would be increased 
by 0.01 or more and the final V/C has a calculated value of 0.85 or higher (in other 
words if the intersection is already at 85 percent of capacity, an increase of .01 or more 
would represent a significant impact). Exhibit 15 is a table showing this information for 
each of the 14 studied intersections. 

In this case, using these thresholds, the traffic engineers concluded that the addition of 
the traffic volumes generated by the proposed project would result in significant impacts 
at two of the fourteen key intersections. They determined that the intersection of Las 
Virgenes Road/Agoura Road, north of the site, would be impacted during the AM peak 
hour, while the intersection of Las Virgenes Road/Mulholland Highway, adjacent to the 
site, would be impacted during the PM peak. 

The Commission would note that the City of Calabasas (located just north of the 
proposed project site) has raised issues regarding the impacts of the proposed project 
on traffic on Las Virgenes Road. One of the City's chief concerns relates to the 
methodology used in the preparation of the project traffic impact analysis, prepared by 
Linscott, Law and Greenspan, Engineers. The City contends that the analysis: 
"compares ·a speculative build out scenario with project impact". One of the factors 
analyzed by the project traffic engineers (and discussed in the November staff report) is 
the projected traffic level in 2015, assuming that major project currently pending have 
been constructed. However, the actual comparison used to determine project related 
traffic impacts is between the future background traffic condition [using the existing 
conditions plus ambient growth to the year 2015 (assuming a growth rate of 1Yz percent 
per year)] and the future background traffic condition plus the project related traffic. The 
traffic consultants chose the year 2015 for an indication of the worst case scenario 
because this is a conservative estimate of when the final phase of the proposed 
University expansion may be completed. It is at full buildout of the proposed project 
when one would expect the greatest traffic impact. For instance, the first phase of 
development allows for a maximum of 350 students while including the construction of 
the majority of the proposed student housing. As such, there would be no increase in 
the total number of full time students at the same time as housing for these students 
would be provided on site, significantly reducing the number of students commuting at 
present. Thus, it is appropriate to compare the existing traffic projected to the year 2015 
to the traffic projection with the project traffic added to assess impacts attributable to 
the proposed University expansion. 

As such, without mitigation measures, the proposed project has the potential to 
adversely impact traffic at two intersections in the area, Las Virgenes/Agoura Road and 
Las Virgenes/Mulholland Highway. In its consideration of the proposed permit, the 
Commission must consider whether such impacts would adversely affect the ability of 
the public to gain access to beaches and other recreational amenities. In past permit 
actions, the Commission has found that the summer months {Memorial Day weekend to 
Labor Day weekend) are the most critical period of time during which impacts to traffic 
and parking must be minimized. Although there are visitors to the beach and 
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recreational areas in the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area all year around, it is • 
during the summer period when the most people, including tourists utilize these areas. 

In this case, the proposed project would be the expansion of an existing university use. 
Colleges and universities, by their very nature, generate less intense use during the 
summer months. Most educational programs run for about % of the calendar year, with 
a break during the summer months. Soka University anticipates that their full program 
would not operate during summer months, although a smaller roster of summer courses 
may be offered. For instance, the University currently provides summer school 
language instruction for foreign students at the site. However, these students do not 
operate vehicles during their stays. 

Additionally, elements of the proposed project are designed to reduce the impacts of 
the proposed project on traffic. For instance, 500 of the total650 students would live 
on-campus in student housing. Housing the majority of the total students on-campus 
reduces the number of AM and PM peak period trips to and from the campus. 
Additionally, 5 faculty/staff members would be provided housing on campus in 
structures that currently exist on the site. 

The project would include the following on-campus facilities to serve the resident 
students as well as faculty/staff: 

• 5,000 sq. ft. of retail uses, including a convenience store, bookstore and video 
rental, bank ATM. and retail copying center 

• 15,000 sq. ft. of non-retail uses, including a full service cafeteria, fast food 
restaurant, video arcade, pool/ping pong parlor, dance facility, and limited 
outpatient health facilities. 

These facilities would provide services at the campus to reduce the amount of trips 
made to such services in surrounding communities. On-campus childcare facilities 
would be provided to serve students and staff/faculty. These elements of the proposed 
project would provide commercial facilities within the development, minimizing the use 
of coastal access roads, consistent with the requirements of Section 30252 of the 
Coastal Act. 

In addition, the applicant proposes (and is required by County approvals) to incorporate 
mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts on traffic. This includes a Traffic 
Demand Management Plan (TOM) for the proposed project. Such a plan would include: 
car/van pooling; provision of bus service to the site; preferential parking for 
carpool/vanpools; pedestrian access; bicycle access; and bicycle parking areas on 
campus. The provision of bicycles on campus provides nonautomobile circulation within 
the proposed development, consistent with the provisions of Section 30252 of the 
Coastal Act. While these measures would serve to reduce the impacts of the proposed 
project on traffic, additional measures to specifically mitigate the impacts to the two 
impacted intersections are also proposed. 

• 

• 
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Improvements are proposed for the two intersections that would be impacted by the 
proposed development, namely, the intersection at Las Virgenes Road/Agoura Road, 
north of the site, and the intersection of Las Virgenes Road/Mulholland Highway 
adjacent to the site. At the Agoura Road intersection, the improvement proposed here 
in Item No. 18 of the Project Description (and as required by the mitigation measures of 
the FEIR) is the restriping of the southbound Las Virgenes Road approach to the 
intersection such that two through lanes and one right turn lane would be provided. 
There is sufficient width on the north side of the intersection for this improvement, but 
widening would be required on the south side of the intersection. A previously approved 
commercial development (Calabasas Promenade) approved on the east side of this 
intersection was also conditioned to carry out this improvement. This widening would 
mitigate the impacts of both the previously approved retail project and the subject 
project. However, this project is no longer proposed to go forward. Since this 
commercial project will not be constructed, Soka University is required by the County to 
carry out this improvement and seek reimbursement of costs from any future developer 
of the Calabasas Promenade property. The applicant proposes as part of this project 
and is required under the terms of the County permits to make this improvement in 
order to minimize the impacts of the proposed university expansion on the intersection. 

The second proposed traffic improvement involves restriping of pavement at the 
intersection of Las Virgenes Road/Mulholland Highway adjacent to the site. This would 
include providing left-turn only and right-turn only lanes in addition to the one existing 
through lane on Mulholland Highway at the west and east approaches to the 
intersection. Additionally, a right-turn only lane would be added to the existing left-turn 
only and two through lanes on the northbound approach to the intersection along las 
Virgenes/Malibu Canyon Road. The FEIR states that sufficient right of way exists for the 
restriping on Mulholland Highway, west of the intersection (Malibu Creek State Park) 
and that sufficient right of way for the other restriping would be dedicated by the 
applicant on the proposed project site. These improvements to the Las Virgenes 
Road/Mulholland Highway intersection would be completed concurrent with 
construction of the proposed Phase I development. Improvements to these two noted 
intersections will serve to minimize impacts to traffic along Las Virgenes/Malibu Canyon 
Road. Improvements to the intersection would take place on flat areas and will require 
minimal if any grading. 

Apart from the traffic generated by the daily operations of the proposed project, 
including athletic and other events which are included in the traffic engineer's analysis 
discussed above, the applicant has also held larger, infrequent special events on the 
campus and proposes to continue to hold such events. For instance, the Traditional 
Music Festival sponsored by the California Traditional Music Society has been held 
annually at Soka University for several years. This event is held the third weekend in 
June (for summer solstice). The applicant proposes to continue holding this event as 
well as others up to a maximum of four days per year for a maximum of 2,500 visitors 
per event. An overflow parking area has been utilized on one of the mowed field areas 
along Mulholland Highway. The applicant proposes to provide 414 temporary parking 
spaces in addition to the developed parking on site to provide off-street parking for such 
events. The applicant has retained the L.A. County Sheriff's Department to provide 
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traffic control and direction during these events to ensure that temporary impacts to • 
traffic are minimized. The FEIR discusses that the Traditional Music Festival has been 
monitored by the L.A. County Department of Public Works and it has found that all 
queuing vehicles were able to be retained on the Soka site, that no overflow parking 
was taken on adjacent roadways, and that there were no problems of congestion. 
Given the infrequency of these events, no long-term or frequent traffic impacts to public 
access would result. 

Events to be held on the campus were limited by the County of Los Angeles under the 
approved Conditional Use Permit for the Soka University Revised Master Plan. The 
proposed project includes these events, as restricted by the County permit. In order to 
provide further clarity regarding limitations on events, the applicant has proposed a 
special condition which sets forth the following restrictions: 

EVENT TYPE TIME MAXIMUM MAXIMUM 
VISITORS FREQUENCY 

Commencement Day or Evening 650 3 days per calendar 
Ceremonies year 
Indoor Sports Evening 500 Once per week 
Events 
Indoor Cultural Evening 650 Once per week 
Events· 
Outdoor Sports Day 500 Once per weekend 
Events 
Cultural Events Day 500 Once per month 

Special Events* Day More than 650, no 4 days per calendar 
more than 2,500 year 

*If either Las Virgenes Road/Malibu Canyon Road, or Mulholland Highway between Topanga 
Canyon Road on the east and Las Virgenes Road on the west is closed to through traffic, the 
event shall be cancelled or rescheduled. 

No more than one of any of the above noted events involving visitors to the campus 
may be conducted on the same day (24-hour period). In accord with the applicant's 
proposal and in order to minimize potential cumulative impacts resulting from such 
events, Special Condition No. 21 restricts special events and requires the applicant to 
provide an annual report of such events for the review and approval of the Executive 
Director. 

The City of Calabasas has suggested that additional conditions of approval should be 
added to the coastal development permit for the proposed project. These conditions 

• 

relate to: 1) conformance to design standards and fee programs required by the City; 2) • 
preparation of an independent traffic impact assessment; and 3) impact mitigation 
monitoring. The City has requested that the Commission ensure that the proposed 
intersection improvements used, in part, to mitigate the traffic impacts of the proposed 
project conform with the Las Virgenes Corridor Streetscape Program. This program 
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sets forth such design standards as lane width, median parameters, and landscaping. 
Such design standards and fee programs relate largely to local planning issues, and do 
not relate generally to the provision of coastal access. With regard to an independent 
traffic study, as discussed above, staff notes that the project traffic analysis was 
conducted under the supervision of the County. Further, it is typical for the Commission 
to make its own assessment of reports prepared under such conditions for permit 
applications. Finally, all traffic mitigation measures {as with all mitigation measures 
required in the FEIR) will be monitored by the local government, state agencies such as 
Caltrans, and an independent mitigation monitoring consultant. Therefore, staff can 
identify no need to add such suggested conditions. 

Staffs analysis indicates that, based on the determinations of the applicant's traffic 
engineering consultants, the proposed project would impact two intersections in the 
vicinity of the project site. These intersections are located on Las Virgenes/Malibu 
Canyon Road, a major north-south route which not only provides for commuters to and 
from West Los Angeles and the San Fernando and Conejo Valleys, but provides a 
significant beach access route from Highway 101 to the beaches in the Malibu area. 
Further, this route provides access for visitors to the many mountain park facilities in the 
area, such as Malibu Creek State Park to the west of the site, and Tapia State Park to 
the southwest of the site. Although there are visitors to the beach and recreational 
areas in the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area all year around, it is during the 
summer period when the most people, including tourists utilize these areas. 

In this case, the proposed project would be the expansion of an existing university use. 
Colleges and universities, by their very nature, generate less intense use during the 
summer months. This university would not operate at full capacity during summer 
months. Built-in mitigation measures are proposed to minimize impacts to traffic. First, 
the design of the proposed project, with 500 of the total 650 students living on campus 
and the provision of basic retail and other support facilities for students and faculty/staff 
would minimize the overall number of trips to the campus. The applicant proposes {as 
required by the mitigation measures of the EIR) to make traffic improvements to the tWo 
intersections impacted by the traffic generated by the proposed project. The applicant 
proposes to implement a Traffic Demand Management Plan including carpooling, public 
transit, and pedestrian and bicycle facilities 

The Commission finds, that based on the above information, the proposed project 
would not result in significant adverse impacts to public access as the result of 
increased traffic generated by the project. 

