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FROM:  Peter Douglas, Executive Director
Charles Damm, South Coast District Director
Teresa Henry, Assistant District Director/Project Analyst

SUBJECT: REVISED FINDINGS ON THE PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT
PLAN (LRDP) for Public Hearing and Commission Action at the Meeting
of January 11, 1990.

SYNOPSIS

Summary of Commission Action

On September 12, 1989, the California Coastal Commission reviewed the :
pepperdine University Long Range Development Plan (LROP). In its-action, the
Commission denied the LRDP as submitted and certified it with Suggested
Modifications regarding public access, hazards, and visual, marine and
environmentally sensitive resource protection.

1f these Suggested Modifications are adopted by the Board of Regents of the

University within six months of the Commission’s action (March 11, 1990) and
the Commission is so notified, the LRDP will become effectively certified.

Commission Vote

The Commission's action included two resolutions on the LROP submittal. The
Commissioners voting on the prevailing side on the first resolution to deny
the LROP as submitted were:

Glickfeld, Rynerson, MacElvaine, Malcolm, McInnis, Knapp, Neely, Warren,
Wright, Hisserich, Franco, and Chatrman Wornum

The Commissioners voting on the prevailing side on the second resolution to
certify the LRDP with Suggested Modifications were:

Knapp, Neely, Wright, Glickfeld, MacElvaine, Malcolm, McInnis, and
Chairman Wornum -

Additional Information

Further information on the Pepperdine University Ldng Range Development Plan
may be obtained from Teresa Henry at the South Coast Area Office of the
Coastal Commission, 245 West Broadway, Suite 380, Long Beach, CA 90802, (213)
590-5071. :




I

Pepperdine Univer§1ty LRDP
Revised Findings
Page 2

I. SUMMARY OF THE PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY LRDP

The Pepperdine University Long Range Development Plan (LROP) will allow
development of facilities to serve up to 5,000 FTE (full-time equivalent)
students over the B30 acre campus. The LROP permits 212 additional student
and faculty/staff housing units, academic and support facilities totalling
approximately 854,000 square feet within the 225 acre existing developed
campus area. An additional 202 on-campus housing units and academic and
support facilities totalling 385,000 sq. ft. along with 182,000 sq. ft. of 1
roads will be located on a 72 acre expansion area on undeveloped land
northwest of the developed campus area (see Exhibit 8, Maste Plan of
Facilities). Development of the expansion area will involve 3 million cubiq
yards of grading (842,000 cubic yards for stabilization of landslides and 2
million cubic yards for roads and building pads). Domestic and reclaimed
water storage tanks with a capacity of 1.7 million gallons will also be
constructed. Expansion of the off-site Malibu Mesa Wastewater Reclamation
Plant from 200,000 gallons per day capacity to 500,000 gpd was also approveq
to be constructed should the County of Los Angeles abandon its plans for a
regional sewer system.

I1. BACKGROUND

Current Level of Campus Development

County, west of the Civic Center area of Malibu, adjacent to the intersecti
of Pacific Coast Highway and Malibu Canyon Road. . The University is bounded
the east by Malibu Canyon Road and the site of the approved 300-room Adamso
Hotel, on the west by the Malibu Mesa Wastewater Reclamation Plant and the
Malibu County Estates condominuim development, on the north by undisturbed

The 830 acre Pepperdine University campus is located in western Los Ange]esi
T

the south by Pacific Coast Highway, the Malibu Bluffs State parkland, the n
Malibu Colony Plaza shopping center and the Malibu Road residential communi
and Amarillo Beach south of the highway.

watershed and the LUP designated Malibu Canyon Significant Watershed, and ogw
v

The existing developed campus covers approximately 225 acres or a little ov
25% of the 830 acres. The campus contains roughly 850,000 square feet of 7
development. Additionally there are two 40,000 sq. ft. effluent lakes with
total capacity of 12.4 million gallons of treated water, 3.1 million gallon
capacity of water storage tanks, playing fields and running tracks, tennis,
racquetball and other sports facilities, and a retention basin. According ﬂ
an April, 1989 University report, there are 2150 parking spaces within lots
structures and 990 on-street spaces within the University campus for a tota]
of 3140 parking spaces (SEE EXHIBIT 4).

According to the Pepperdine University Specific Plan figures, the 850,000
square feet of facilities is devoted to 16% (135 units) student housing for
1537 students, 29% (52 units) faculty/staff/administration housing and
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recreational amenities, and the remaining 55% devoted to academic and suppoyt -

uses.

Pepperdine University was formerly located in south central Los Angeles. A
program to move the campus to Malibu and to expand the University's facilit

es




, Pepperdine University LRDP
. Revised Findings
Page 3

began nearly twenty years ago. The Specific Plan or Long Range Development
Plan (LRDP) which is reviewed here provides for a continuation of that
expansion. Although the Specific Plan document is entitled Pepperdine
University Specific Plan, 1982-1997, Lniversity representatives stated at the
September, 1989 public hearing that this should be considered as their total
long range plan for the ultimate build-out of 5,000 FTE students.

The University acquired its Malibu campus in 1968. 1n May of 1969 Los Angeles
County approved a zone change to allow the campus site to be used for
university purposes. On July 11, 1972, the County Planning Commission issued
a Conditional Use Permit for the expansion of the university's facilities.
Specific Plans were not adopted under this Conditional Use Permit until
December 30, 1976. .

Under the Coastal Act of 1976, the campus came under the jurisdiction of the
Coastal Commission. The University applied for a claim of vested rights for
all facilities shown on the 1976 Specific Plan. Prior to the effective date
of the Coastal Act, the University had obtained numerous grading and building
permits from the county and completed construction of 35 permanent buildings
and were under way on 4 additional Structures. Under the University's 1976
specific Plan the following facilities were yet to be constructed:

Undergraduate administration building

Fine arts complex

Hillside theatre and 2 contemporary arts facilities

Sea lodge

Temporary offices and administrative facilities (5)

Law School housing and parking structures

Student dormitory (1)

Student/staff housing structures (4) _

Utility connections , grading, driveways, walkways and retaining
walls to accommodate above listed development.

WO~ b wWwnhny ~

The claim of vested rights to complete the remainder of the facilities under
the 1976 Specific Plan was denied by the South Coast Regional Commission on
June 6, 1977 (E-2-E-5). A subsequent appeal to the State Coastal Commission
resulted in a finding of no substantial issue on July 20, 1977, thus leaving
the denial in place (Appeal No. 191-77, pepperdine University).

Since this time the Coastal Commission has approved further development within
the existing graded portion of the campus including student, faculty and staff
housing, fine arts theatre, art exhibit halls, heritage hall, equestrian
riding ring, music hall, and various parking, sports, security, storage, and
temporary trailer uses.

The University and Century Malibu, Inc. (Malibu Country Estates) were also
given a permit to construct the 200,000 gallon per day (gpd) Malibu Mesa
Wastewater Reclamation Plant located at the intersection of John Tyler Drive
and Pacific Coast Highway. A spray irrigation management plan (SIMP) to
dispose of treated wastewater over the landscaped and natural areas of the
campus was also approved.

The Specific Plan states that as of fall, 1983 the enrollment totalled 1,920
full time equivalent (FTE) students. This number of FTE students was made up

of 2,540 full and part-time students, of which 1,537 1ived in campus housing
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and 1,003 commuted from other locations. There were 2148 FTE students
enrolled in the University as of March, 1989. Under the proposed full build
out of 5,000 FTE students, there would be an actual enrollment of 6,500
students, 500 faculty, 717 staff and 17 administrators.

II1. FINDINGS REGARDING LROP HISTORY

The Commission finds and declares as follows:

A. Commission Action on LROP Proposals Prior to 1988

Since 1977, the University has applied for a number of permits for specific
projects contained in the 1976 Specific Plan. These permits cover developmqnt
which has taken place within the existing 225 acre graded portion of the
campus.

In 1983 the Commission reviewed Pepperdine University's plans for expansion pf
the Malibu campus in the context of reviewing specific elements of addition

infrastructure necessary to support the expansion. On May 27, 1983, three ar
matters were heard by the Commission relative to Pepperdine's future plans:

1. Condition Review of Permit 5-82-802 (the co-applicants were Pepperdipe
University and Los Angeles County). On February 24, 1983, the COmmissit;:
had approved a permit for the replacement of existing twin pipelines
1inking the University with the Tapia Wastewater Reclamation Plant.
Although the Commission approved the replacement of the pipelines to Tapfia
with larger capacity lines, the Commission required the University to
present a comprehensive plan for campus expansion so that the expansion
could be reviewed on its own merits. Condition #2 of the permit requireg
that a "University Plan" be prepared and submitted to the Commission
within 6 months for additional review. The Plan was required to specify
the maximum future enrollment on the campus, the intended population of
on-campus residents and others, the scale and location of future
University facilities, and a capital improvements plan covering water a
sewage facilities. The plan submitted by the University in fulfillment
this condition was the identical Specific Plan for Development, Pepperdi
University (1982-1997) which is the subject of this report.