2. Parking. 

In addition to ensuring that the traffic generated by new development does not impact 
the public's ability to gain access to the coast, the Commission has found it necessary, 
in past permit actions, to require new development to provide adequate off-street 
parking. If adequate off-street parking is not provided in commercial or institutional 
developments, users of such development will utilize on-street areas that would 
otherwise be available for beachgoers or visitors to other recreational areas like parks. 
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In this way, new development with inadequate off-street parking can adversely impact • 
the ability of the public to gain access to the beach and other recreational amenities. 

In this case, it is important that adequate off-street parking be provided for the proposed 
expanded Soka University. If adequate off-street parking is not provided, students and 
visitors to the site could utilize on-street parking in the area, along Mulholland Highway, 
Las Virgenes Road and secondary residential streets. This would lead to traffic 
congestion along these routes and would reduce the amount of parking that would be 
available to the general public for access to parks and trails in the area. 

The Commission has required, through past permit and local coastal program actions 
(and as shown in Table 11 ofthe LUP), that adequate off-street parking be provided for 
colleges or universities in an amount as follows; derived from the LUP which the 
Commission uses as guidance: 

College or University, including .85 space for each full-time equivalent 
Auditoriums and Stadiums on the site student, less the number of spaces 

provided to serve on-campus housing 
facilities in accord with this schedule. 

Boarding and Lodging Houses, Student 2 spaces for each 3 guest rooms, plus 2 
Housing, Dormitories and Fraternity or spaces for each dwelling unit. In 
Sorority Houses. dormitories, each 100-sq. ft. of gross floor 

area shall be considered equivalent to one 
guest room. 

Based on these requirements, the proposed project would need to provide the following 
amount of parking: 

For University, 553 spaces (.85 x 650 full time students), less the spaces 
required for on campus housing; 

For dormitories, 917 spaces [137,500 sq. ft. of dormitory area divided by 100 or 
1,375 guest rooms x 2/3 (2 spaces per 3 rooms)] 

For on site dwelling units, 10 spaces (2 x 5 on-site dwelling units) 

Thus, strict application of these requirements would require 927 parking spaces for 
onsite housing. Since the general university category would require 553 spaces minus 
the spaces required for housing (927), no spaces would be required for this categQry. 
Therefore, under these standards, the total parking required would be 927 spaces. 

However, the premise of the dormitory parking requirement does not fit the proposed 

• 

project. Namely, applying the standard to the proposed project would result in the • 
provision of 927 spaces for the 500 students housed on campus that is almost two 
spaces per student. Two spaces per student to provide parking for on site housing is 
excessive. This standard requires the assumption that every 100-sq. ft. of dormitory 
structures will constitute one guest room. In this case, the proposed project includes 
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137,500 sq. ft. of dormitory use. If one assumes that every 100-sq. ft. of this area 
constitutes one guest room, then 1,375 guest rooms would be accommodated. 
However, the applicant only proposes dormitory housing for 500 of the 650 total 
students. Therefore, at most 500 dorm rooms would be provided. The applicant has 
submitted a letter report, dated 1 0/1 0/97, prepared by University Planning Consultants 
Ira Fink and Associates, Inc. which, in part, addresses the space proposed for student 
housing. This letter states that: 

As a'general guideline, about 300 GSF [Gross Square Footage] per student in housing 
is considered reasonable. This would allow space for study/bedrooms in a mixture of 
single occupant and double occupant rooms, along with bathrooms, storage, study, and 
computer rooms, lounge space, housing office space, custodial space, lobbies, etc. As I 
understand the Calabasas project, the area per student housing totals about 272 GSF 
per student. 

Staff's analysis of the proposed project with regard to the above noted parking 
standards indicates that the requirement for every 100 sq. ft. of dormitory housing area 
to be considered as one room for the purposes of calculating required parking is 
unreasonable. The total number of students to be accommodated within the dormitories 
is known to be 500. Even if one assumed that every room was single occupancy, at 
most, 500 dorm rooms would be provided . 

Staff's analysis suggests that, since in this case, the total number of resident students, 
and by extension, the maximum number of rooms (although some double occupancy 
rooms could be provided in the final building plans) is known to be 500, then this is a 
more reliable number to use for parking calculations than the LUP guidance of 1 room 
per 100 sq. ft. of dorm space. One parking space for every dormitory room to the 
maximum number of rooms would provide adequate parking for the proposed student 
housing. This would require 500 parking spaces. In addition, 10 spaces would be 
required for the 5 dwelling units (2 spaces per dwelling) on site. Thus the total 
requirement for housing would be 510 spaces. 

As discussed above, the other requirement for university uses would be 553 spaces 
(.85 x 650 full time students), less the spaces required for on campus housing. 
Therefore, the parking requirement for the university uses, based on the LUP and past 
Commission actions would be 43 spaces (553- 510 spaces). As such, the total parking 
requirement appropriate under the provisions of the LUP to provide adequate off-street 
parking for the proposed project would be 553 spaces. 

The applicant submitted a Parking Demand Analysis, prepared by Linscott, Law and 
Greenspan Engineers for the proposed project. Following is the result of their analysis: 
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STUDENTS: The actual number of required Student parking spaces: 
20 Married students @ 1 car/student 20 spaces 
480 On-campus students @ 1 car/2 students 240 spaces 
150 Commuting students @ 1.2 students/car 125 spaces 
Subtotal 385 spaces 
STAFF/FACULTY: The actual number of required staff/faculty spaces: 
5 resident staff/faculty @ 2 cars/residence 10 spaces 
47 commuting faculty @ 1.2/car 39 spaces 
98 commuting staff @ 1.2/car 82 spaces 
Subtotal 131 
VISITORS: The actual number of casual and special event visitor spaces 
650 weekday "casual" and special events visitors @ 260 spaces 
2.5/car 
Subtotal 260 spaces 
TOTAL 776spaces 

• 

Currently, there are a total of 1,125 parking spaces, located in paved, unpaved, and 
garage parking Jots, existing on the proposed project site. However, over one-half of 
these spaces (572) are located in a temporary unpaved, overflow lot near Mulholland 
Highway. • 

The applicant proposes to provide a total of 856 parking spaces for the total build-out of 
the proposed project. Of this total, 573 spaces would be provided in surface parking 
lots, 148 spaces would be in a subterranean parking garage, and 131 would be 
provided along internal driveways. As such, the proposed project would provide more 
off street parking than would be required according to past Commission actions. 
Additionally, more parking would be provide than is recommended by the applicant's 
traffic and parking consultants. As a point of reference, it can be noted that the required 
parking for Pepperdine University, another private institution in the Malibu area, 1 
parking space per full-time equivalent student was the standard required by the County 
and the Commission for the provision of off-street parking. 

In addition to off-street parking for the proposed development, the applicant proposes to 
provide 414 temporary parking spaces for temporary events. As discussed above, 
these events, which would take place up to four times per year, would accommodate up 
to 2,500 visitors. One example of this type of event is the Traditional Music Society's 
Summer Solstice Festival, which is held at the Soka campus on the third weekend of 
June. These parking spaces would be provided in open field areas along Mulholland 
Highway. 

The Commission finds that, based on the information discussed above, the proposed • 
project would provide adequate off-street parking. As such, development of the 
proposed project would not result in staff, students, or visitors to the campus utilizing 
on-street parking around the proposed project site. Further, as discussed below, the 
applicant proposes to provide 44 public (8 spaces reserved within the proposed parking 
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lots within the campus, and 36 additional spaces to be provided in special public 
parking lots) parking spaces which will allow for the general public to visit the developed 
campus area as well as the proposed open space areas and trails. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the proposed amount of parking would minimize impacts to 
public access. 

3. Open Space. 

As detailed in the proposed project description, the applicant proposes to dedicate open 
space areas, conservation easement areas (Exhibit 2), and trails (Exhibit 5) on the 
proposed project site. Additionally, the applicant proposes to plan and develop these 
same trails and public parking for trail users on the site. 

a. Dedications arid Conservation Easements. 

The applicant proposes to dedicate in fee 382.15 acres to the Mountains Recreation 
Conservation Authority (MRCA). This dedication is part of the Settlement Agreement, 
discussed in Section C above. As required by the County's conditions of approval, this 
dedication would contain covenants that the dedicated property would be used only for 
park, recreational, and open space purposes, and that the property may be transferred 
only to another local, state, or federal park service or other public entity for such 
purposes. 

Additionally, the applicant proposes to dedicate in fee an adjacent area known as the 
Claretville Summit, which would encompass approximately .825-acres. The Summit 
provides a scenic overview of the whole area. As discussed in Section C above, the 
Settlement Agreement required the applicant to allow public access to the Summit. 
However, the applicant has proposed in this application to go further and dedicate the 
Summit area to a public agency. 

Further, the applicant proposes to record a conservation easement in favor of the 
MRCA over two areas of the site adjacent to Mulholland Highway. These easements 
are also part of the Settlement Agreement. These two conservation easements, 
comprising 37.1 total acres, once recorded, will severely restrict the use of these two 
areas. (The restrictions are spelled out in Exhibit D to the Settlement Agreement further 
described in Section C above.) Among other restrictions placed on these two areas, 
the following restrictions are of particular relevance to this analysis: 

Soka agreed not to develop or use the areas in any manner inconsistent with their 
preservation as an unspoiled ecological area; 

Soka agreed that the needs of the areas are such that only limited public access, 
with minimal ecological impacts, shall be permitted in the areas in order to prevent 
any degrading impacts on its unspoiled condition; 

Soka agreed in the settlement agreement that public access to these two areas 
would be restricted, among other ways, as follows: 
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a. The general public would have limited public access to the easement areas for 
low-impact or occasional uses such as bird watching, nature observation, limited 
field trips and studies. Picnicking, mountain biking and general recreational use 
shall not be allowed, nor shall high-impact uses such as horseback riding, hiking 
or camping; 

b. "Through transit" trails through the easement areas shall not be allowed and 
fences may be erected where the areas are adjacent to other public access trails 
or thoroughfares; 

c. SOKA and the MRCA may implement a permit or reservation system of 
access for the areas; 

Soka's proposal here, while including the burdening of these two easement areas, 
contemplates the restriction of the two areas as set forth in the settlement agreement 
and described above. Staff would note that these two conservation areas would be 
quite restricted as to public use. This would not substantially limit the ability of the public 
to utilize the proposed open space, as a whole, because the two conservation areas 
comprise a relatively small portion of the total open space to be provided. The public 
dedication area would not be similarly restricted. The MRCA's plans for the open space 

• 

• 

property are discussed below. • 

The timing of Soka's property dedications and easements merits explanation here. 
Pursuant to the provisions of the 1996 Settlement Agreement between Soka, the 
Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority ("MRCA"), and Los Angeles County, 
Soka will dedicate in fee to the MRCA 382.1 acres of land Soka currently owns. (See 
discussion in Section C, above, regarding this settlement. Exhibit 2 shows this acreage 
to be dedicated.) Soka is not obligated under the settlement to dedicate this property to 
the MRCA until and unless the County and the Commission have approved the Revised 
Master Plan, all administrative and legal challenges to such approvals have been finally 
adjudicated or are barred by statutes of limitation, and Soka has received all necessary 
discretionary approvals for Phase I (1996 Settlement Agreement, paragraph 4.1.). 
Similarly, pursuant to the settlement, Soka will burden 37.1 acres of its land with 
perpetual conservation easements. Soka's obligation under the settlement to burden its 
property with these easements is not triggered until and unless the County and the 
Commission approve the Revised Master Plan, among other conditions listed above. 
(1996 Settlement Agreement, paragraph 4.2.) In this case, the Commission will have 
"approved" the Soka Revised Master Plan if and when the Malibu/Santa Monica 
Mountains Land Use Plan Amendment 1-97 has been approved and Permit Application 
4-97-123 has been granted. 

b. Trails and Parking. 

The applicant proposes to plan and construct several riding and hiking trail segments 
on the proposed project site as built-in mitigation to the proposed project. Exhibit 5 
shows the proposed trail locations. The proposed alignment of three of these trails 

• 
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follows the routes designated in the Los Angeles County Master Plan for Trails. These 
trails are: 

The Stokes Ridge Trail; 
The Calabasas/Cold Creek Lateral Trail; and 
The Soka Connector Trail (east and west portions) 

These three trails, as is the case with all County trails, will allow for use by hikers, 
equestrians, and mountain bikers. 

There are two other trails that are proposed to be dedicated to the MRCA and would 
allow only pedestrian access. One would provide a connection from the underpass 
linkage to Malibu Creek State Park and its trails to the overview area known as the 
"Summit". This trail would also connect the Soka Connector Trail that runs along the 
western edge of the property, adjacent to Las Virgenes Road to the Summit. The other 
hiking-only trail passes from Mulholland Highway through the proposed conservation 
easement area on the eastern end of the site. This trail connects an existing vista point 
on Mulholland Highway to the east portion of the Soka Connector Trail that runs along 
Wickland Road. 

Further, the applicant has proposed to reserve 44 public parking spaces in four different 
locations for the use of trail users. Eight spaces are proposed to be located in two 
different parking lots within the developed campus area. These parking spaces can be 
utilized by visitors to visit campus open space amenities like Swan Pond. Eight spaces 
would be located in a lot adjacent to Wickland Road. All of these 16 spaces could be 
accessed by visitors through the Soka University Main Entrance. The applicant 
proposes to admit such visitors upon request, issuing them visitor passes for a 
maximum of 2 hours. The applicant also proposes to plan and construct a parking lot 
area on their property that could be accessed from outside the University. An eight­
space lot would be provided on the Mountain View area of the site, adjacent to Las 
Virgenes Canyon Road. From this lot, the public could gain access to the Soka 
Connector Trail, Stokes Ridge Trail, and the proposed public access trail to the 
"Summit". Provision of these noted parking lots would provide for the public to make full 
use of the proposed trails and open space areas. However, there is issue raised by 
proposed 2-hour time limitation on use of the parking lots as to the ability of the public 
to make meaningful use of the proposed recreational amenities in only two hours. Two 
hours would be adequate for the two proposed 4-space parking areas to be provided 
within the developed area of the campus. In this area, the public could walk around the 
campus, viewing historic buildings, Swan Pond, etc. Two hours would be adequate time 
to visit this area of the property. However, the two proposed 8-space lots are intended 
to provide parking for the public to access riding and hiking trails which are located 
within the property, connecting to the regional trail network beyond the limits of the site . 
Two hours would not provide adequate time for the public to hike. on these trails and 
return to their cars. Four hours would provide time for trails users to enjoy the scenic 
and recreational amenities of the site and return to the parking area. In order to provide 
maximum access to these recreational amenities, the Commission finds it necessary to 
require the applicant to allow the public to park in the two 8-space parking lots adjacent 
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to Wickland Road and Las Virgenes Canyon Road (Mountain View area) for at least • 
four hours. This is provided in Condition No. 20. 

Two other lots, each containing ten spaces each, would be located adjacent to 
Mulholland Highway, at the east end of the site. These two lots could be used to access 
the Calabasas/Cold Creek Lateral Trail and/or the public access trail passing through 
the eastern conservation easement area, and on to the Soka Connector Trail. One of 
the lots, where some parking spaces currently exist, is the existing Mulholland Highway 
overlook. The other parking lot would be located on a flat area across the road from the 
overlook. Both of these proposed parking lots would be located within the property 
proposed to be dedicated to the MRCA, and as such, no time limitation would be placed 
by the applicant on these twenty spaces. 

With regard to the timing of the construction of the trails and parking lots, the applicant 
proposes to construct them prior to, or within 120 days (in order to avoid grading trails 
during the rainy season if the dedication is completed at such a time) after the open 
space dedication and conservation easement transactions are completed. In this way, 
the trails and parking will be complete and available for public use at the same time or 
shortly after the open space areas are dedicated to the MRCA. The applicant's letter 
regarding this timing is included as Exhibit 16. 

' 

In addition to parking, another support function that would contribute to the public's 
ability to utilize riding and hiking trails is horse rental or stabling opportunities. There is 
a historic stable structure located on the proposed project site which was used in the 
past as the stable for the Gillette Mansion. The applicant has no plans at this time to 
use this structure for horse facilities. However, if such use should be proposed in the 
future, the Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to make such horse 
stable facilities available for use by the general public to the same extent that they are 
available to students and employees of the University. This requirement is found in · 
Condition No. 23. 

c. MRCA Plans for Property. 

Staff has contacted the MRCA through Joseph Edmiston, Executive Director of the 
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy and Executive Officer of the MRCA to inquire as 
to MRCA's future plans for the property. Mr. Edmiston's letter of 10/14/97 is attached as 
Exhibit 17. This letter confirms MRCA's intention to accept the proposed open space 
and trail dedications (discussed below). The letter states that: 

• 

There is no intent at this time to transfer the Soka open space and trails to another 
agency. At such time as there is a general rationalization of the land ownership patterns 
throughout the mountains between federal, state and local agencies, the National Park 
Service would be the logical agency to whom such a transfer would be made because of 
the location of the Diamond X Ranch maintenance headquarters surrounded as it is by • 
the Soka open space. 

The MRCA identifies no limitations on public use that they would anticipate being 
placed on the open space areas. Because of the need to utilize fencing that would 
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permit wildlife migration, MRCA anticipates this property requiring greater ranger patrol 
than some of its other holdings in order to ensure there are no conflicts between public 
use of the open space and the campus operations. The MRCA letter states that the 
following uses would be allowed on the property: hiking; horseback riding; mountain 
bike use on fire roads only; picnicking; nature study; painting, photography, etc. 

The proposed dedication of the Summit and the proposed provision of 44 public parking 
spaces were not specifically contemplated by the Settlement Agreement and they are 
not addressed in the above noted MRCA letter. The two parking lots on Mulholland 
would be located within the open space areas dedicated to MRCA. Staff has had 
discussions with MRCA staff and they have stated their desire to accept the Summit 
offer and the proposed parking lot construction as well. 

d. Analysis. 

Staffs analysis of the proposed dedications and easements indicates that significant 
areas of the proposed project site would be devoted to open space, habitat 
conservation, and recreation. Between the open space dedication areas and the 
conservation easement areas, over 70 percent (out of 588.5 acres that comprise the 
project site, 409.32 acres would be dedicated for open space or deed restricted for 
conservation) of the proposed project site would be devoted to open space and 
recreation. The proposed trail and parking development would provide significant 
opportunities for public access to the visual and recreational amenities of the site. 
Further, non-development of these areas, which are the more sensitive areas of the site 
and include significant areas of the ESHAs on site, would serve to preserve habitat 
area, and maintain natural vegetative cover, thereby minimizing erosion, runoff, and 
sedimentation. 

Staff notes that in past permit actions where proposed development had the potential to 
adversely impact recreational opportunities, the Commission has analyzed potential 
impacts and has required that projects minimize such impacts, either through redesign 
of the development or through the incorporation of mitigation measures, which have 
included trail easements and open space dedications. In this case, the applicant 
proposes to dedicate open space, record conservation easements, plan and construct 
trails, and provide public parking for access to the open space and trails. With these 
measures built-in to the project, the proposed development would result in no adverse 
impacts to recreation. 

With regard to trails, staff notes that in past permit actions where proposed 
development had the potential to adversely impact the public use of existing trails, the 
Commission has analyzed historic trail use in order to determine whether a necessity 
for trail dedication existed. In this case, it is clear that the Calabasas/Cold Creek Lateral 
Trail, crossing the northeastern portion of the site, has been used over some time for 
equestrian use (also as a fire road). Staff has received no evidence in connection with 
this application that other trails on the site have been used historically. As part of this 
permit application, the applicant is proposing to dedicate trails, including the 
Calabasas/Cold Creek Trail, for public use as described above. As such, the 
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Commission need not consider historic use in this case. In addition to historic use, the 
Commission has, through past permit actions, analyzed the impact of development on 
trail alignments designated as part of the adopted County trail system (Master Plan) for 
the Santa Monica Mountains. The County Master Plan of Riding and Hiking Trails 
designates the Calabasas/Cold Creek Trail and Stokes Ridge Trail alignments crossing 
the Soka site. These alignments are proposed to be developed and dedicated (or 
located within dedicated open space areas) for public use. There are no other trails on 
the County's Master Plan of Trails on the proposed project site which are not proposed 
to be constructed and dedicated. As such, the proposed project would not adversely 
impact planned trails across the site. 

In order to ensure that the proposed dedications are completed as part of the 
development of the site, the Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to 
create an escrow and prepare escrow instructions acceptable to the Executive Director 
prior to issuance of this permit (Condition No. 12). All escrow costs are to be borne by 
the applicant. Prior to issuance of this permit, the applicant shall deposit into this 
escrow the irrevocable offers to dedicate the 382.15 acre open space area and the 0.8 
acre Claretville Summit. Prior to the commencement of development of Phase I of 
development, the applicant shall submit evidence that both of these offers to dedicate 
have been recorded. Finally, the two conservation easements over a total of 37.17 
acres shall be recorded prior to issuance of the permit. We note that this condition is 
not inconsistent with the terms of the Settlement Agreement relating to the timing of the 
property dedications and recordation of conservation easements, as the agreement 
contemplates effectuation of the dedication and easements once the Commission and 
County have approved the Revised Master Plan. With regard to the timing of the 
construction of the trails and parking lots, the applicant proposes to construct them prior 
to, or within 120 days (in order to avoid grading trails during the rainy season if the 
dedication is completed at such a time) of when the conservation easements are 
recorded and the open space dedications are accepted. In this way, the trails and 
parking will be complete and available for public use at the same time or shortly after 
the open space areas are dedicated to the MRCA. As so conditioned, the Commission 
finds that the open space, trails, and parking to be provided on the site will more than 
mitigate fo~ any impacts to recreational opportunities and will substantially forward the 
goals of the Coastal Act policies regarding the provision of maximum access and 
recreational opportunities. 

4. Conclusion. 

In conclusion, the Commission has evaluated the proposed project with respect to the 
provisions of Sections 30210, 30222, 30223, and 30252 of the Coastal Act. These 
policies require the provision of maximum public access and recreational opportunities. 

• 

• 

As discussed in detail above, the primary access routes to the site are Mulholland • 
Highway and Las Virgenes/Malibu Canyon Road. Mulholland Highway provides access 
across the mountains to various recreational areas. In addition to being heavily utilized 
by commuters, Las Virgenes/Malibu Canyon Road provides access from the San 
Fernando and Conejo Valleys to the beaches in Malibu and other recreational 
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opportunities in the mountains. The Commission has reviewed the proposed project 
with regard to the traffic and parking demand generated in order to ensure that project 
would not result in traffic or parking impacts that would adversely impact the provision 
of public access and recreation. 

Impacts to access from traffic would be minimized. The full university program would 
not be in operation during the summer months when beach and recreational demand is 
highest. 500 of the total 650 students would live on campus in student housing. Basic 
retail/food service, etc. would be provided on campus in order to minimize trips off­
campus for these services. Further, the applicant proposes to make improvements to 
the two intersections that would be impacted by the development. A traffic demand 
management program, including carpooling, transit, and preferential parking would be 
implemented. Special Events on campus will be restricted as required by Condition No. 
23. The proposed project would provide adequate off-street parking to serve the 
development, thereby minimizing any impacts to access from the use of on-street 
parking to serve the users of the project. 

Finally, the applicant proposes to dedicate 382.15 acres of the site to the MRCA for 
open space and recreational use, to record conservation easements over 37.17 acres 
of the property, to plan and construct trails, and to provide public parking. As proposed, 
over 70 percent of the project site would be devoted to open space and recreation. The 
Commission finds that this total acreage of proposed public access, trails, and public 
parking is more than adequate to ensure that all impacts to coastal access and 
recreation are minimized and that maximum recreational opportunities are afforded to 
the public. In order to ensure that the built-in mitigation represented by the proposed 
dedications is provided at the same time as development of the proposed project, the 
Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to place into an escrow offers to 
dedicate the 382.15 acre open space area and the 0.8 acre Claretville Summit. Prior to 
the commencement of construction of Phase I, the applicant shall record the offers to 
dedicate. Further, the Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to submit, 
prior to the issuance of the permit, evidence that the conservation easements over the 
37.17-acre areas have been recorded. The Commission finds, for all the reasons 
discussed above, that the proposed project, as conditioned, is consistent with Sections 
30210, 30222, 30223, and 30252 ofthe Coastal Act. 