2. Consideration of Permit 5-82-825 (the applicants were Pepperdine
University, Los Angeles County and the Adamson Company). This permit
application was filed to allow expansion of the Malibu Mesa Wastewater
Reclamation Plant from its existing 200,000 gallon per day (gpd) capaci
to 500,000 gpd capacity. With the expansion, the plant would serve thett
University's proposed growth as described in the Specific Plan, along wi
a neighboring residential area (Malibu Country Estates) and a proposed
major 300 room hotel/commercial project (Adamson) just east of the
university.

3. Consideration of Permit #5-82-638 (the applicant was Pepperdine
University). This permit appTication was for the purpose of converting Fn
existing 124-unit apartment building on Latigo Shore Drive (off the

Pepperdine University campus) to condominium ownership. At the time of
application, the apartment building was used for student housing by the
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University. The University's intent upon conversion was to sell the
. project on the private market. ‘

A combined hearing was held at the meeting of May 27, 1983 on the three
related permit matters. The Commission found that the Specific Plan did not
meet the requirements of Special Condition #2 of Permit #5-82-802. The
Commission found that approval of the plan would be premature since the Local
Coastal Program Land Use Plan was far from completion and since the LRDP had
not been widely circulated or adequately considered in a public hearing
setting. The Commission then extended the time limit for satisfaction of
Condition #2 from the original six months to a period extending through
completion of the Local Coastal Program. The Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains
LUP was certified by the Commission on December 11, 1986.

Also at the meeting of May 27, 1983 the Commission approved Permit #5-82-825
for expansion of the Malibu Mesa Wastewater Reclamation Plant (MMWRP).
Briefly, the conditions of approval of the permit required the creation of the
following: A

1. An open space buffer around the Pepperdine campus including much of
the steep canyon areas north of the existing graded campus.

2. A trail easement for the Coastal Slope and Mesa Peak Trails which
cross the campus.

3. Environmental Education and Recreation Program. This prbgram would be
designed to bring transit-dependent residents of the Los Angeles area to
the Malibu coastal zone.

4. Transportation Mitigation Program. A program to mitigate the impact

_ of Pepperdine's growth on local roads and parking facilities would be
created. A major element in the program would be an independent
transportation committee which would advise the University and government
agencies on appropriate measures to hold traffic volumes generated by the
University as nearly as possible to-existing levels.

Finally, at the May, 1983 meeting, the Commission denied Application 5-82-638
for conversion to condominiums of the Latigo Bay Villas. The apartment
building was later sold to another party and is no longer a part of the
University's plans. ’

In approving the sewage treatment plant expansion (Permit 5-82-825), the
Commission emphasized that the action should not be interpreted as a
commitment by the Commission to any specific development on the campus or on
adjacent property which might be served by the expanded sewage treatment
plant. By not approving the Specific Plan for the University, the Commission
left open the question of future expansion of the Pepperdine campus.

The conditions of Permit #5-82-825 have not been satisfied, and the permit has
Tapsed. University officials at the time indicated an unwillingness to
complete action on the conditions of the permit, which involved a substantial
open space dedication, without a commitment by the Commission to future
expansion of the University. The Commission, on the other hand, encouraged
the University to submit a Long Range Development Plan, which is the mechanism

provided specifically by the Coastal Act for review of comprehensive plans,
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for university expansion. The University's expansion plans represent a majg;
development in the area covered by the LUP, and therefore the LUP and LRDP gre
necessarily closely related.

B. Local Government Action on the 1988 LRDP Proposal

The October, 1983 Draft Environmental Impact Report for the University
Specific Plan or Long Range Development Plan was prepared as part of the
process for review and consideration of Conditional Use Permit application QuUP
2432 (4) requesting approval to develop the Pepperdine campus as specified

the Specific Plan. The University originally sought a use permit for the
entire Specific Plan. The county zoning board held public hearings: March 1,
April 30, September 24, and October 3, 1984, October 10, and October 23,
1984. At the conclusion of the October 23 meeting, the Zoning Board direct
the University to amend the use permit application to cover only the Phase 1
portion of the proposed expansion and to request a development program (DP)
zone change for the remainder. A concurrent hearing was held on both the .
Conditional Use Permit and the DP zone change. At those hearings the count*
considered the potential environmental impacts in the areas of geotechnical,
flood hazard, biota, visual qualities, sewage disposal, traffic and access.

In December, 1984 an Addendum to the EIR was prepared to reflect a two phas
LRDP. Conditional Use Permit 2432 (4) was revised to include only Phase I

8% of the total development proposed under the Specific Plan or LRDP as
specifically listed in Exhibit 9 of this report. Phase 1 included
approximately 109,900 square feet of development and is located all within the
existing developed campus. The development of the remainder of the existin
graded campus as well as expansion to the undisturbed portions of the campus
under the Specific Plan was addressed by a development program (DP) zone
change for which subsequent environmental analysis and conditional use permiks
would be required. An expanded environmental impact analysis, item 8 liste

in Section IV.A. below, was prepared to further consider only the impacts o
Phase I of the Specific Plan and this revised EIR was circulated to affecte
local and state agencies and groups with this understanding.

On May 23, 1985 the planning commission conducted a concurrent hearing on t
OP zoning request for expansion of the campus and the modified use permit f
the first phase of the Specific Plan or LROP. On February 11, 1987 the
amended use permit, CUP 2432 (4) was approved by the county subject to fiftepn
conditions as shown in Exhibit 9. At that hearing the county found that th
development listed in Phase 1 of the LROP, specifically the 109,900 sq. ft.
allowed under the CUP, would allow an increase of 200 FTE students (finding
number 7 of CUP 2432 (4), page 2 of Exhibit 9). Despite this fact the
University stated at the November 18, 1988 Coastal Commission hearing on
permit application 5-88-659 for a 51,000 sq. ft. Humanities Bldg. (which is
46% of the development under the CUP) that the Phase I development was to

serve only existing students.

Ordinance Number 87-0106Z, zone case 85-007. 1In approving the zone change
board made specific findings regarding the {nadequacy of the Specific Plan
to allow the approval of development encompassing the entire campus. The

county found, in conceptually approving the Specific Plan in the two tiered

On July 7, 1987 the Board of Supervisors approved the DP zone change as Et
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fashion, that the environmental impact information would be augmented, ".
..the tiered process shall yield an evaluation of each proposal [each new
facility planned under the Specific Plan other than that approved under CUP

2432 (4 n light of current and contemplated plans, and produce an informed
est%mgtg]o} thegenv?ronmenta¥ consequencgs o? tﬁe entire pgogect.“ The county

-~ further stated that each new phase of development will require a use permit
and will be subject to environmental review since the development program zone
*is a recognition that not all environmental effects can be adequately
analyzed or mitigated at this initial, conceptual stage.*

The County certified the final EIR and found that 1t presented adequate
environmental analysis and mitigation measures for CUP 2432 (4) or Phase I of
the Specific Plan and approved it with special conditions or mitigation
measures as stated above. Further, the County of Los Angeles conceptually
approved the entire Specific Plan or LROP by approving the 0P zone change
having found the EIR adequate for this purpose, since development under the
Spegific Plan other than Phase I will be subject to subsequent environmental
review. '

IV.  FINDINGS REGARDING_THE APPROVED LROP

———— P — e T e P

The Commission finds and declares as follows:

A. Contents of the LROP Submittal

The approved Pepperdine University Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) consists
of the Pepperdine University Specific Plan, 1982-1997, as revised October,

1983 and August, 1989 and the following supporting environmental documents:

1. - Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Pepperdine University
Specific Plan, 1982-1997, CUP 2432 (4), December, 1983.

2. Response to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
pepperdine University Specific Plan, 1982-1997, February , 1984, and
as expanded August, 1984,

3. Pepperdine University Specific Plan, Development Standards,
Guidelines and Restrictions for CUP 2432 (45), April, 1984,

4. Spray Irrigation Management Plan, Pepperdine University, Vol. I,
revised August, 1984,

5. Spray Irrigation Management Plan, Pepperdine tniverstiy, Vol. II,
revised August, 1984.

6. Addendum to Draft Environmental Impact keport for Pepperdine
University Specific Plan, December, 1984,

7. Attachment No. 1 to the addendum to Draft Environmental Impact Report
for Pepperdine University Specific Plan, April 11, 1985,

8. Attachment No. 2 to the Addendum to Draft Environmental Impact Repdrt
for Pepperdine University Specific Planm, March 25, 1985.

-




Pepperdine University LRDP
Revised Findings
Page 8

9. Attachment No. 3 to the Addendum to Draft Environmental Impact Repq
for Pepperdine University Specific Plan, March 26, 1985.

10. Response to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for
Pepperdine University Specific Plan, 1982-1997, Vol. II, August, 1

rt

e
5.

11. Pepperdine University Existing On-Campus Parking Spaces, March, 1949

12. Biological Survey of the Pepperdine University Site for the Proposqd

School of Business and Management, (report undated, received in th
Commission office on April 24, 1989)

13. Pepperdine University Supplemental Traffic Study Based on Data
Collected in January, 1989, dated March, 1989

14. Supplemental Information, Pepperdine University LROP, August 4,
1989. This document contains the following attachments:

A Plan Modification for Facilities at Pepperdine University

B Comparison of Existing Traffic Plans

C-1 Conceptual Grading Plan Showing Landslide Stabilization
Areas Outside the Graded Area

-2 Conceptual Grading Plan With Proposed Buildings

Conceptual Plot Plan

Updated Proposed Land Use Map (Specific Plan Figure 3)

1 Storm Drain Master Plan

-1 Reclaimed Water System Master Plan

2 Hydrogeological Monitoring Program Summary (Law Report)

Letter to Tom Crandall, California Coastal Commission Re

1 Letter to Peter Douglas, California Coastal Commission R
Pepperdine Unviersity's Sewage Capacity Agreement With t
Las Virgenes Municipal Water District

Response to Comments
1

In addition to the above documents, numerous geotechnical and
hydrogeotechnical reports were prepared and submitted for Commission review
These documents are listed at the end of Exhibit 7.