L. Hazards. 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that: 

New development shall: 

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard . 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to 
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way 
require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural 
landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 
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The proposed development would be located in the Santa Monica Mountains, an area • 
that is generally considered to be subject to an unusually high amount of natural 
hazards. Geologic hazards common to the Santa Monica Mountains include landslides, 
erosion, and flooding. In addition, fire is an inherent threat to the indigenous chaparral 
community of the coastal mountains. Wild fires often denude hillsides in the Santa 
Monica Mountains of all existing vegetation, thereby contributing to an increased 
potential for erosion and landslides on property. 

1. Geology. 

The applicant has submitted the following reports, prepared by GeoSoils, Inc. which 
address the geologic stability of the proposed project site: 

Updated Geologic Review of Tentative Tract 50603, Soka University Master Plan, dated 
8122197; 

Fourth Revision to Geotechnical and Seismic Evaluation for Environmental Impact 
Report, Proposed Soka University Master Plan, dated 4/30/96; 

Response to County of Los Angeles Geologic Review Sheet dated 12/12194 and 
Geotechnical Engineering Review Sheet dated 11/29/94, Tentative Tract 50603, Soka 
University Master Plan, dated 1/23/95; 

Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Tentative Tract 50603, dated 8/17/94; 

Geotechnical Response to Review Comments from Department of Regional Planning, 
Soka University, dated 5/2194 

In addition to these geologic reports, the applicant has also submitted an approved Los 
Angeles County Geologic Review Sheet, dated 2/14/95, as well as an approved 
Geotechnical Engineering Review Sheet, dated 7/15/96. These approved review sheets 
indicate that the geologic investigations conducted for the proposed project conform to 
the standards required by the County for such investigations. 

The applicant's geologic consultants performed subsurface investigation of the 
proposed project site through exploratory borings. The consultants identified no active 
or potentially active faults on the site. This investigation revealed that the earth 
materials on the site consist of minor fills, topsoil, colluvium, recent alluvial 
fanglomerate and flood plain deposits, terrace deposits, and bedrock. 

They found that old fill is present in small amounts across the site and is associated 
with grading of the existing access roads and other construction activities in the past. 
The fill areas that the consultants discovered are generally thin (two to four feet deep) 

• 

although deeper fills associated with the construction of Mulholland Highway also exist • 
on site. The geology report states that: "Old fill on the site is considered compressible 
and/or subject to hydroconsolidation and, therefore, should be removed and 
recompacted within areas of planned developmenr. 
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Most of the site is mantled by topsoil. The consultants found that the topsoil on site is 
generally one to four feet thick. Thicker deposits of topsoil have accumulated in swales 
and near the toes of slopes, which the consultants determined are more appropriately 
termed colluvium. The consultants have determined that all topsoil and colluvium must 
be removed and recompacted within the areas of planned development. 

The consultants have also found areas of alluvium, which are divided into alluvium in 
active channels, flood plain deposits, fan deposits, and undifferentiated alluvium. The 
alluvium becomes denser and more competent with depth. The consultants recommend 
that the upper compressible portion of alluvium be removed and recompacted within 
areas of proposed development in order to prevent settlement of structures. 

The geologic consultants conclude, based on their investigation of the proposed project 
site that: 

Development of the subject parcel appears feasible from a geotechnical standpoint. 
Grading can be accomplished to produce safe and stable building sites provided 
geologic and soil engineering constraints are considered during both planning and 
construction phases of the project. Earth materials should generally excavate readily 
with moderate to heavy duty grading equipment and most bedrock should produce good 
quality fill. 

It is our professional opinion that the proposed development will be safe from landslide, 
settlement or slippage. The proposed development will not adversely affect the stability 
of adjacent properties. 

Based on the recommendations of the consulting geologists and geotechnical 
engineers, the Commission finds that the proposed development is consistent with 
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act so long as the consultants' recommendations are 
incorporated into the project plans. Therefore, the Commission finds it necessary to 
require the applicant to submit project plans that have been certified in writing by the 
consulting geologists as conforming to their recommendations. This is included as 
Condition No. 8. 

2. Flooding. 

As discussed above, an on-site blue-line stream referred to as Drainage A, was subject 
to disturbance and alteration by agricultural and other activities in the past and a portion 
of the channel was relocated in the early 1950's. The channel was filled and a new 
channel constructed which was located further to the north, closer to Mulholland 
Highway and further from development on the site. The artificial channel consists of a 
narrow, steep sided channel that includes a sharp, almost 90-degree turn to the north 
before continuing west to Stokes Canyon. The channel, which is erosion prone, was not 
apparently engineered and according to the project engineer, has never fully contained 
flood flows since its construction. The banks of Drainage A have washed out during 
every major storm event within the last 40 years. Since the area of the proposed project 
site surrounding Drainage A is relatively flat, floodwaters can spread out significantly. 
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The applicant proposes to reconstruct this channel into a wider, more natural channel • 
that is designed to contain the flood flows of a 50-year flood event. 

The inundation area for a 50-year storm event has been delineated for both on-site 
drainages. The inundation area for Drainage A, as realigned, would be confined to the 
channel. Additionally, a 50-foot flood hazard zone beyond the inundation area has been 
established. The proposed structures would all be constructed outside of the 50-foot 
flood setback of the realigned channel of Drainage A, except for two of the proposed 
dormitory structures {Buildings 16 and 18) which are proposed to be located 
approximately 30 feet from the edge of the channel. As discussed above, it is also 
necessary to provide a 50 foot setback from the channel in order to minimize impacts to 
the restored riparian habitat area that would result from the applicant's proposed 
restoration of Drainage A. In order to ensure that the 50-foot setback is provided, 
Condition No. 2 requires revised plans showing all structures are located at least 50 
feet from the edge of the channel of Drainage A. Adjacent to Stokes Canyon Creek, 
new structures would be setback outside the 50-foot flood setback or 1 00 feet from the 
ESHA, whichever distance is greater. These setbacks will serve to protect the proposed 
structures from flood flows. As such, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as 
conditioned, will minimize impacts to life and property from flooding. 

The proposed project is located in an area subject to an extraordinary potential for 
damage or destruction from wild fire. In fact, several undeveloped areas of the Soka 
site were burned in the 1995 fire. There are several built-in mitigation measures that the 
applicant proposes in order to minimize the risk to life and property from the hazard of 
fire. As discussed above, the applicant proposes fuel modification around the existing 
and proposed structures, consistent with the requirements of the Los Angeles County 
Fire Department. Additionally, the applicant has submitted evidence of the Fire 
Department's review and approval of the proposed road access plan through the 
campus. The main roads will be 26 feet in width, secondary roadways will be 20 feet 
wide, and little-used roads to a few existing structures on the west edge of the property 
would be 15 feet wide. These roads would provide adequate access for fire protection 
purposes, as evidenced by the Fire Departmenfs approval. Finally, the applicant has 
developed an evacuation plan that provides for the safe evacuation of the university's 
occupants in case of fire or other disaster. Staffs analysis of these measures indicates 
that they are sufficient to minimize the risk to life and property from fire. 

However, given the proposed project site's location in an area subject to periodic 
wildfires, the risk from such fire cannot be completely eliminated. As such, the 
Commission can only approve the proposed project if the applicant assumes the liability 
from the associated risks. Through the waiver of liability deed restriction, the applicant 
acknowledges and appreciates the nature of the fire hazard which exists on the site and 
which may affect the safety of the proposed development. Therefore, the Commission 
finds it necessary to condition the permit to require the applicant to record such a 
wildfire waiver of liability {Condition No.9). 

• 

• 
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In conclusion, based on the analysis discussed above, the Commission finds that the 
proposed development, as conditioned to provide evidence of the geologic consultants' 
review and approval of the final plans and to assume the liability from the risk of fire, will 
minimize risk to life and property from geologic, flood, and fire hazard. As such, the 
commission finds that the proposed development, as so conditioned, is consistent with 
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

M. Local Coastal Program. 

Section 30604 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that: 

a) Prior to certification of the local coastal program, a coastal development permit shall be 
issued if the issuing agency, or the commission on appeal, finds that the proposed 
development is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 
30200) of this division and that the permitted development will not prejudice the ability of the 
local government to prepare a local government to prepare a local coastal program that is in 
conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200). 

Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act provides that the Commission shall issue a Coastal 
Permit only if the project is found consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal 
Act and that it will not prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction to 
prepare a Local Coastal Program which conforms with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal 
Act. 

On December 11, 1986, the Commission certified the Land Use Plan portion of the 
Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Local Coastal Program. The certified LUP contains 
policies to guide the types, locations, and intensity of future development in the 
Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area. Among these policies are those specified in the 
preceding sections regarding environmentally sensitive habitat areas, archaeological 
resources, visual resources, coastal access and recreation, and geologic stability. As 
discussed in the sections above, the proposed project is consistent with the intent of 
such policies, including those suggested to be modified, as discussed below. 

As discussed in the staff report for Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan 
Amendment 1-97 (dated 1/22/98), the County proposed to make the following 
modifications: 1) Create two new land use designations: "Open Space"; and 
"Institutional Buffer''; 2) Modify land use designations on the Soka University site from 
residential uses and low-intensity visitor serving commercial recreation to institutional, 
institutional buffer and open space; 3) Revise the LUP Sensitive Environmental 
Resources Map to reflect new boundaries of ESHA and Significant Oak Woodland 
areas on the Soka site; 4) Modify parking policies to allow for modification of parking 
standards through a parking permit process. The Commission acted to approve the 
proposed LUP Amendment, subject to Suggested Modifications on February 5, 1998. 
These modifications are site-specific to the Soka University property and generally 
require changes to the LUP Map to designate land for the following five uses: Institution 
and Public Facilities; Restricted Institution and Public Facilities; Low Intensity Visitor 
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SeNing Commercial Recreation; Parks; and Open Space. The Suggested Modifications 
set forth criteria for two new land use categories which are Restricted Institution and 
Public Facilities, and Open Space. Finally, site-specific policies for development on the 
Soka University site are provided. For more specific information on the Suggested 
Modifications, please refer to the 2/26/98 memo regarding the Commission's action. 

The preceding sections provide findings that the proposed project will be in conformity 
with the provisions of Chapter 3 if the recommended conditions are accepted by the 
applicant and incorporated into the proposed project. As conditioned, the proposed 
development will not create adverse impacts and is found to be consistent with the 
applicable policies contained in Chapter 3. Therefore, the Commission finds that 
approval of the development, as conditioned, will not prejudice the County's ability to 
prepare a Local Coastal Program Implementation Plan for the Malibu/Santa Monica 
Mountains area which is also consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act, as required by Section 30604(a). 

N. California Environmental Quality Act 

Section 13096(a) of the Commission's Code of Regulations requires Commission 
approval of a coastal development permit to be supported by a finding showing the 
application, as conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent with any 
applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 
21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if 
there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available, which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity would have on the 
environment. 

The previous sections of these findings contain extensive analysis of the potential 
significant adverse impacts that could be caused by the proposed development as well 
as proposed or required mitigation measures and alternatives. 

All potential significant adverse impacts on environmentally sensitive habitat areas are 
eliminated or mitigated in the following ways. The proposed development provides at 
least a 1 00-foot setback between all proposed structures and all designated ESHAs on 
the proposed site. All roads and drainage improvements are proposed to be located 
outside of all designated ESHAs. The parking lots for Buildings 13, 15, 16, 18, 20, and 
21 are conditioned to be redesigned such that they are located outside the 100-foot 
setback. The proposed parking lot for Buildings 22 and 23 is conditioned to be 
redesigned such that only handicapped parking and a drop-off area are provided. The 
roadway for these two buildings is conditioned to be constructed of permeable paving 
material in order to minimize runoff and to allow for groundwater recharge. The 
proposed roadway and the parking lot, as conditioned, while not outside of the 1 00-foot 

• 

• 

setback area, is located in an environmentally preferable location to the existing paved • 
roadway that provides access to the area. All structures and roads are proposed and/or 
conditioned to be located completely outside of all Significant Oak Woodlands and · 
Savannas on the proposed project site. All ESHAs are conditioned to be restricted for 
open space and habitat preseNation. 
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The project includes drainage control devices designed to minimize impacts to Stokes 
Canyon Creek and downstream habitat areas by minimizing runoff, sedimentation, and 
introduction of non-point source pollutants. The applicant is required to submit an 
approved Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. A Vegetation Management Plan is 
proposed to be implemented which includes native plant landscaping, grassland and 
riparian restoration, oak tree protection and monitoring, and control of exotic plant 
species. The applicant also proposes, and the permit requires the riparian restoration 
and enhancement of Drainage A and Stokes Canyon Creek with native riparian plant 
species and monitoring for a ten-year period. An open space deed restriction is 
required to be recorded across all ESHAs outside of the property proposed to be 
dedicated to the MRCA. A fuel modification/oak woodland preservation plan is required 
to be implemented to minimize the impacts of fuel modification on ESHAs. Any 
revisions to the approved fuel modification plan, including those necessitated by new 
Fire Department standards, must be submitted for the review of the Executive Director. 
Finally, the applicant is proposing the dedication of 382.15 acres to a public agency for 
open space and recreation purposes; the dedication of the approximately .825-acre 
Summit area, and the recordation of conservation easements over 37.17 acres of the 
project site. These open space areas, which represent over 70 percent of the total site 
area, will ensure that the most sensitive areas of the site from the standpoint of 
environmentally sensitive resources, visual resources, and archaeological resources 
will be preserved. 

Potential adverse impacts on archaeological resources have been mitigated by the 
proposed design of the project as well as proposed measures to avoid known 
archaeological resource sites on the property and to conduct further testing prior to any 
construction. In addition, the permit requires that a qualified archaeologist and Native 
American monitor be present on site to supervise all grading and site preparation. All 
construction activity must be suspended if archaeological resources are discovered in 
order to develop and implement proper recovery measures. 

All potential hazards associated with the proposed development are minimized or 
mitigated to the fullest extent by preparation and implementation of a fuel 
modification/fire protection plan and provision of adequate road access to address 
threats from wildfire. The reconstruction, widening and restoration of the channel of 
Drainage A along with the revegetation of Stokes Canyon Creek with native plant 
species, and the provision of adequate setbacks from these creeks will minimize and 
mitigate flood hazards to the maximum feasible extent. Finally, the construction of 
debris basins and other drainage control devices, recompaction of fill and soil beneath 
road and building areas, retention and enhancement of vegetative cover, and 
compliance with all recommendations of the consulting geologist as required by the 
permit will minimize and mitigate risks from geologic hazard to the maximum feasible 
extent. 

All potential impacts to visual resources will be minimized or mitigated to the maximum 
feasible extent. The proposed project is designed to confine all new development to the 
flatter portions of the site, minimizing grading and landform alteration. All proposed 
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structures will maintain significant setbacks from the two scenic highways adjacent to • 
the site. As proposed and conditioned by this permit, the project will include 
landscaping of all graded and disturbed areas with native vegetation which will serve 
minimize the visual impact of bare slopes as well as screening and softening new 
development. All proposed buildings will be no higher than 35 feet, and as conditioned, 
will have exterior colors that are compatible with the surrounding natural environment. 
No permanent structures like scoreboards or stands would be permitted for the athletic 
fields. No lighting of athletic fields or tennis courts would be permitted and all lighting 
must be low intensity and directed away from off~site areas. The reconstructed portion 
of Drainage A will be restored and Stokes Canyon Creek will be enhanced with native 
riparian vegetation, thereby enhancing their visual quality. All ESHAs and Significant 
Oak Woodlands and Savannas will be protected from development which will maintain 
the wooded visual quality of the site. Finally, the proposed open space dedications and 
conservation easements will preserve the most visually prominent and significant 
features of the site. 

Finally, all potential significant adverse impacts on public access and recreation are 
mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. Impacts to access from traffic will be 
minimized by the proposed project. A significant number of the total proposed students 
will reside on site, minimizing commuting to and from the property. Basic services for 
resident students are incorporated into the project and will serve to minimize off-
campus trips for such services. The applicant proposes to make improvements to two • 
intersections as mitigation for impacts to those intersections from the proposed project. 
A Traffic Demand Management Plan including carpooling, transit, and preferential 
parking will be developed and implemented to further minimize and mitigate impacts to 
traffic. The proposed project will provide adequate parking for the uses proposed. 
Finally, the dedication of public open space, construction of riding and hiking trails 
across the site and the provision of public parking spaces will maximize the provision of 
public access and recreation on the site. · 

Alternatives to the proposed project were considered during the CEQA review process 
and by the Commission in considering this project. The proposed development has 
been reduced in size and scale from 5,000 students to 4,400 and later to 3,400 
students and finally, to the current maximum of only 650 students. Proposed facility 
construction has been reduced from 1,500,000 gross sq. ft. of building area to 440,000 
sq. ft. 

In the 1995 Draft EIR (superceded by the 1996 Draft EIR), a range of alternatives was 
explored, including a no-project alternative, five other on~site development alternatives, 
including some with reduced development, as well as a joint use project with the 
National Park Service. In addition to the on~site alternatives, the impacts of project 
development on two alternative site locations (Paramount Ranch and Ahmanson 
Ranch). The 1996/97 FEIR (circulated in 1996, certified in 1997) states that: "the • 
currently proposed 650-student project incorporates a number of the impact-reducing 
features of these previously examined alternatives". The range of alternatives 
considered in the 1996/97 FEIR (for the 650-student project) was limited to the no~ 
project alternative and one off-site alternative, Ahmanson Ranch. The FEIR concluded 
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that the environmentally superior alternative was the no-project alternative. The FEIR 
states that: "However, CEQA requires the identification of another "environmentally 
superior" alternative when the No Project is chosen". The FEIR concludes that the 
proposed project would have fewer impacts than the Ahmanson Ranch project, and as 
such, is the next environmentally superior alternative. 

The Commission also considered several different alternatives for the reconstruction of 
Drainage A and determined that the alternative of placing ungrouted riprap on the 
banks for slope stabilization and filling the voids with topsoil for planting along with 
riparian restoration of the banks was the preferred alternative which would facilitate the 
creation of additional riparian habitat and minimize alteration of the streambed. 
Alternative alignments for this drainage channel were also considered and the 
Commission found that the proposed alignment would minimize alteration of resource 
areas such as Significant Oak Woodlands to the maximum extent feasible. 

Finally, the Commission considered alternative locations and designs of the proposed 
project components. The Commission evaluated alternative locations for the 
maintenance building (Building 24) and required that the building be relocated to an 
area south of the proposed athletic track. The Commission also considered alternative 
locations for Buildings 22 and 23, including the incorporation of dormitory square 
footage associated with these two buildings into other proposed structures on the site. 
In order to minimize impacts of these proposed structures on environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas, the Commission conditioned the project to: redesign the parking for these 
buildings such that it is limited to handicapped parking and drop-off area only; to 
construct the access road to these buildings out of permeable paving material; and to 
implement a fuel modification/oak woodland preservation plan. The Commission 
concluded that, as so conditioned, the proposed locations of Buildings 22 and 23 would 
minimize impacts and that other potential alternative locations would result in greater 
impacts to ESHAs or individual oak trees. 

Therefore, for all the reasons discussed and cited in the above findings, the 
Commission finds that there are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effects that the 
project would have on the environment. The proposed development would not cause 
significant, adverse environmental effects that would not be adequately mitigated by the 
conditions imposed by the Commission. Therefore, the proposed project, as 
conditioned, is found consistent with CEQA and the policies of the Coastal Act. 
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Certified Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan (LUP). County of Los Angeles. 
12/11/86 

Malibu Land Use Plan Research Analysis & Appendices 

Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan Amendment 1-97 

Settlement Agreement between the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority, 
the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, the County of Los Angeles, and Soka 
University of America, dated 7/23/96. 

Final Environmental Impact Report for County Project No. 91-123 (SCH 91081028), 
Certified 2/18/97 by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 

Coastal Development Permits: 

5-83-003 (Quaker Corporation); 
5-85-051 (Quaker-Ross); 
5-86-059 (Decinces & Vernon); 
5-87-359 (Soka); 
5-87-495 (Soka); 
5-88-168 {Soka University) 

Letter report, dated 8/24/97, prepared by Hans Giraud & Associates 

Letter report, dated 8/21/97, prepared by Envicom Corporation 

Malibu Creek Watershed Natural Resources Plan, Resource Conservation District 

Oak Tree Report, dated 5/3/96, prepared by L. Newman Design Group, Inc. 

Systems Tree Management Program, dated 2/18/93, prepared by L. Newman Design 
Group, Inc. 

Oak Tree Report Addenda, dated 8/14/97, and 9/18/97, prepared by L. Newman 
Design Group, Inc. 

Oaks of California. Pavlik, Muick, Johnson, and Popper, 1991 

Los Angeles County Regional Planning Oak Tree Ordinance 

• 

• 
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Cultural Resources Survey and Impact Assessment for the Soka University Campus, 
dated 7/20/91, prepared by C.A. Singer & Associates, Inc.; 

Proposal for a Phase II Archaeological Program at Soka University, dated 2/3/92, 
prepared by Chester D. King and Clay A. Singer; and 

Analysis of Projected Impacts from the Proposed Soka University Expansion Project 
and Alternatives, dated 1 0/13/92. 

Traffic Impact Study, dated 7/18/96, prepared by Linscott, law and Greenspan, 
Engineers 

Updated Geologic Review of Tentative Tract 50603, Soka University Master Plan, dated 
8/22/97, prepared by GeoSoils, Inc 

Fourth Revision to Geotechnical and Seismic Evaluation for Environmental Impact 
Report, Proposed Soka University Master Plan, dated 4/30/96, prepared by GeoSoils, 
Inc 

Response to County of los Angeles Geologic Review Sheet dated 12/12194 and 
Geotechnical Engineering Review Sheet dated 11/29/94, Tentative Tract 50603, Soka 

• University Master Plan, dated 1/23/95, prepared by GeoSoils, Inc 

• 

Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Tentative Tract 50603, dated 8/17/94, prepared 
by GeoSoils, Inc 

Geotechnical Response to Review Comments from Department of Regional Planning, 
Soka University, dated 5/2/94, prepared by GeoSoils, Inc 

los Angeles County Geologic Review Sheet, dated 2/14/95, 

los Angeles County Geotechnical Engineering Review Sheet, dated 7/15/96 

letter Reports, dated 9/26/97, 1 0/1 0/97, and 1/9/98, all prepared by University Planning 
Consultants Ira Fink and Associates, Inc . 
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Habitat Tables 
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October 1, 1997 

Barbara}. Carey 

CULBERTSON. ADAMS & ASSOCIATES 
PlANNING CONSULTANTS 

OCT Q 2 ·1997 

Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 

,_AUrO!-:i····· 
(OASTAl COMMISSIC!·' 

SOllfH CENTRAl. (Q.:..ST Oi~"!j,, .. 

SUBJECT: Permit Application 4-97-123 (Soka University) 

Dear Ms. Carey: 

As we approach the time of your staff report preparation, I thought it would be helpful to have a 
summary project description for the proposed Soka University Master Plan. This description includes 
all elements of the proposed developments, as well as the mitigation measures which are proposed 
to be carried out by the applicant. We would request that the Commission analyze the various 
proposed development elements in conjunction with the proposed mitigation measures as one overall 
project. The proposed project description includes: · 

1. Expansion of the existing educational program from 350 students (250 fuJJ-time and 100 
extension/community students) to 650 students maximum, including 500 full-time students 
who would reside on campus, 1 SO full-time students who would commute and 150 
extension/community students {100 students in Phase I and an additional SO students in Phase 
ll). The program will be comprised of secondary and/or post secondary levels. 

2. Total buildings comprise 440,000 sq. ft. including: 

0 

0 

Retention of 18 of the existing 39 buildings {81,300 sq. ft.) on the project site. The 
remaining 11 buildings would be demolished. No ·historic buildings will be. 
demolished. 

Construction of 15 new buildings for a total of 358,700 sq. ft. 

EXHIBIT 3 
PERMIT 4-97-123 (SOKA) 

85 Argonaut, Suite 220, Aliso Viejo, California 92656 • (714) 581·2888 • Fax {714) 581-3599 
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3. The total building area would be allocated as follows: 

o Academic Facilities~ 39,0001 sq. ft. 

o Residential Facilities- 149,200 sq. ft. 

o Recreational Buildings- 161,800 sq. ft. 

4. All proposed new structures will be no higher than 35 feet maximum. All buildings will be 
similar in architectural style to the existing historical buildings (i.e. Wallace Neff California 
Spanish revival). 

5. Build-out of the proposed project in three phases as follows: 

Phase I. 