B. Comparison of the 1988 LROP to the Approved LRDP

Soon after the Commission's November, 1988 action on the LROP the Commission

staff meet with the University to discuss plans to provide the staff with tu:

additional environmental information requested by the Commission. During t
period between January and August, 1989 the University and Commission staff
met several times both at the campus and the Commission offices. The
University has supplied staff with numerous geotechnical and hydrological

traffic, biotic, grading, storm drain, and visual impact information was al
been submitted for Commission consideration (see Section IV.A., items 11-14
for the 1ist of new documents). :

documents (see Exhibit 7, list of documents reviewed). The requested parki*g,

On August 4, 1989 the University also submitted revisions to the LROP
proposal. Those revisions were considered significant and resulted in a
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reduction of on-campus housing units by 59% (primarily student housing) over
the 1988 LRDP and reduced the square footage of academic and support
facilities by 65X.

The LROP approved by the Commission reflects these changes and allows a total
of 414 additional on-campus student and faculty/staff housing units and
additional academic and support facilities totalling 1.2 million square feet.
The expansion area has been relocated from two sites totalling 72 acres to a .
single site of 72 acres within the same general vicinity on the undeveloped
portion of the campus to the northwest. Development within the expansion area
under the approved LRDP has been significantly revised from that of the 1988
Plan proposal. Student housing has been reduced by 228 units (the rooms were
800-1,500 sq. ft. each totalling 182,400-342,000 sq. ft.) and academic and
support square footage by 280,000 sq. ft. (an 80,000 sg. ft. University
Housing facility containing meeting rooms, dining facilities and 15 rooms for
overnight guests and a 200,000 sq.ft. maintenance facility that was to be
retocated from the existing developed campus). Parking facilities associated
with the deleted facilities were also deleted in the approved LRDP as well as
a playing field and a 4.5 acre recreation area (the specific facilities ,
approved under the Pepperdine University LRDP are listed in Exhibit 8, 8a, and

8b).

Although the overall square footage and number of on-campus housing units have
been significantly reduced from the 1988 Plan the level of approved
development will still allow an enrollment of 5,000 FTE (full-time equivalent)
students as in the 1988 proposal. The amount of grading has been reduced by
an insignificant amount, less than ten percent or 200,000 cubic yards. The
previous Plan required 3.2 miltion cubic yards of grading (1.6 mitiion cut and
1.6 million £111) and the approved Plan requires 3.0 mitlion cubic yards, also
balanced on-site. Additionally, the amount of new roads has decreased by only
9%, from 200,000 sq. ft. to 181,500 sq. ft. Domestic and reclaimed water
storage tank capacity has been increased from 250,000 gallons in the previous
proposal to 1.7 million gallons. The added water storage capacity is
primarilly to augment community fire fighting reserve capacities.

Coastal Commission CEQA Compliance Requirements

Compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) with regards
to Long Range Development Plans is achieved through the Coastal Commission's
review process which has been certified as an alternative regulatory program
by the Secretary for Resources under Section 21080.5 of CEQA. This provision
is contained specifically in Section 15251 of the CEQA Guidelines. Section
21080.9 of the California Environmental Quality Act exempts local governments
and universities from CEQA compliance with regard to Long Range Development
Plans and specifically places the responsibility for CEQA compliance with
regard to LROPs upon the Commisstion.

Section 21080.9 also notes the applicability of Section 21080.5 which is the
provision of CEQA that governs the alternative review procedures. Section
21080.9 specifically notes the applicability of that for LRDPs. Further,
Section 30605 of the Coastal Act states that LROPs should be reviewed
according to the same process or in the same manner as Local Coastal Programs.

Despite the above findings by the Commission with regard to CEQA, adequacy of
CEQA compliance was a major issue at the September 12, 1989 public hearing.

w
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postpone action on the LRDP until a Supplemental EIR is prepared for both t
revised LROP and that it include analysis of the entire Specific Plan or LR
proposal.

There was testimony and written requests that the Commission deny or at 1eai§

Those challenging CEQA compliance cited the fact that the County review of the
EIR for the Specific Plan or LROP was split into two phases. As detailed i
Section 111.B. of this report, the County found at one of its earlier hearirgs
on this matter, that the 1983 EIR prepared for the full Specific Plan was
inadequate in assessing any potential impacts and thus appropriate mitigati
measures. A Conditional Use Permit for Phase 1 (approximately 100,000 sq.

of new facilities, located within the 225 existing developed campus area) w
approved and a development program (DP) zone change was approved for the
remainder of the development to occur under the Specific Plan. Each phase
development occurring under the DP zone process will require a subsequent
Conditional Use Permit and environmental analysis by the County of Los Angeles.

The County certified the final Environmental Impact Report for Conditional Use
Permit 2432-(4) on February 11, 1987 and on July 7, 1987 approved the
Development Program zone change ordinance for the remainder of the deve]opmjnt
proposed under the Specific Plan or LROP. The county found that the EIR wa
adequate for purposes of review to allow the DP zone change which requires
subsequent environmental review.

In response, the University contends that the CEQA process has been proper]*
followed by the County of Los Angeles for the full LROP submitted to the
Commission for its November, 1988 review (see Exhibit 12). The University
argues that the Coastal Commission, being a responsible agency under CEQA nk
regulations should have challenged the lead agency's certification of the EIR,
under Section 15096(e) of the CEQA regulations, if it felt the document was
inadequate. Since the Commission did not challenge the EIR certification bgv
the County of Los Angeles, the lead agency, the University contends, they have
met the environmental impact review obligations under CEQA. The Untversity
further contends that while the August, 1989 revisions to the LROP are
significant changes, they are significant reductions to the proposed
development and made, at least in part, in response to the concerns expressed
by the Commission at the November, 1988 hearing. Therefore no additional of
supplemental EIR is required under CEQA.

The Commission disagrees with the arguments put forth by both the University
and the opposition with regards to CEQA. As stated above, the Coastal
Commission has been certified by the Secretary of Resources as having
alternative review authority under the California Environmental Quality Act;
Therefore the Commission can act independently of the EIR documents certifiad
by the local government or the lead agency.

The Commission can and did require additional environmental impact analysis pe
done and submitted in its review of the LROP. At the November, 1988 hearin
in which the Commission denied the LRODP as submitted.and continued action o
the Suggested Modifications, the the University was requested to provide
additional, updated environmental analysis in the areas of geologic hazards)|
land form alteration, visual

impacts, parking and traffic and hydrology. In January, 1989 the Universit
began the additional studies and testing necessary to provide that informat{on

and submitted the first of it to Commission staff in April. Between Januar
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"and August the University and Commission staff met several times, including in
the field, to clarify the additional information needed. Additional
environmental information was submitted up until August 7, 1989.

Based on the above facts regarding CEQA compliance and the Commission's
consideration of alternatives in Section VIII of this report, and the adoption
of mitigation measures in the form of Suggested Modfications and the findings
for those Suggested Modifications as indicated in Sections VI and VIII , the
Commission finds that its review of the Pepperidine University Long Range
Development Plan is in compiiance with all relevant CEQA regulations.

The University has provided, at the request and authority of the Commission
under CEQA regulations, substantial additional environmental documentation
relating to the effects of development under the LROP on coastal resources.
The Commission finds that this environmental informatin is adequate for the
Commission to make an informed decision and to approve the LRDP if modified as
set forth in section VI of this report. The Commission further finds that the
suggested modifications or mitigation, both proposed by the University and
adopted by the Commission, mitigates the significant adverse environmental
impacts to the extent that is sufficient to support a finding that the Long
Range Development Plan is in conformity with the applicable Chapter 3 polictes
of the Coastal Act. 1In addition, the Commission finds that there are no
additional feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures in addition
to the ones of the modified LRDP that would substantially lessen or avoid any
significant effects the development under the LRDP would have on the
environment.

A Notice of Determination shall be filed with the Secretary of Resources
stating that the Commission considered the EIR as prepared by Los Angeles
County in its decision on the LRDP and conducted its own environmental review
of the LRDP as the "functional equivalent" of an EIR.

V. RESOLUTIONS OF COMMISSION ACTION

e e ————————————— e ————————

A. RESOLUTION I. (Resolution to deny certification of the Pepperdine
University Long Range Development Plan as submitted by the University).

Resolution [

The Commission hereby denies certification of the Pepperdine University
Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) and adopts the findings below on the
grounds that the Long Range Developemnt Plan does not meet the
requirements of and fs not in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3
(commencing with Section 30200) of the California Coastal Act to the
extent necessary to achieve the basic state goals specified in Section

. 30001.5 of the Coastal Act; and approval of the Long Range Development
Plan would cause significant adverse environmental effects for which
feasible mitigation measures which would substantially lessen such effects
on the environment are available but not employed, consistent with the
California Environmental Quality Act.