PhaseD. 

Phasem. 

Maximum enrollment of350 full-time students (no more than 150 students 
commuting) with a maximum building area of 275,000 sq. ft. Maximum 
enrollment of 100 extension/community students. · 

Maximum enrollment of 500 ~11-time students (no more than I 50 student 
commuting) with a maximum building area of357,500 sq. ft. Construction 
of Phase II would begin no sooner than S years after the final certificate of 
occupancy is issued for Phase I. Maximum enrollment of· 150 total 
extension/community students. 

Maximum enrollment of 650 full-time students {no more than 150 students · 
commuting) with a maximum building area of 440,000 sq. ft. Construction 
of Phase m would begin no sooner than S years after the final certificate of 
occupancy is issued for Phase IT. 1 SO extension/community students added 
in Phases I and II remain. 

6. Consolidation of the 19 existing parcels which comprise the proposed project site into three 
parcels, as shown on Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 50603. 

7. Reconstruction of a 1,500 foot long segment of Drainage "A", a drainage channel located on 
the eastern portion of the proposed project site for flood control purposes. This segment of 

• 

• 

1 14,400 sq. ft. Mechanical/Laundry/Maintenance; 43,000 sq. ft. Library; 10,000 sq. ft. 
Research Center; 20,000 sq. ft. Administration; 1,500 sq. ft. Botanical Center; 1,500 sq. ft. • 
existing Kiosks. 
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the drainage was artificially constructed in the 1940's and does not currently support riparian 
habitat. The reconstructed channel would be approximately 59 feet wide with a 35-foot wide 
sandy bottom and ungroutted rock rip rap side slopes. The reconstructed channel would be 
vegetated according to a riparian restoration plan prepared by a restoration specialist. The 
restoration would be monitored for a ten year period to ensure its success. 

8. Site grading (as shown on the grading plan dated 5/21/97) including: 

9. 

o 36,300 cu. yds. of overexcavation and recompaction for building sites 

o 5,100 cu. yds. of overexcavation and recompaction for roads/parking areas 

o 12,300 cu. yds. of cut and 12,300 cu. yds. offill for reconstruction ofDrainage "A" 

o 6,800 cu. yds. of cut and 6,800 cu. yds. of fill for slope excavation and reconstruction 

o 4,500 cu. yds. of cut and 4,500 cu. yds. of fill for construction of on-site roads and 
driveways 

Minor encroachments by grading into the buffer zones of significant oak woodlands. No oaks 
would be removed by the proposed project. 

10. 856 parking spaces ( 1 52 spaces within buildings, 573 spaces in surface lots, and 131 spaces 
along internal driveways}. 

11. Special events to be held on University property as follows: 

o Commencement ceremonies, no more than 3 times per year, 650 visitors maximum 

o Evening indoor sports events, no more than 1 time per week, 500 visitors maximum 

o Evening indoor cultural events, no more than 1 time per week. 650 visitors maximum 

o Daytime outdoor sports events, weekend only, 500 visitors maximum 

o Daytime cultural events, no more than 1 per month, 500 visitors maximum 

No more than one special event per day as defined above would be scheduled, which could 
include day and evening components. 

12. Of a total project site area of 588.5 acres, approximately 439.5 acres would be devoted to 
open space, including: 
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o Conservation easement areas: 3 7.17 acres [These areas are to be owned by Soka 
University with conservation easements to be dedicated to the Mountains Recreation 
Conservation Authority (MRCA)] 

o Non-dedicated/restricted open space: 20.18 acres [These areas to be under Soka 
University ownership] 

o Public dedication areas: 382.15 acres. [These areas are to be dedicated in fee to the· 
Mountains Recreation Conservation Authority (MRCA). This dedication will contain 
covenants that the dedicated property will be used only for park, recreational, and 
open space purposes, and that the property may be transferred only to another local. 
state or federal park service or other public entity for such purposes.] 

13. Planning and construction of riding and hiking trails within the proposed project site. The 
following traits would be constructed to Los Angeles County trail standards (as shown on 
Revised .Figure 7 from the Final EIR): Stokes Ridge Trail, Calabasas/Cold Creek Lateral 
Trail. and Soka Connector Trail. Portions of these trails would be located within the land 
dedicated to the MRCA. Those trail portions which are located within the property to be 

• 

retained by Soka University will be dedicated to the :MRCA after planning and construction. • 
Additional perimeter trails will be established within rights of way in connection with . 
dedication of said rights ofway to County ofLos Angeles. 

14. Public access through the University to trails and open space shall be provided. A total of36 
parking spaces (as indicated on the "Proposed Reserved Public Parking" Exhibit} will be 
reserved for the use of the public (including 20 spaces along Mulholland Highway within the 
dedicated open space) for a maximum of two hours. The availability of such access and 
parking will be indicated on signage at main entrances to the University. 

15. VC$etation ~gement Plan, including: 

o Native plant landscaping, 
o Native grassland and riparian restoration plan 
o Fire protection plan 
o Fuel modification plan 
o Oak tree protection and monitoring plan 
o Sensitive species salvage, propagation, and preservation monitoring plan 
o Exotic plant species control 

16. Enhancement of Stokes Canyon Creek, including eradication of exotic plant species ·like 
Arundo donax and revegetation and monitoring with native riparian plant species. 

• 
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17. Construction of debris basins, desilting basins, and interceptor vaults including hydrocarbon 
absorbing pillows to minimize runoff velocity and volume, pollutants, and siltation from site 
drainage before it enter Stokes Canyon Creek. 

18. AU other miscellaneous project mitigation measures listed in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report (SCH 91081028), adopted by Los Angeles County on February 18, 1997. 

Sincerely, 

CULBERTSON, ADAMS & ASSOCIATES. INC. 

n. . . 
M. Andriette Culbertson 
President 

• MAC\jcb 

• 

xc: Arnold Kawasaki, Vice President, Administration 
Soka University of America 



PROPOSED BUILDING PROGRAM 

BUILDING 
TYPE NUMBER USE 
Academic 1e Minuteman Hall Classrooms 
Academic 2e Mechanical/Laundry 
Recreation 3e Central Hall Antheneaum 
Recreation 4e Carriage House Student Lounge 
Recreation 5e Cook's House Student Lounge 
Recreation 6 Student Center 

Auditorium 
Dining Commons 

Academic 7 Ubrary 
Recreation 8e Stables Visitor Center 
Academic 9 Classrooms 
Academic 10e Botanical Research Center 
Academic 11 Research Center 

Administration Building 
Housing 12e Faculty House & Garage 
Housing 13 Student Housing 
Housing 14e Faculty House 
Housing 15 Student Housing 
Housing 18 Student Housing 
Recreation 17e De Clnces Reception Center 
Housing 18 Student Housing 
Recreation 19 Gymnasium/Pool 
Housing 20 Student Housing 
Housing 21 Student Housing 
Housing 22 Student Housing 
Housing 23 Student Housing 
Academic 24 Mechanical/Maintenance 
Academic 25 Reception Kiosk 
Housing 35e Meeting Room 
Housing 38e Facult)' House 
Housing 39e Storage Shed 
Housing 40e Faculty House 
Housing 42e 4-car Garage 
Housing 43e Faculty House 
Housing 44e Pool House 
Academic 45e Reception Kiosk 
TOTAL 33 Buildings (18 existing, 15 new) 
•an square feet 

FLOOR 
AREA* PHASE 

24,000 Existing 
400 Existing 

26,600 Existing 
3,000 Existing 
1,800 Existing 

30,000 I 
30,000 II 
20,000 Ill 
43,000 I 
8,000 Existing 

15,000 Ill 
1,500 Existing 

10,000 " 20,000 Ill 
2,300 Existing_ 

13,600 II 
2,000 Existing 

13,500 II 
15,500 Ill 
4,400 Existing 

12,000 Ill 
40,000 I 
14,300 I 
14,300 I 
26,000 I 
27,000 I 
14,000 II 

500 I 
300 Existing 

2,000 Existing 
800 Existing 

1,500 Existing 
1,200 Existing 
2,000 Existi_!lg 

900 Existing 
600 Existing 

440,00 sq. ft. 
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26800 W1!1t Mulholland High~ I Calabasas, Califemla 9'1102- t9SO 
T.a•phonc 81-1 8eG-6o400 I Fax I 1e 810-9326 · 

OctOber 1~. 1997 

Mr. Peter Douglas,-~ve DU:ectot 
Califomia CoaicaJ CommilaiOD. 
4S Pll!l!lOD.t St.. Sui~ 2000 
San P.randsco, CA 94105-2219 

. . 
Sub,;C¢ Addititln to Projed Deseriptiou; COP 4-97-123, Sob Umveaity Bx.p~o. 

lJl the course of our discussioDs with your staff, I have bec:ome aware that thcte is 
intea~~t In a f\lnber opponuu1ty for: fuU ~lie: ;a:as m. telatloD. r.o·me Sob UDivecsity 

. ~that couJcl aaVmco die i:otezatllD lhe Coastal Att. n.e ~of this 1eaer is 
to Ottei aa alten.tion 10 our applic:alioa to arJnace that Coaital·Ad otijeetive. 

At thepteSalt time. and undertbe tams oftbe se.ttlemem ~ ml ~of Los 
ArJ&cJeS ~ theporti011 oflmi bown as~ Summit" will rc.mam. in 
uail'alitY ~.eve.~ tho public wm b'te ac:cas abe able to bib to tho 
Snrzrmit cl1:lda& tbe cla)'t:im6 homi. We wooldliD eo offer to dedicate the SUIDIDit m fee 

. to an ~ cfee• a.pprap~ In tho eyes of dl$ CQQtaJ Camrmssicm m cm:r to 
fatther·Crlbanc& pllb.Hc tceess. 

We ()1:* that we he able to wort. with the Coastal Commfssloa azul their staff to 
· i.asuJ:t, securiCy and safety'js ~for the laUiinc:ICr o! out ptopeaty . 

. Pl~ le~ us boW yoar 1bcxagb.ts oa this matter as soon u posst"blo. 

ee: Mr. Steve SchoU. DistriCt Direclor 
Mr. Gar)t Th;Dm, ·south Ceu.tral Coast District 
Mt.1a A)'DCSWQI:tb. Sourh Cemra1 eo. J::llsaict 
~Barbera C'arey. South Comral C4ast Diaakt 

.. 
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HABITAT AREAS ON THE SOKA UNIVERSITY SITE 

%OF TOTAL 
HABITATILAND USE TYPE ACREAGE ACREAGE 

Grassland (Annual) 23.1 3.9 
Riparian Forest/Woodland/Scrub (Stokes Canyon 6.7 1.1 
Creek 6.5 acres, Drainage A 0.2 acres) 
Southern Oak Woodland 89.3 15.2 
Oak Savanna 26.0 4.4 
Chaparral 255.2 42.3 
Scrub 33.1 5.6 
Fallow Fields with Herbaceous Succession 23.7 4.0 
Disced/Mowed Fields 65.8 11.2 
Barren: Paved, Turnouts, Firebreak 5.0 0.9 
Campus Grounds-Structures/Paved 10.1 1.7 
Campus Grounds-Ornamental Landscaping 41.6 7.1 
Ornamental landscape Trees coi.atslde ot urbanized areas) 7.0 1.2 
Residential Brush Clearance 2.2 0.4 

TOTAL 588.5 100~00 

HABITATS IMPACTED BY DEVELOPMENT AND GRADING 

HABITAT TYPE TOTAL AREA AREA PERCENT 
(ACRES) IMPACTED IMPACTED 

{ACRES) . 
Disced/mowed fields 65.8 22.0 33.4% 
Ornamental Landscape/Campus 58.7 11.31 19.3% 
Center 
Southern Oak Woodland 89.3 0.23* 0.3% 
Riparian Scrub (Drainage A)_ 6.7 0.20 2.9% 

'*Impact eliminated by Special Condition No. 2 of Permit 4-97-123 

Exhibit 10 
Permit 4-97-123 (Soka) 
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
330 Golden Shore. Suite 50 
Long Beach, California 90802 

Notification No. S-455-26 (REVISED) 
Page j_ of ..i. 

............... ... ···-------·-

AGREEMENT REGARDING PROPOSED STREAM OR LAKE ALTERATION 

TinS AGREEMENT, entered into between the State of California, Department ofFish and Game, 
hereinafter called the Department, and Arnold Kawasaki. Yice President ofSoka UniversitY of 
America. 26800 West Mulholland HiahWl.Y Calabasas, California 91302-1950, hereinafter called the 
Operator, is as follows: 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section l.RQl of California Fish and Game Code, the Operator, on the J.2lh_ 
day of November, ~notified the Department that they intend to divert or obstruct the natural flow 
o( or change the bed, channel, or bank o( or use material from the streambed(s) o( the following 
water(s): unnamed tributaty to Stokes Canyon Creek, Los Angeles County, California, Section 7 (north 
halfl..Township ..l.S.. Range 17 W. 

.· 

WHEREAS, the Department (represented by Leslie MacNair has made an inspection of subject area 
on the ..2il.. day of Decembet, .1.226. and) has determined that such operations may substantially • 
adversely affect existing fish and wildlife resources including: birds (i,e. raptors and sonabirds). fisb 
(i.e. tidewater JOby and steelhead trout). mammals. amphibeans. rqrtites. insms. and aU aquatic 
resoYJCOs and wildlife in the area. 

THEREFORE, the Department hereby proposes measures to protect fish and wildlife resources during 
the Operator's work. The Operator hereby agrees to"accept the following measures/conditions as part of 
the proposed work. · · 

If the Operator's work changes from that stated in the notification_ specified above, this Agreement is 
. no longer valid and a new notification shall be submitted to the Department ofFish and Game. Failure 
to comply with the provisions of this Agreement and with other pertinent code sections, including but 
not limited to Fish and Game Code Sections 5650, 5652, 5937, and 5948, may result in prosecution. 

Nothing in this Agreement authorizes the Operator to trespass on any land or property, nor does it 
relieve the Operator of responsibility for compliance with applicable federal, state, or local laws or 
ordinances. A consummated Agreement does not constitute Department ofFish and Game endorsement 
of the proposed operation, or assure the Department's concurrence with permits required from other 
agencies. 

This Agreement becomes effective the date of Department's sianature and terminates December 31, 
2001 for project construction only. This Asn;emeirt shall remain in effect for that time necessaoi to • 
aatisfy the term&fconditions ofthis A&reement. 

EXHIBIT 14 
PERMIT 4-97-123 (SOKA) 
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STREAMBED ALTERATION CONDITIONS FOR NOTIFICATION NUMBER: 5-455-9~ 

1. The following provisions constitute the limit of activities agreed to and resolved by this Agreement. 
The signing of this Agreement does not imply that the Operator is precluded from doing other activities 
at the site. However, activities not specifically agreed to and resolved by this Agreement shall be subject 
to separate notification pursuant to Fish and Game Code Sections 1600 et seq. 

2. The Operator proposes to alter the streambed to reconstruct on-campus facilities. The project 
includes the widening and realignment of the unnamed tributary to Stokes Canyon Creek impacting 0.44 
acres of streambed (0.20 acres of riparian scrub and 0.23 acres of non-native plant species) to provide 
flood protection. The new channel will be approximately 59 feet wide from bank to bank, with a 25·foot 
wide sandy bottom, and ungrouted rip-rap sides with a 1 :2 slope. The channel will be revegetated with 
native riparian species including cottonwood, willow, sycamore, and mulefat as mitigation for temporary 
and permanent impacts. The mitigation totals 2.0 acres of riparian habitat. 

3. The agreed work includes activities associated with No. 2 above. The project area is located 
unnamed tributary to Stokes Canyon Creek in Los Angeles County. Specific work areas and 
mitigation measures are described onfm the plans and documents submitted by the Operator, including 
FinaJ.EIR 'Volume I·Res.ponse to Comments & Revised Biological Resources SeQtion and Related 
Sections (October 1996) and Preliminazy Draft Soka University Vegetation Management Plan 
(Se.ptember 22. 1996) prepared by Envicom Corporation prepared for Soka University and shall be 

• implemented as proposed unless directed differently by this agreement. 

4. The Operator shall not impact more than 0.44 acres (0.20 acres of riparian scrub and 0.23 acres of 
non-native plant species). Approximately 0.39 acres are permanent impacts; approximately 0.05 acres 
arc temporary impacts. The Operator shall avoid impacts to oak trees. This includes the avoidance of 
the operation of equipment within the driplines of oak trees. 

S. The Operator shall mitigate with the revegetation of the new channel with native riparian species 
including cottonwood, willow, sycamore, and mulefat for a total of2.0 acres ofripanan habitat as 
described in the Vegetation Management Plan provided in the Operator's notification package. The 
Operator shall also control invasive, non-native riparian plant species (e.g. giant reed A.rundo donax and 
periwinkle Vinca major in Stokes Canyon Creek and the unnamed tributary to Stokes Canyon Creek, as 
described in the Operator's notification under Exotic Plant Species Control, and followed by revegetation 
with native pant species. 

All revegetation/mitigation shall be installed within ..2.fl days of project impact and no later than 
December 31, 2001. 

6. The Operator shall not remove vegetation within the streambed from March 15 to July 15 if any 
nesting birds are present. The Operator shall have a qualified biologist perform bird surveys prior to 
work and during work within the stream bed. A qualified biologist shall be on site while work is 

• conducted in and near the stream bed to avoid impacts to nesting birds. 

7. The perimeter of the work site shaH be adequately fenced to prevent damage to adjacent riparian 
habitat and oak woodland habitat. 

8. No equipment shall be operated within the stream. 



STREAMBED ALTERATION CONDITIONS FOR NOTIFICATION NUMBER: S-455-96 

9. When work in a flowing stream is unavoidable, the entire stream flow shall be diverted around the 
work area by a barrier, temporary culvert, new channel, or other means approved by the Department. 
Location of the upstream and downstream diversion points shall be approved by the Department. 
Construction of the barrier and/or the new channel shall nonnally begin in the downstream area and 
continue in an upstream direction, and the flow shall be diverted only when construction of the divenion 
is completed. Channel bank or barrier construction shall be adequate to prevent seepage into or from the 
work area. Channel banks or barriers shall not be made of earth or other substances subject to erosion 
unless first enclosed by sheet piling, rock riprap, or other protective material. The enclosure and the 
supportive material shall be removed when the work is completed and removal shall nonnally proceed 
from downstream in an upstream direction. The Operator shall obtain all written approvals from the 
Department prior to initiation of construction activities. 

10. A silt catchment basin or basins shall be constructed across the stream immediately below the 
project site. This catchment basin(s) shall be constructed of silt· free gravel or other materials approved 
by the Department. Upon completion of the project and after all flowing water in the area is clear of 
turbidity, the gravel along with the trapped sediment shall be removed from. the stream. 

11. If threatened or endangered species occur within the proposed work area, or could be impacted by 
the work proposed, this agreement shall not be valid wttil the Operator obtains the required state and 
federal threatened and endangered species permits. The Operator shall contact the Department at (31 0) 
590-5137 to apply for a state Management Take Permit. 

12. No equipment shall be operated within the driplin.e of oaks. Protective fencing shall be placed 
around the dripline of oaks to prevent compaction of the root zone. · 

13. Disturbance or removal of vegetation shall not exceed the limits as described in the Operatots 
notification. The disturbed portions of any stream channel shall be restored. Restoration shall include 
the revegetation of stripped or exposed areas with vegetation native to the area. 

14. Installation of bridges, culverts, or other structures shall be such that water flow is not impaired. 
Bottoms of temporary culverts shall be placed at stream channel grade; bottoms of permanent culverts 
shall be placed at or below stream channel grade. 

15. Preparation shall be made so that nmofffrom steep, erodible surfaces will be diverted into stable 
areas with little erosion potential. Frequent water checks shall be placed on dirt roads, cat tracks, or 
other work trails to control erosion. 

16. Water containing mud, silt or other pollutants from aggregate washing or other activities shall not be 
allowed to enter a lake or flowing stream or placed in locations that may be subjected to high storm 
flows. 

: 

• 

• 

17. Structures and associated materials not designed to withstand high seasonal flows shall be removed • 
to areas above the high water mark before such flows occur. 
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.STREAMBED ALTERATION CONDITIONS FOR NOTIFICATION NUMBER: 5-455-9(! 

18. Staging/storage areas for equipment and materials shall be located outside of the stream . . 
19. The Operator shall comply with all litter and pollution laws. All contractors, subcontractors and 
employees shall also obey these laws and it shall be the responsibility of the operator to ensure 
compliance. 

20. If a stream's low flow channel, bed or banks/lake bed or banks have been altered, these shall be 
returned as nearly as possible to their original configuration and width, without creating future erosion 
problems. 

21. All planting shall have a minimum of 80% survival the frrst year and 100% survival thereafter 
and/or shall attain 75% cover after 3 years and 90% cover after S years for the life of the project. If the 
survival and cover requirements have not been met, the Operator is responsible for replacement planting 
to achieve these requirements. Replacement plants shall be monitored with the same survival and growth 
requirements for S years after planting. 

22. All planting shall be done between October 1 and April30 to take advantage of the winter rainy 
season . 

• 23. An annual report shall be submitted to the Department by Jan. 1 of each year for S years after . 
planting. This report shall include the survival, % cover, and height of both tree and shrub species. The 
number by species of plants replaced, an overview of the revegetation effort, and the method used to 
assess these parameters shall also be included. Photos from designated photo stations shall be included. 

24. Access to the worksite shall be via existing roads and access ramps. 

25. Spoil (e.g. soil and vegetation) sites shall not be located within a stream/lake, where spoil shall be 
washed back into a stream/lake, or where it will cover aquatic or riparian vegetation. · 

26. Raw cement/concrete or washings thereof, asphalt, paint or other coating material, oil or other 
petroleum products, or any other substances which could be hazardous to aquatic life, resulting from 
project related activities, shall be prevented from contaminating the soil and/or entering the waters of the 
·state. These materials, placed within or where they may enter a streamllake, by Operator or any party 
working under contract, or with the permission of the Operator, shall be removed immediately. 

27. No equipment maintenance shall be done within or near any stream channel where petroleum 
products or other pollutants from the equipment may enter these areas under any flow. 

28. No debris, soil, silt, sand, bark, slash, sawdust, rubbish, cement or concrete or washings thereof, oil 
or petroleum products or other organic or earthen material from any construction, or associated activity 

• 
of whatever nature shall be allowed to enter into or placed where it may be washed by rainfall or runoff 
into, waters of the State. When operations are completed, any excess materials or debris shall be . 
removed from the work area. No rubbish shall be deposited within 150 feet of the high water mark of 
any stream or lake. 
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STREA1'vm'ED AL TER.A.. TION CONDITIONS FOR NOTIFICATION ~ER: S-4SS-96 

29. The Operator shalt req,uest an extension of this agreement prior to its tennination. Extensions may 
be granted for up to 12 months &om the date oftcnnination ofthe agreement and are subject to 
Departmental approval. The extension request and fees shall be submitted to the Department's Region S 
Office at the above address. If the Operator faits to request the extension prior to tbe agrecmel1t's 
termination then the Operator shall submit a new notification with fees and required information to the 
Department. Any nc:th·ities conducted under an expired agreement is a violation of Fish and Game Code 
Section 1600 et. seq. 

30. The Operator shall provide a copy of this Agreement to all contractors, subcontnctors, and the 
Operator's project supenisors. Copies of the Agreement shall be readily available at work sites at 
all times during pcriod5 or active work and must be presented to any Oepartment personnel, or 
personnel from another agency upon. demand. 

31. The Department reserves the right to enter the project site at any time to ensure c:omplianec with 
terms/conditions of this Agreement. 

32. The Operator shall notify the Department, in writing. at least five (S} clays prior to initiation of 
construction (project) activities and at least five {S) days prior to completion of coastrucdon 

• 

(project) activitie.~. Notification shall he Kent tn the Department at 330 Golden Shore, Suite SO, Long • 
Beach, CA 90802, Attn: ES. 

33. the Department reserves the right to suspend and/or revoke this Agreement if the Department 
determines that the c.irc:urnstanc:es warrant. The c:ircumstanc:es that could require a reevaluation include, 
but are not limited to, the foJlowin.g: 

a. Failure to eon1ply with the tennslconditions of this Apment. 
b. The information proVided by the Operator in support of the Agreement/Notification is determined 

by the Department to be incomplete, or inaccurate. 
c. When new infonnation bec:pmes available to the Department representative(s) that was not known 

when preparing the original terms/conditions of this Agreement. 
d.. The project 85 descnDed in the Notification/ Agreement bas changed, or conditions aft'ectina fish 

and wildlife resources change. 