8. RESOLUTION II (Resolution to approve, with suggested modifications, the -
Pepperdine University Long Range Development Plan)
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Resolution II

The Commission hereby certifies the Pepperdine University Long Range
Development Plan (LRDP), subject to the following modifications, and
adopts the findings below on the grounds that the LROP, as modified, will
meet the requirements of and conform with the policies of Chapter 3
(commencing with Section 30200) of the California Coastal Act to the
extent necessary to achieve the basic state goals specified in Section
30001.5 of the Coastal Act; the Long Range Development Plan, as amended,
will contain a specific access component as requied by Section 30500 of
the Coastal Act; the Long Range Development Plan, as amended, will be
consistent with applicable decisions of the Commission that shall guide
University actions pursuant to Section 30625(c): and certification of tQE
Long Range Development Plan will meet the requirements of Section
21080.5(d)(2)(1) of the Environmental Qualtiy Act, as there would be no
further feasible mitigation measures or feasible alternatives which coul
substantially lessen significant adverse impacts on the environment. T
suggested Modifications to the submittal are necessary to achieve the
basic state goals set forth in Section 30001.5 of the Coastal Act.

The Commission finds that if the University adopts the following Suggested
Modifications within six months of the Commission's September 12, 1989 act‘lg:
(March 11, 1990) and the Commission is so notified, the Long Range Development
Plan will become effectively certified.

V1. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS FOR APPROVAL OF THE LROP

2O L Y N e e e e e e e et

On September 12, 1989 the Commission denied the Pepperdine University Long
Range Development Plan (LROP) as submitted and approved it with the followi
Suggested Modfications. At that hearing the University submitted changes t
the modifications recommended by Commission staff contained in the August 28,
1989 staff report and the subsequent addendum, dated September 11, 1989 (se
Exhibit 14, Requested Changes to Suggested Modfications). The modification
finally adopted by the Commission, which appear below, are those recommende
by staff, as amended with the University's requested changes.

The following Suggested Modifications to the Specific Goals and Policies
‘section (pp. 22-43) and the Development Implementation section (pp. 44-46) :E
the Pepperdine University Specific Plan for Development 1982-1997 were adopted
by the Commission as they were found necessary to bring the Pepperdine
University LROP into conformity with the public access, environmentally
sensitive, visual and marine resources protection and hazard policies of th
Coastal Act. The findings to support these Suggested Modification are foun
in Section VIII of this report. Suggested additions are underlined and
deletions. are SYrIdién.

A. The University shall include, with any notification pursuant to
Section 30606 of the Coastal Act for any develpment approved under this
LRDP, evidence that the following environmental analysis, mitigation
measures and development standards have been or will be executed prior

commencement of construction:

L=

1. Modify policy 4, page 24 of the Environmentally Sensttive Habifat
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Area policies as follows:
Selected, appropriate scientific research wiIT may be allowed

provided it is done in a manner which is consistent with protection

of the resources and the requirements of the open space designation.

2. Add the following policy to the Conservation and Open Space
policies, page 26:

The University shall permanently preserve, in the form of an open

space easement, that portion of the campus as generally described as
a significant ecological areas as identified on the Long Range

Development Plan. The easement shall allow for trail improvements as
specified in the policy below and shall allow for scientific research
and other public and University serving activities provided they are

done_in_a manner which is consistent with protection of the resources.

3. Modify policy 4 of the Conservation and Open Space policies, page
26, as follows:

Yo/ INLERSILY/ PELYSALTONAT 1 USEL (/6141 L/NIKIRGL /¥ AATRGL /TR TEKTRYL
ANd/ LSS S FLORRLY S/ YURKTIAG /L BUY S S /RITT/BE /AT T ovked L

The University shall offer to dedicate a public trail easement,
Timited to pedestrian and equestrian access only, over the Coastal

Slope_and Mesa Peak trails which cross the subject property. The
trail routes may be realianed provided it is done in such a manner

which provides for equivalent use, can be safely used, and minimize
impacts on sensitive resources. Final route selection shall {nclud

consultation with the Santa Monica Mountains Trails Council and the
Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation, subject to the

review and approval of the Executive Director of the Coastal
Commission.

I

4. Modify policy 3 of the New Development policies, page 28 as
follows:

TrAFEIL/TTEN/ CIPEATAL TR/ AT T/ 68/ EdaThALd/ T EQUERLT/ L8/ RIN T L¢
FOLENLIAT /pArUING/dRd/CIPEATALIdN/ CondEsLIon(/dnd/Ld/deLértine
AILTGAL TSNS/ FO1/ ¢ ARPUS /XA 1€/ TPAL LS/ SN/ LNE/ ddTALENL/ BT /¢ dpiiX

dred/

The University shall be required to pay its fair share of the costs
of traffic_improvements to adiacent coastal access road intersections
when improvements are made necessary by the proposed construction of
development permitted by the LROP. Improvements shall be made
‘necessary when development permitted pursuant by the LROP will result
in_a significant impact at an adjacent coastal access road

intersection that exceeds a volume to capacity ratio {Intersection
Capacity Utilization) of 0.85. o

Proposed improvements shall be reviewed by a transportation committee
to be established by the University in conjunction with the County of

Los Angeles. The transportation committee shall advise the
University and Los Angeles County on transportation improvements
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necessary to mitigate significant impacts of development permitted
pursuant to the LRDP. Such improvements shall be subject to the

review and approval of the Coastal Commission as necess for the

___________2E_________~_____________m___,_________JEBL_._____
County of Los Angeles to obtain project permits to implement these
i

mprovements.

The University shall assist the committee and shall provide its
facilities for meetings of the committee. The committee shall. be gF
independent body composed of community representatives, adjacent
landowners, and affected governmental agencies, with membership

approved by Los Angeles County, Pepperdine Universtiy and the

Executive Director of the Coastal Commission.

~

5. Modify policy 5, of the New Development policies, page 29, as
follows:

accommodate the volume of treated water produced by the Malibu Mes

Wastewater Reclamation Plant consistent with the Hydrogeological
Monitoring Program.

6. Modify policy 6 of the Landscaping policies, page 32 as followsk

Adequate spray irrigation sectors will be maintained to efficientlﬁ

Treated water from the Malibu Mesa Wastewater Reclamation Ptant, a
/or other sources, will be used to irrigate campus landscaped areas
as described in the Spary Irrigation Management Plan (SIMP), as

modified by the Hydrogeological Monitoring Program,

7. Modification 7 was deleted by Commission action.

8. Modify policy 1 of the Utilities and Public Works policies, pagf
35 as follows:

A comprehensive capacity program will be developed so that all new
public works facilities will be sized to provide academic and
operational facilities for up to 4/5/008/FIL/TIé¥ET the level of
enrollment allowed by the Pepperdine University Long Range

Development Plan as modified by the California Coastal Commission.

9. Modify policy 2 of the Utilities and Public Works policies, page
35 as follows:

THé/Zﬂ!lﬂﬁﬂldﬁd/dflﬂililﬁlﬂétdlwdii!Wil!f/l!tldﬁdliﬁﬂ/?liﬁt
tdﬁitiii/WiII/Ht/Htéd/iﬂ/lttdﬂﬁﬂddi!/dﬁ/dﬁlﬂil/FTE%#!!!!HI/I!I!X/ﬂﬁ
dg/Ld/8/008/

All new development shall have a permanent method of sewage disposah
to the level of tertiary treatment, by the following methods, s
to The review and approval of Tﬁe_EE?EKH“ETéE‘Céﬁﬁfg‘UEEarfﬁ?ﬁ
Pubtic Works and/or the Department of Health Services, other af

governmental agencies and the Coastal Commission: 1) the Mali

Mesa Wastewater Reclamation Plant (MMWRP), (2) by contract with th

tas_Virgenes Municipal Water District's Tapia Wastewater Treatmentdg

Facility, (3) a regional sewer system, or (4) any combination of t
above three methods.
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The MMWRP may be expanded from its current 200,000 gpd capacity to
500,000 gpd, as previously approved by the Coastal Commission, when

the following conditions are fulfilled to the satisfaction of the
Executive Director of the Coastal Commission:

a. The County of Los Angeles certifies that it has abandoned
its plans for a regional sewer system, or has otherwise gqranted
express permission for the University to expand the MMWRP, and

b. The LVMWD certifies that it will accept transmission of
treated water attributable to the expanded capacity of the MMWRP
through the existing pipelines between the LVMWD and the MMWRP.

In the event that the University seeks amendment of these conditions,
further consideration by the Commission including further
environmental analysis of alternative disposal methods shall be

required.

10. Modify policy 3 of the Utilities and Public Works policies, page
35 as follows:

7K/ SHgrEREns TN e/ SPray /A AddL I on /udnddeieny/grddrdn/capdBre/of
KaRdTInd/ g /Le/ 500/ 000/dpd/ 6F /Lreared/GaLer /RTIXT /e /dgéd/Ld/3pray
IPr1gaLe/ 218/ dres /s /TERdSLAped/dnd /MALIV ¢/ ¢ dtprg/dréd/dg
ITVALL AL Ed/ TR/ AGUYE/B/MEYEIN, /And/dS/déS LV TWed/ TR/ dELETT/ IR/ LRE
SEPAYALE/SPrdy/ IV FIALION/ MRS ENEnL/ PTAR/ (ZINPY /dSLdhENL L

The University shall maintain the recently installed Hydrogeological
Monitoring Program to determine whether the spray irrigation of
effluent/domestic water is causing or contributing to deep

percolation and instability on- and off-site. Annual monitoring
reports shall be submitted to the Executive Director of the Coastal

Commission and shall contain an analysis of the data collected during
each water year and discuss the impacts of spray irrigation on the
gqroundwater beneath the campus and a portion of the mesa between
Malibu Road and Pacific Coast Highway, and necessary revisions to the

program.

The University shall also allow one hvdrogeologi¢ consultant for the
Malibu Road Property Owners' Association to monitor water levels in

e ————————— S ——

wells located on the mesa south of Pacific Coast Highway
simultaneously with the University's consultants.

11. Add the following policy to the Hazards and Safety policies,
page 41:

A1l structures shall be setback fifty (50) feet from the Malibu Coast
Fault or any active splays of the fault. On potentially active

e
splays the setback requirement may be lessened as determined by a
detailed geotechnical investigation.

12. Add the following policy to the Visual Resources policies, page
42:
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Development of the site and facilities identified as 160 and EE (1
units of Faculty/Staff housing and its associated parking) on the
1989 Proposed Land Use Map (Exhibit 3) shall be in a manner which
minimizes to the areatest extent feasible the visual impacts of th
development. This shall be accomplished by a combination of 1imiti
the maximum height of all structures to 35 feet above existing grad
increased setbacks to accommodate land ng to further screen th
visual impact of the development, and/or use of compatible colors,
textures, materials, and design,

B. Modification B.1 has been incorporated into Modification A.9.

Modification B.2 was deleted by Commission action.

C. A1l Ambient Conditions and Goals statements which are inconsistent
with the above modifications shall be modified consistent with the abovel
changes.

D. Modify the Implementation of Plan section, page 45 and the Notice of
Impending Development section, page 46 of the Specific Plan document to pe
consistent with the requirements of section 30606 of the Public Resourceﬁ
Code (Coastal Act of 1976, as amended) and sections 13548 through 13550,
Title 14 of the California Administrative Code.

VI1T. FINDINGS FOR DENIAL OF THE LRDP AS SUBMITTED

The Commission finds and declares as follows:

A. Procedures

The Coastal Act provides a mechanism for universities in the coastal zone tg
prepare long-range plans for future development (section 30605 of the Coastaji
Act). These plans, called Long-Range Development Plans, are subject to
Commission review similar to that of Local Coastal Programs prepared by loc
governments. The standard of review for and LROP is the policies of Chaptern
of the Coastal Act. The effect of certification of an LROP provides an
entitlement to the contents of the Plan. The standard. of review for
subsequent development permits for specific projects where there is a
certified Long Range Development Plan is the LRDP itself and not the Coasta
Act as it is where only the Land Use Plan portion of a Local Coastal Prograi
is certified. When the Pepperdine University Long Range Development Plan i
effectively certified, Commission action on subsequent permits for the
specific projects will be limited to imposing conditions consistent with the
provisions of the LRDOP, pursuant to section 30606 of the Coastal Act and
sections 13548 through Y3550 of the Commission's Administrative Regulations.

The Commission's regulations describe the steps which are necessary to prep3re
and review an LROP. Highlights of the process, with particular reference tg

the Pepperdine University LROP, include the following:

1. Identification of Coastal Act Issues. Policies of the Coastal Act
which raise issues regarding development proposed in the LRDP must be
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identified. 1In the case of Pepperdine University, the Commission's
previous review of a permit application for expansion of the sewage
treatment plant serving the University (#5-82-825); and the Commission
staff's review of the County's Draft Environmental Impact Report
concerning the University's proposed expansion have served to adequately
identify the Coastal Act issues raised by long-range campus expansion.
Furthermore, in July 1984, the University prepared a document entitled
Coastal Act Issues, Policies Analysis and Implementation Procedures which
discussed the University's expansion in terms of Coastal Act policies.
Additional environmental analysis was undertaken to further determine any
significant adverse impacts and revisions to the LROP were made to address
Coastal Act concerns.

2. Sufficient Information to Determine Conformity with the Coastal Act.
The LROP must address certain subjects. The plan must analyze potentially
stgnificant adverse cumulative impacts of the proposed development on
coastal resources and coastal access. Sufficient tnformation on the kind,
size, intensity, and location of development must be provided to determine
conformance of the plan with the policies of Chapter 3. Specific projects
contained in the LRDP which will be exempt from Commission review after
certification of the plan, if any, should be identified. A public access
component must be included. The contents of the Pepperdine University
LROP are discussed above.

3. Provide for Maximum Public Participation. Maximum public
participation should be encouraged during LROP preparation through means

such as wide public notice and early distribution of review drafts. The
partial Conditional Use Permit, Specific Plan and EIR for Pepperdine
University expansion were reviewed by Los Angeles County in four public
hearings before the zoning board and planning commission in 1984. The
final EIR along with the modified conditional use permit, CUP 2432 (4),
for Phase 1 on the LRDP was approved on February 11, 1987. A development
program (DP) zone for the remaining development of the LRDP was approved
by the Board of Supervisors on July 7, 1987 with the same final EIR.

However the August, 1989 revisions to the LROP were not submitted to or
reviewed by the County of Los Angeles or subject to any local public
hearing prior to submittal to the Coastal Commission staff on August 4,
1989. The University contends that because the revised LRDP is an overall
reduction in the amount of development of the Specific Plan already

reviewed and approved by the local government, additional local hearings
are not necessary or required prior to Coastal Commission consideration.
However the Commission finds that the four hour September, 1989 public
hearing on the LROP provided the opportunity for sufficient public
participation.

4. Timeline for Commission Action on the LRDP. Once an LRDP is filed
with the Coastal Commission, a maximum of 60 days is allowed for opening
of the Commission hearing on the plan. The previous Pepperdine LRDP was
deemed filed on September 9, 1988. Because the November Commission
hearing was rescheduled from November 8-11 to the 15-18 to accommodate
national election day and the Veterans Day holiday, the University waived
the 60 day time requirement. Within an additional 30 days (or 90 days
total from filing), the Commission must act on the LROP, or -else it fis

deemed to be approved as submitted. On November 18, 1988 the Commission
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dented the Pepperdine University LROP as submitted and continued action pn
the Sugggested Modifications after the waiving the time limits pursuant Jto
section 30517 of the Public Resources Code.

On August 4, 1989 the University submitted substantial revisions to the
LRDP that had been reviewed and continued in 1988. For purposes of the
Commission review, the revised submittal requires the Commission to again
adopt a resolution to either approve the plan as submitted or to deny 14
before considering a second resolution to modifiy the LROP as submitted.

B. VISUAL RESOURCES

The Pepperdine University Long Range Development Plan, as submitted is
inconsistent with the the visual resource protection policy of the Coastal Act.

1. Landform Alteration

—

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act protects the scenic resources of the coasta
zone and states:

Section 30251

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 tg:
ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural ldand
forms, to be visually compatible with the character surrounding areas,
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually
degraded areas. New development in highly scenfic areas such as those
designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan
prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local governmgnt
shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.

In certifying the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan the Commissior
found the following LUP policies adequate to carry out Section 30251 of the
Coastal Act:

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

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.
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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. '

P131 Where feasible, prohibit placement of structures that will break the
ridgeline view, as seen from public places.

P134 Structures shall be sited to éonform to the 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 (3) stories in height, or 35 feet above the existing
grade, whichever {s less.

P138e Height limits specified in P138b through P138d shall not apply
to specific architectural design features such as bell towers, stair
towers, cupolas, roof parapets, kiosks, changes in roof elevations
and roof monuments which do not add square footage, floor area or
stories to the building and which do not exceed 15 feet above the
required height limit.

P142 New development along scenic roadways as designated in Figure 8 shall
be set below the road grade on the down hill side wherever feasib1e,

to protect designated scenic canyon and ocean views.

Approximately 70% of the development proposed under the proposed LRDP is
located within the existing developed campus and would require about 3,000 to
6,000 cubic yards of grading (1,500-3,000 cut, 1,500-3,000 fi11) for each new
building with the exception of Buildings 251 and 253 (60,000 sq. ft. and
35,000 sq. ft. academic buildings, respectively) which would require 25,000
cubic yards of grading each (12,500 cut, 12,500 fi11). The University
considers the 3,000 to 6,000 of grading per building within the developed
campus as *minor grading” under the Jevelopment Standards, Guidelines and

Restrictions document of the Plan.

The 1988 proposal involved 3.2 millior cubic yards total earth movement
including a 125 foot-high cut of the western ridge crest of Marie Canyon and
the creation of up to 50 foot high f111 slopes in the canyon to accommodate
six new building pads and to develop a smaller 7.5 acre parcel immediately
adjacent to Huntsinger Circle. A new 60 foot wide road (approximately 3,600
ft. in length) also circled up the filled canyon to serve the new area. The
amount of grading necessary for stabilization of the numerous large landslides
was not specified in the previous Plan. The Commission directed the

University to provide additional geotechnical information to determine the
necessary remedial measures to stab11ize the slides.
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The proposed LRDP has consolidated and relocated the expansion area into a
single 72 acre site. The University has performed additional detailed
geotechnical investigation and reports and prepared conceptual grading plans
for the expansion area (see Exhibit 13a 13b). Commission staff has reviewed
the reports and gone on to the expansion site by 4-wheel drive vehicle and b
foot. The Commission adopted conclusions regarding the geotechnical
conditions of the site are attached as Exhibit 7.