CONCU'R.RENCE 

(Operator'~ name) California Dept. ofFish and Game . 

. a ~~ Jfts'fr 
Environmsntal Specialist II 
(title) 

• 



., 
Jl' CD 

"" :r 
2. a: ... ::;: 

t .... 
01 

..... 
I .... 

N w -en 
0 
~ .., -

• 
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0.184 

HmsRoadand AM 0.452 
101 Freeway E8 Ramps PM 0.818 

AM 0.885 
PM 0.182 

AM 0.562 
PM 0.720 

AM I O..t72 
PM 0.833 

AM I 0.906 
PM 0.508 

AM 0.824 
PM 0.525 

Road and AM 0.661 
tffghwa)' PM 0.181 

• 
SUMMARY OF VOWME TO CAPActTY RATIOS 

AND UIVEL8 OF SERVICI! 
AM AND PM PI!AK HOUR 

Sob UIIMtdlly UpdUt 

A 0.667 B o.eea B 0.001 NO I 0.688 
0 1.093 F 1.100 F 0.007 NO 1.100 

A 0.557 A 0.569 A 0.002 NO 0.558 
E 1.164 F 1.170 F 0.008 NO 1.170 . 
8 0.861 D 0.861 • 0 0.000 NO 0.861 
B ·0.158 D o.a D 0.003 NO 0.859 

A 0.700 c 0.708 c 0.008 NO 0.708 
c 0.808 E 0.908 E 0.003 NO 0.908 

A I 0.583 A I 0.584 A 0.001 NO 0.584 
8 0.793 c 0.800 D 0.007 NO 0.100 

·--
E ,1.148 F 1.182 F 0.014 YES 0.892 
A 0.830 B 0.831 8 0.007 NO 0.15!54 

·a 
F 

A 
F 

0 
D 

c 
E 

.•. 
A 
D 

_ .............. 
B 
A 

--··-··-... ---f--..... - .... ··-·-·-- ·---- ----·~ ..... 
8 0.781 c 0.788 c 0.015 NO 0.796 c 
A 0.853 8 0.885 B 0.012 NO 0.685 B 

B 0.871 D 0.872 D 0.001 NO 0.781 c 
B 0.871 D 0.817 e 0.048 YES 0.128 D 

• 

I o.oo, - I o.a1a E I o.ooo. A 
0.007 - 1.809 F 0.000. A 

0.002 - 0.771 c 0.000. A 
0.008 - 1.939 f 0.000. A 

·-
0.000 - 1.100 F 0.000. A 
0.003 - 1.894 F 0.000. A 

0.008 - U22 F 0.766 c 
0.003 - 2.193 .F 0.892 D 
. --1-----·-........ ·····-··-
0.001 - 1.452 F 0.657 B 
0.007 - 1.971 F 0.854 D 

···-----
-0.456 YES 1.090 F 0.719 c 
-0.018 - 1.399 F 0.912 E 

.... _ ... _________ ··- ---· ...... ···--··-·· 
0.015 - 1.328 F 0.585 A 
0.012 - 1.744 F 0.898 D 

-0.090 - 1.058 F 1 0.767 c 
..0.043 YES 

1.407 .~.: ~·~3 e 

• Alsumeslnllaldon of fNe.llow roundlboula llllhel.olt Hill RoldiRoute 101lnlen:lllnge. 

*From Linscott, law and Greenspan, Engineers, Traffic Impact Study. Soka Unive.rsity 
Los Angeles, California, Revised July 18, 1996. ' 
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SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RAnOS 
AND LEVELS Of SERVICE 
AM AND PM PEAK HOUR 

Solal Unlveralty Update 

AM I 0.882 D I 1.102 F ,1.105 F 0.003 NO 1.10!5 ~ 0.003 - 11.690 F I 0.646 B 
PM 0.637 B 0.808 D 0.812 D 0.008 NO 0.112 0.008 - 1.815 F 0.699 B 

AM I 1.453 F I 1.820 F 11.823 F 0.003 NO 1.823 0.003 - ,2.406 F I 0.908 E 
PM 0.703 C 0.910 E 0.918 E 0.008 NO 0.892 ..0.011 - 2.075 F 0.816 0 

AM I 0.808 D ,1.063 F ,1.072. F I 0.009 NO I 1.072 F I 0.~--=- 1.661 F 0.839 D 
PM 0.667 B 0.871 D 0.879 D 0.008 NO 0.879 D 0.008 - 1.933 F 0.908 E 

-·- ···-· -· .. ··-- -·· --·-· ... - .............. --· 
AM 0.534 A 0.691 8 0.691 8 0.000 NO 0.891 B 0.000 - 0.782 C 0.688 B 
PM 0.632 B 0.824 D 0.828 0 0.004 NO 0.828 D 0.004 - 1.173 F 0.879 D 

···--··-. 0 ··--·-···---

Canyon Road and I AM 0.184 A 0.215 A 0.244 A 0.029 NO 0.24C A 0.029 - 0.247 A 0.247 A 
Highway PM 0.163 A 0.185 A 0.210 A 0.025 NO 0.210 A 0.025 - 0.216 A 0.216 A 

- ·-·.. -·--··- 0 ................................... . 

AM 0.880 8 0.802 E 0.803 E 0.001 NO 0.803 E 0.001 - 1.006 F 0.828 0 
PM 0.792 C 1.041 F 1.045 F 0.004 NO 1.045 F 0.004 - 1.313 F 0.866 o 

*From Linscott, Law and Greenspan, Engineers, Traffic Impact Study, Soka University, 
Los Angeles, California, Revised July 18, 1996. 
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26800 We$t Mulholland HiRhway I Calab;~s;u,, Califofnla 91302-1950 

Telep~ 816 880·6400 I Fax 818 880-9326 

October 20. 1997 

Mr. Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Premont St., Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

SubjeCt Qarification of trail improvement and parking provision 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

In conversations with your staff, it appears that them axe minor clarlfications wlth 
respect to the provision of trail Improvements and additiolial paddug that would bettm' 
fulfill the terms of the California Coastal Act. It is our intention through this letter to 
make these com.mltmerlt8. 

Soecifically. the settlemeat agreement between our organization. the Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy, and the County of Los Angeles makes no specific provision 
for tnlil imJJPYMP1fa,. as o~ to ...... Tbe mitigation mcas\ll'EIS in the Covnty of 
Los AI!&clcs approval obligitc Soka UniYeiSity to eoastruct the trail improvements at the 
time of the OODStmction of tbc first phase of developmea.t 

Your Staff bas brought to oUr attention that tbc first phase of the Soka Univasity 
expansion -if approved by your commission -may well follow the time where the 
dedication of laiia would be tiJl:ICly. We lt:aliz:c the impol1all.co of installing the trail 

. improvemc.a.ts for whiCh we am oblfs&Yd .roughly comanporaneous with the dedication. 

'Therefore, to clarify this isme, we offer the ttalllmproveiDC!lts contemplated by tho 
County of Los A1lgclcs mitigation measures on land to bo dedicated at a tiine no lag 
than 120 days following the actual ttwfq oftbe l&Dd to MB¢A. Puttber, ·we offer four 
additioa.al parkiDg sp.KeS at the site now k:Down as Mountainview Acatemy, and four 
additional~ at a site proximate to Wickland Road and near tbe. future trac.k. 1b.is 
would provide mme spaces near trailbeads:. We ha"VC proVided YtMD:' staff with a 
J.ocational exlu'bit showing these space provisicms. · 

~ con~t me if I may ,be of assistance iD &DSWering questions conceming this 
PJOJc:ct attn'bure. . 

Sincerely, 

i!;V~tfor~~ 
cc: Mr. Steve Scholl. Distdct Dilector 

Mr. (Jary T'liiliD, South Central Coast District 
Mr. Jack Ayu.esworth, Sonth Centml Coast District 
Ms. Ba:rbara Carey, SQ\lth Ce.o.tral Coast Dimict 

EXHIBIT 16 
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SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY 
Sl'l!l~D CIMIIIIOl CONSI!IVANC't STUDIES 
4,.10 lAMiliZ CI\HYON lOAD 
~M.ItU. C.t.UI'OlNII. 9M.U 
PHONE 131 0) 189.:1200 
F.lX 1310UIN207 

Steven F. Scholl, AICP 
Pistrict Dhector 
South Coast District 
California Coastal Commission 

YIA F A.C: SIMILE 

October 14, 1997 

89 South caiifornia Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, California 93001 

Sob Uoi'ftrslq Master Plaa (Coastal Penult Applkatioa 4-5'7-123) 

Dear Mr. Scholl: 

Tha.Dkyou for the opportunity to respond to the qucstious raised in your leuer of October 
6; 1997. As you know, theSantaMorrlcaMounta:ins Conservancy supports tho revised Sob 
University Master Plan, iDdccdia bound to do so by the terms of the 8dtlement agreement. 

We are happy to auswer the questiom you raised. Because some of the questions deal with 
our sister agency, the Mo\lDtains 1\e=ation and Conservation Authority (MR.C!A), I will 
be 8DI'WCriDg them in my dllal capacity as both e~ director of the CbD~C~VaDCJ end 
exccutivc officer of MRCA. 

DoG tlulMormtainJ&creo.tiontmdConservatlonAuthority (.MRCA)intelultollCt2]1ttheopm 
space tmd trail dedication~? Yes. Dedication of the open space and trails to MRCA is 
provided for iD the stipulatedjndgem.entbywhich the condemnation action was dismissed. 

Do you. tmtidpattt ~ lllld. 'l1llll'UJging this prop.ny or might it be plfllllll ma to tmOtNu 
Dgmey?'Ibcre is no intent a:tthis time to transfer the Sob. opcu space and traiJa to another 
ap11ey. At such time as there Is a general rationalization of the land ownership pattel'DS 
throughout the mountains between federal, state, and local agencies» the National Park 
Service would be the logicalageu.cyto whom such a transfer would be made because of the 
location of the Diamond X Ranch maintenance headquarter& surrounded as it is by the 
Soka open spacL 

k thm. ~'II$ on public u.w that you could tmtlcipata lf'li&b.l be plat:«<. on these aretlS? 
Because of the proximity to students, and the need to guard against unwarrantediDt:nmion 

EXHIBIT 17 
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Steven F. Scholl, AlCP 
October 14,1997 Page2 

of the public into the Scka campus, the open space and trails will need to be more 
intensively manaaed than other Conservancy/MRCApropcrtics. Generally speaking, due 
to the need to enc:ourage wildlife movement there will be no impermeable fences between 
the open space and the campus itself. This fact militates in favor of greater ranger patrol 
of the property to maintain the campus/open space interface a friendly one. Wo explicitly 
do not want Soka's private security guards to patrol the trails and open tpace as we think 
this oould be interpreted by some members of the public as a restriction on their freedom 
to use the publicly dedicated land. 

What sort of rec:rmtional uses might bt allowed within the open spaa. lands? Hiking, 
horseback riding, mountain bike use on fire roads (our rules prohibit them from using 
single track trails), picnicking, nature study, painting, photography) and perllaps a 
passionate embrace or two behind the shrubbery engaged in by our college aged neighbors. 

W/uzr provisions would biJ made for maintenance and policlng? These issues were not 
addressed in the stipulated judgment. To acoommodate the public use described above, 
and because of the difficult interface issues of having a coDege campus adjacent, we 
anticipate the need for 1 persouncl year of ranger time, includiug a patrol b:bct outfitted 
with Ossa 3 fire suppression apparatus, and .S year of maintenance personnel anoually . 
There is no funding source at this time to provide these semces. Until such a source is 
identified public usc will have to be restricted somewhat so as not to overtax the 
"borrowed, resources that will be assigned from other parks. 

I am happy to answer any additional questions you may have. You may contact me directly 
at (310) 589-3200, ext.110. 

B T. EDMISTON, AICP 
~---·tive Director 

cc: Hon. Zev Yaroslavsky, SupeiVisort 3m District 
Laurie Collins, Staff Counsel, SM.M'C 
Bemetta Reid, Cerell and Associates 
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EXHIBIT 22 
Permit 4-97-123 (SOKA) 
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