Partially in response to the Commission's concerns over excessive landform
alteration, and as an alternative to the one million square feet of
development proposed in the expansion areas of the original LROP, the revise
LRDP has reduced the amount of development on the ungraded potion of the
campus by nearly 60%, to approximately 391,300 sq. ft., and has consolidated
and relocated the exapnsion area into a single 72-acre site. The University
has performed additional detailed geologic investigation and reports and
prepared conceptural grading plans for the expansion area. To develop the
site will sti1l require approximately 3 million cubic yards of grading (1.5
million cut, 1.5 million fill) despite the fact that the square footage of t
proposed development has been reduced from 1 million square feet to 385,000
sq. ft. The amount of new roads in the expansion area has also not changed
appreciably, from 200,000 sq. ft. to 182,000 sq. ft.

The proposed LRDP requires fil11 slopes up to 230 feet high and cut slopes up
to 180 feet and involve alteration of two smaller side canyons. Three large
building pads would be created to accommodate the 76,500 sq. ft. Professiona
School (School of Business and Management); 19,000 sq. ft. (Executive)
Conference Center (offices, meeting rooms, apartments, and kitchen and dinin
facilities); 25,000 sq. ft. Academic Learing Center; 30,000 sq. ft. Church
School Facility; 58 faculty/staff housing units (10 of which are detached,
3,000 sq. ft. single family residences); 144 student housing units; the

relocated equestrian center; and 182,000 sq. ft. of new roads (the roads are]

20 to 40 feet in width and a total length of approx. 5,000 linear feet); and
associated parking facilities. Two water storage tanks with a combined
capacity of 1.7 miilion gallons of domestic and reclaimed water are also
proposed. The staff geologist concluded in his report that the development
proposed in the expansion area has been designed to mitigate potential impac
from geologic hazards such as landslides, seismic ground shaking, and fault
surface rupture. The 3.0 million cubtc yards of grading are necessary to

v
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stabilize existing landsiides and to construct the builiding pads and roads ps

proposed. It was concluded that the only way to significantly reduce the .
amount of earth movement is to eliminate large portions of the proposed
development in the expansion area.

Although the LRDP establishes an open space designation for the remainder of|
the undisturbed watershed outside the proposed 72 acre expansion area, this

for the extenstve land form alteration and adverse visual impacts of the ro
and buildings will have on this natual area. The LRDP therefore as propose
is inconsistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act and with CEQA
requirements to eliminate significant adverse environmental impacts where
feasible mitigation measures are available.

open space is not formaltzed nor is it specifically designated as m1tigatio§F
s

The proposed LRDP as proposed is inconsistent with past Commission action on
permit decistons in the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area. The Commission,
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in recognition of the natural beauty of the Malibu coastal zone, has strived
to minimize the alteration of the natural landforms of the steep hillsides.
Prior to the certification of the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan
the Commission fairly conststently applied a 1imit of 1,000 cubic yards of
grading per lot unless development of the parcel would be precluded by strict
application of this limitation. The Commission has denied applications where
major landform alterations have been proposed. Application 5-81-71 (Honofed)
proposed a 90 lot subdivision on 1417 acres behind the 8ig Rock Mesa

subdivision and was dgnied based on landform alteration (%.25 mill}on cubic
yards) where the applicant proposed grading pads by removing the ridge-crest

and placing f111 in a canyon to provide road access.

The Commission required that the applicant reduce grading from a proposed
9,500 cubic yards to a maximum of 1,500 cubic yards in the conditional
approval of a single family residence on a 39 acre parcel along Mulholland
Highway, near the Ventura County line [5-85-75 (Stevens)]. The applicant had
proposed to locate the structure on a minor ridge on the site and cut off the
upper 26 feet of the knoll. In 5-86-592 (Central Diagnostic Labs) the
Commission required the applicant to reduce the proposed 8,000 cubic yards of
grading on a two parcel land divsion on 11 acres to that which was required
only for one driveway and a turn-around for the use of both lots and to
eliminate the graded pads. This development was located along Corral Canyon
Road, within the general vicinity of the Pepperdine University.

In December, 1986 the Commission certified the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains
Land Use Plan without the specific grading limitation of 1,000 cubic yards per
parcel. The Commission nonetheless requires that landform alteration be
minimized pursuant to section 30251 of the Coastal Act and the above policies
of the LUP. The Commission required the applicant to reduce proposed grading
from 19,000 cubic yards to approximately 9,500 cubic yards to construct a
17,000 sq. ft. single family residence located on the coastal terrace on a
relatively flat (15% average natural slope) six acre lot (5-86-875 Yachtin).
Further, the Commission required the reconfiguration of a four lot subdivision
on 24 acres near Mulholland Highway and Stunt Road to eliminate the
significant landform alteration that would have occurred with the proposed
50,690 cubic yards of grading to create 50 foot high f111 slopes and 40 foot
cut slopes and the fitling of a ravine to create building pads (5-88-639,
Cappello).

In 5-88-648 (Rossco) the Commission denied that portion of the project which
required signficant landform alteration and required that pad sizes be reduced
to further reduce grading. The Commission denied ten of the 52 proposed tots
on 272 acres partly due to the fact tnat 160,000 cubic yards of grading would
be necessary to accommodate their development in steep ravine and hillside
areas of the lot. However in 5-89-025 (Andrews) the Commission approved
440,000 cubic yards of grading for a 7 lot subdivision on 72 acres in the Ory
Canyon/Cold Canyon area near the coastal zone boundary. This permit was an
after-the-fact permit where at the time of the application submittal to the
Commission, the grading had already been completed and the final subdivision
map- had already been recorded. with the County.

The University is proposing 3.0 miltion cubic yards of grading on a 72 acre
site to accommodate 385,000 sq. ft. of development on three targe pads.
Twenty-eight percent or 842,000 cubic yards is earth movement necessary to

stabilize the numerous landslides on the property and the remaining 2.2
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million cubic yards are for roads and pads. This extensive landform
alteration must be avoided or mitigated in order to bring into conformity wi
section 30251 of the Coastal Act as well as the Commission's past practices
noted ahove. -

Approval of the LRDP as proposed without mitigation for the massive land form

alteration could set new precedence in future development in Malibu,
particularly in the Malibu Canyon and adjacent Puerco and Corral Canyon
watershed areas. In March Commission staff commented on a Draft EIR for a

5

h
S

proposal to subdivide and develop 65 single family residential lots, a private

sewage disposal treatment plant and an 18 hole golf course and club house on
270 acres in tncinal Canyon, approximately 7 miles west of the University.
That development would also require massive landform alteration totalling
approximately 4.5 million cubi¢ yards of grading.

In January, 1988 Commission staff also commented on a Oraft Environmental
Impact Report for another residential/golf course development proposing
similar landform alteration. The Malibu Country Club development is located

project includes 58 single family homes, golf course and country club on 33
acres. This project was acted on by thé Los Angeles County Planning
Commission in September, 1989 and is being appealed to the Board of
Supervisors.,

in the canyon adjacent to the University, in Puerco and Corral Canyons. Th;r

Additionally, an application has been submitted to the Commission South Coa
Area office for the development of the property immediately north of the
Malibu Country Club project and is also contiguous with the University
property at its northwest boundary. The application, 5-89-544 (Malibu Pact
Estates), includes 1088 acres and proposes a subdivision into 70 single fami
residential lots and 3 open space lots. The development of the property as
proposed requires approximately 6.8 million cubic yards of grading. The
application is currently incomplete.

does not minimize landform alteration or mitigate the adverse visual impact
caused by the land alteration and is therefore inconsistent with section 30
of the Coastal Act and is also inconsistent with past Commission actions in
the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area.

The Commission finds that the proposed Pepperdine University LRDP as propos;:

2. View Protection

S?ction 30551 of the Coastal Ac} further requires tha} new dev$10pment be
Sited and designed to protect views to and along scenic coastal areas and tg

be visually compatible with the surrounding areas. . Policy 138b of the
certified Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains LUP allows a maximum height of thre
stories or 35 feet above existing grade, whichever is less, for development
outside the Civic Center area as a means of achieving these Coastal Act
goals. MWithin the Civic Center area, which the University is adjacent,
heights are further reduced to 2 stories and 28 feet pending the preparatior
and approval of a Specific Plan at which time heights may be allowed up to 3
stories.

average finished grade and up to 4 stories in height. The Specific Plan EI
indicated that portions of the development outside the existing campus will

Heights under the proposed Pepperdine University LRDP are 40 to 80 feet abo
e
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visible from the Mesa Peak Trail, Malibu Bluffs State Park, Pacific Coast
Highway and adjacent beaches due to its higher elevation than the existing
developed campus.

The Commission recognizes that the proposed exparision area is adjacent to the
existing campus which was extensively graded and reshaped to its present form
prior to the Coastal Act. The impacts of this grading, along with the
introduced landscaping, has reduced the natural beauty of this area.
Nonetheless, it must be noted that the area proposed for extension of the
campus outside the developed area is at a much higher elevation (approximately
200 feet) than the existing campus, and thus will be more visible from the
Mesa Peak Trail, Malibu Bluffs State Park, Malibu Lagoon, and the Civic Center.

The approximately 600 acres outside the existing developed campus is composed
of undeveloped (except for minor drainage facilities and a few narrow dirt
roads) steep hillsides and rise to an elevation of more than 1000 feet above
sea level. This natural area would be significantly visually affected if it
were developed, without any off-setting mitigation and with nearly 400,000 sq.
ft. of facilities, numerous parking lots, 6,000 sq. ft. equestrian center, and
5,000 linear feet of new roads, 20 to 40 feet in width as proposed in the LRDP
submittal.

The existing developed campus area would also be doubled in terms of square
footage. New buildings are proposed at heights up to 60 feet above finished
grade after allowing up to 25,000 cubic vards of grading. These heights do
not conform with the heights allowed tn the surrounding area which are allowed
up to a maximum of 28 feet above existing grade in the adjacent Civic Center
area to the east and 35 feet above existing grade everywhere else.

The Pepperdine University LROP must be mitigated in order to bring into
conformity with the visual resource protection policies of the Coastal Act nor

the policies of the certified LUP for the area. Therefore the LRDP as
proposed is inconsistent with section 31251 of the Coastal Act.

C. HAZARDS

Section 30253(1) and (2) of the Coastal Act requires that new development
assure stability and structural integrity both on- and off-site and state:

Section 30253 (1) and (2)

New development shall:

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

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and nejther
create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geclogic imnstability, 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.

\ S
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The .Specific Plan EIR indicates that the area to be developed outside the
existing campus contains an extensive landslide which must be removed or
modified to prevent serious impacts to all users of the campus buildings and

infrastructure improvements. The Malibu Coast Fault also crosses the- '

University campus. There is also ¢ ncgrn among the County an? the downslops
property owners that current spray irrigation practices may also be creating

adverse groundwater and stability impacts. Likewise the increase runoff and
potential erosional impacts from the increased development of the campus coyld
cause further instability.

The EIR analysis of the potential problems from the Malibu Coast Fault assunjed
that the fault was inactive. Since the document was prepared the Commission
has been presented evidence that at least one splay of the fault is now
considered active. Although the EIR states that the Malibu Coast Fault
crosses the southern edge of the campus, near the intersection of Malibu
Canyon Road and PCH, about 600 feet from the seaward portions of the proposegd
development, it does not discuss whether there are any splays of the fault
which may prove to be active. The General Motors Corporation has abandoned
its plans to develop a design concept center adjacent to the University acrgss
Pacific Coast Highway due to the discovery of the reportedly active splay o
the Malibu Coast Fault. Likewise when the Adamson hotel project adjacent t
the University site on the east came before the Commission with an extensio
of their permit, the Commission required that they examine the impacts of t
proposed development with regards to the splay. They were required to prov
greater setbacks from the splay to assure the safety of the development.

4]

Regarding the presence of the Malibu Coast Fault on the expansion area of t
Pepperdine campus, additional geotechnical investigation has been performed

As Exhibit 7 details, the University's consultant has determined that, “no
known or suspected active or potentially active faults traverse the subject

site"., The consuitant fyrther states that a branch of the Malibu Coast fau
considered to be active 1s approximately 1,400 feet south of the campus and [is

not considered to pose a hazard within the campus. The Commission found th
the investigation was adequate but that a modification would be necessary t
assure that all future structure in both the existing developed campus and the
expansion area are set back a safe distance from an active fault or active

splays. Setbacks from potentialiy active splays may be lessened as determirjed
by additional geotechnical investigation.

At the November, 1988 hearing on the LROP the Commission found that the
Specific Plan EIR which had been prepared in 1983 and the subsequent addendq
prepared in 1984 and 1985 did not examtne this seismicity issue. The

University had not conducted any comprehensive subsurface geotechnical
investigation of the area outside the existing campus where roughly 1 millign
sq. ft. of new development was being proposed. The grading plan submitted

with the EIR and LROP submittal were only conceptual and development of the
area would require extensive geotechnical investigation. The geotechnical

reports given to the Commission staff for review of the previous LRDP propodal
were done in areas other than that proposed for development under the LRDP.

Residents of the downslope Malibu Road area across PCH expressed concern at
the November, 1988 hearing over the University's current practice of
irrigating up to 200,000 gpd of treated effluent on the campus and potential
adverse impacts on their properties due to deep percolation and groundwater
level rise which potentially affects the stability of and septic system
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functioning of their properties. However, the Commission concluded that there
is no evidence at this time to support these concerns.

The University's Spray Irrigation Management Plan (SIMP) was required to
include extensive monitoring by the county. The University stated at the 1988
public hearing on the LROP that the required wells had been installed and data
is being collected to determine if current practices are having adverse
effects. However the University did not provide Commission staff with this
data or the results prior to hearing and stated that the information would not
be in final form until after the Commission's November hearing. However the
firm conducting the studies was present at the Commission hearing to address
this issue.

Due to the lack of geotechnical data and analysis the question of deep
percolation of the spray irrigation practices of up to 200,000 gallons per day
of treated wastewater onto the campus, the Commission ultimately directed the
University to work with and provide Commission staff with additional
geotechnical and hydrologic data and analysis. This information was to be
provided prior to continuance of the public hearing on the LRODP,

Subsequent to the November, 1988 hearing the University presented to
Commission staff data on the revised monitoring program. Staff meet on
several occasions with the University and their consultants, Law
Environmental, on this matter. A staff discussion and conclusion of this
information as adopted by the Commission are contained in Exhibit.

The current Hydrologic Monitoring Program inciudes 17 new monitoring wells
within the existing developed campus, 5 repaired wells located on the bluffs
south of the campus and 10 soil moistrue access casings. The remote control
irrigation system has been augmented by an on-campus weather station and
automatically measures temperature, wind velocity and direction, evaporation,
rainfall and relative humidity in order to determine the correct amount of
irrigation. Commission found that, at this time, there is no evidence that
the University's irrigation practices have raised the groundwater level along
Malibu Road or adversely impacted landslides along Malibu Road (see Exhibit 7,

page 5).

The Commission concluded that, based on the monitoring data to date, there 1is
no conclusive evidence that groundwater levels have risen along Malibu Road as
a result of the University's spray irrigation practices (see Exhibit 7). In
addition, water samples obtained from the monitoring wells, lakes, and
subdrains beneath the lakes were analyzed for general mineral content to
determine their chemical character. Chemical analyses show irrigation water
to be different in character than ground water observed beneath the campus.
Finally, the report indicates that other potential sources of groundwater in
the area may influence groundwater levels, including irrigation water for
Malibu Country Estates and the Little League baseball fields south of the
campus, domestic irrigation practices along Malibu Road, rainfall and septic
effluent discharge.

The Commission however finds that unless the LROP is modified to assure the
monitoring program and any modifications thereto that may become necessary in
the future are. implemented and that annual reports are submitted for
Commission review, the LRDP is inconsistent with the hazard policies of -the
Coastal Act. Therefore the LROP proposal as submitted is inconsistent with
section 30253 of the Coastal Act.
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The University also conducted detailed geotechnical analysis on the existing
developed campus to determine whether the potentially active Malibu Coast
Fault or its splays affected the proposed development therein as well as
landslide analysis on the proposed expansion area. Exhibit 7 also summarize
that information and staff conclusions and was adopted by the Commission.

The studies indicate that there are numerous large landslides present in the
subject steep terrain of the proposed 72 acre expansion area. This
combination of conditions given the current development proposal requires
842,000 cubic yards of grading for stabilization of the hazardous features.
This figure includes a 120,000 cubic yard buttress. Another 2.2 million cub
yards of grading is needed to accommodate the actual development after the
stablilization measures.

~The Commission concludes that due to the steep terrain of the site and massi

lands1ide features, the proposed development requires at least 3 million cub
yards of earth movement. The only way to minimize the amount of landform
alteration is to eliminate large portions of the proposed development or
abandon the expansion portion of the LRDP altogether. The Commission
therefore finds that the LRDP as submitted, without assurances that the new
structures will be setback a safe distance from any active or potentially
active faults is inconsistent with section 30253 of the Coastal Act.

0. Public Access

1. Access to the Coast

Sections 30210, 30211, 30212.5, 30213, and 30214 address public access to
coastal resources and state:

Section 30210.

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 f

all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protef

public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource
areas from overuse.

Section 302

Development shall not interfere with the public's right
of access to the sea where acquired through use or legislative
authorization, including, but not 1imited to, the use of dry sand and rocky
coastal beaches to the first 1ine of terrestrial vegetation.

Section 30212.5

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including
parking areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so
to mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, or overcrowding o

overuse by the public of any single area.

ye
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Section 30213

Lower cost visitor and recreationa} facilities shall be
protected, encourage&. and, where feaslble. provided. Oevelopments

providing public recreational opportunities are preferred.

Neither the commission nor any regional commission shall
either: (1) require that overnight room rentals be fixed at an amount
certain for any privately owned and operated hotel, motel, or other
similar visitor-serving facility located on either public or private
lands; or (2) establish or approve any method for the identification of
low or moderate-income persons for the purpose of determining eligibility
for overnight room rentals in any such facilities.

Section 30214

(a) The public access policies of this article shall be
implemented in a manner that takes into account the need to regulate the
time, place, and manner of public access depending on the facts and
circumstances in each case including, but not limited to, the following:

(1) Topographic and geologic site characteristics.

(2) The capacity of the site to sustain use and at what
level of intensity.

(3) The appropriateness of limiting public access to the _
right to pass and repass depending on such factors as the fragility

of the natural resources in the area and the proximity of the access
area to adjacent residential uses.

(4) The need to provide for the management of access areasso as to
protect the privacy of adjacent property owners and to protect the
aesthetic values of the area by providing for the collection of
Titter.

(b) It is the intent of the Legislature that the public
access policies of this article be carried out in a reasonable manner that
considers the equities and that balances the rights of the individual
property owner with the public's constitutional right of access pursuant
to Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution. Nothing in this
section or any amendment thereto shall be construed as a limitation on the
rights guaranteed to the public under Section 4 of Article X of the
California Constitution.

) (¢) In carrying out the public access policies of this article, the
commission, regional commissions, and any other responsible public agency
shall consider and encourage the utilization of innovative access management
techniques, including, but not limited to, agreements with private
organizations which.would minimize management costs and encourage the use of
volunteer programs.

Additionally, Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states:
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Section 30252

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enha
public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or ex
of transit service, (2) providing commercial facilities within or

adjoining residential development or in other areas that will mini
use of coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulati
within the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities

providing substitute means of serving the development with public

transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public transit for

intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assu
that the recreational needs of new residents will not overload nea
coastal recreation areas by correlating the amount of development

Jocal park acquisition and development plans with the provision of
recreational facilities to serve the new development.

Additionally, Sections 30250(a) of the Coastal Act stafes:

Section 30250(a)

(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development,
except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be located wit
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contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing developed area

to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate

other areas with adequate public services and where it will not ha

significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively,
coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, other than leases for
agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be permitted
where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been

developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the aveTEge

size of surrounding parcels.
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The Pepperdine University LRDP as proposed js inconsistent with the abg
public access policies of the Coastal Act. The Specific Plan states t
of fall, 1983 campus enrollment totalled 1,920 full time equivalent (F
students. This number of FTE students was made up of 2,540 full and p
students, of which 1,537 lived in campus housing and 1,003 commuted fr
locations. There were 2148 FTE students enrolled in the University as
March, 1989. Under the proposed full build out of 5,000 FTE students,
would be an actual enrollment of 6,500 students, 500 faculty, 777 staf
administrators according to the University's Specific Plan or LRDP doc

Under the previous 1988 Plan, 2144 additional students were to live on
in 536 additional housing units (and 100 additional married student un
However under the current Plan with the August 4, 1989 revisions, 298

housing units are being eliminated thereby creating an unknown number

student commuters. The 298 units being eliminated ranged in size from
1,500 sq. ft. each. Without knowing -the specific square footage of th
it is estimated that there would have been an average of 3 students pe
(although a 1,500 sq. ft. residential unit is comparable to a three be
house and colleges usually house two students to a bedroom). Using a

of three students per unit, the elimination of 298 units would add ano
commuters during any one semester or quarter to those students already

commuting to the campus.
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The University's response to concerns that the elimination of on-campus
housing would create additional adverse traffic impacts is contained in
Exhibit 8b, item 5, and says that even though the units were up to 1,500 sq.
ft. each in size that they would have housed only two students per unit.
Therefore using the University's figures, up to 596 additional students during
any one enrolliment period would join commuters to the University.

The current Plan proposes to add over 1 million square feet of development to
the campus which is located adjacent to Pacific Coast Highway. Pacific Coast
Highway is not only the main commuter route for Malibu residents but is also
the main coastal access route to the 27 miles of Malibu beaches located on the
seaward side of the highway.

The University's traffic study contained in the Draft EIR, Appendix C of the
Specific Plan states:

...traffic generated by Pepperdine University will approximately
double by 1997...A doubling of the ambient traffic flows may or may
not have any significant impacts on the adjacent arterial)...if the
changes in design capacity and alignment of existing arterials and
land use listed in the Local Costal Plan being prepared by the County
of Los Angeles are implemented, the impacts of traffic generated by
the University would be very insignificant...

The improvements referred to in this report are the widening of Pacific Coast
Highway to six lanes, and possibly the widening of Malibu Canyon Road to four
lanes as was proposed in an earlier version of the Malibu LUP. The Commission
denied that earlier version of the LUP specifically finding that such road
improvements were not consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The now
certified Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains LUP has policies relating to road
improvements and state:

P196 Enhance coastal access and safety on Malibu Canyon Road and/or
Topanga Canyon Boulevard by providing frequent passing lanes and
adequate pavement width, consistent with other coastal resource
protection policies. Malibu Canyon Road between Piuma Road and the
entrance to Pepperdine University shall remain a two-lane
road.(emphasis added)

P208 Increase the capacity of Pacific Coast Highway in the eastbound
direction, from the approach to the intersection at John Tyler Drive

to Malibu Canyon Road, in order to facilitate homeward bound beach
traffic on weekend afternoons.

P216 To accommodate full realization of the recreational potential of the
Coastal area and build out of the land use plan, upgrade PCH with
appropriate improvements. Relate improvements to Pacific Coast
Highway to continued development under the Land Use Plan Map through
the Development Allocation System described in Policy 274.

P274 Development Allocation System. A maximum of 2,110 residential
units within Regional Statistical Area 15 (counting from the date on

which the Coastal Commission certifies the Land Use Plan) shall be

approved under this Land Use Plan, consistent with the other policies
of the LCP. At such time as a cumulative total of 2,110 units

. _ ) ’
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approved under this LUP is reached, no additional residential
development shall be approved until the following infrastructure
improvement is made:

Construction of an additional lane on Pacific Coast Highway bdtween
Malibu Civic Center and the McClure Tunnel to be available at [least
during the peak travel period in each direction. While develdgpment
of additional residential units proceeds, a traffic and intergection
analysis of Pacific Coast Highway from Malibu Civic Center thrpugh
the McClure Tunnel shall be initiated as soon as possible follpwing
Commission certification of the Land Use Plan. This analysis ghall
compare current traffic volumes and levels of service with prgjected
volumes and service levels based on the modified LUP. The anafiysis
shall be performed by Caltrans or by Los Angeles County in
conjunction with other affected local jurisdictions with submijttal
for review by Caltrans. " The cap of 2,110 units specified by this
policy as well as the requirement of construction of an additipnal
traffic lane on the highway shall be subject to LCP amendment {to
reflect the results of this traffic analysis.

Therefore the conclusions of the University's EIR that the level of
development of the campus may not have adverse traffic impacts, in as much as
it relied on the assumption of future road improvements which are in d:r
contradiction to the now certified Malibu LUP, must be reconsidered.

The traffic analysis before the Commission at the 1988 LRDP hearing was| the
1983 EIR traffic analysis. It therefore did not consider the cumulati
traffic impacts of major developments that had been built in the vicini
the University since the 1983 apalysis was prepared, other than the adj
300-room Adamson hotel project. Since 1983, the Commission has approv
Malibu Colony Plaza shopping center. Northeast of the campus the Commi
also has approved a major addition to the Hughes Research Center. The
Hughes Market in the Civic Center has also been converted to eight retaf
stores and two restaurants. Further, the previous LRDP submittal did n
consider any approved but not yet built development or development und
current review by the County.

The Commission recognizes that the area immediately adjacent to the
University, the Civic Center area, is the area where the LUP concentra
commercial development of the Malibu coastal zone and will contain a
significant amount of visitor-serving commercial uses, priority uses un
Coastal Act. The certified LUP allows a buildout of the Civic Center a
to 0.20 FAR. Under a Civic Center Specific Plan the area could be deve
up to 0.40 FAR. Therefore the cumulative traffic impacts of the immedi
vicinity must also be considered when considering the LRDP planned buil

The Commission found at its 1988 hearing on the LRDP that the traffic a
for the LRDP was inadequate and also requested the University to prepa
updated traffic projections. On January 17 and 18, 1989 the Universit
performed traffic counts at several intersections surrounding the campuy
was the basis of their March, 1989 supplemental traffic study.

The supplemental study did not consider the cumulative impacts of any

surrounding development likely to exist by the year 1997, the projected|date
of campus build out to 5,000 FTE, but concluded that the Intersection Chpacity
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Utilization or Volume to Capaciaty Ratio at two intersections would be above
that allowed under the County's standards. Dispite this finding by the
University, the LRDP as proposed does not propose any mitigation or road
improvements to lessen or avoid these adverse impacts. The LRDP as proposed
is therefore inconsistent with the abovestated public access policies of the
Coastal Act.

It should be also noted that the updated analysis was prepared based on the
previous LRDP proposal where more students would have lived on campus.
However, five months after the traffic study was prepared the University
revised the LRDP proposal to eliminate 298 on-campus student housing units.
As stated above, this.Plan revision will add anywhere from 500 to 900
additional student commuters during any given enrollment period.

The Commission finds that once the cumulative traffic impacts of the increased
number of student commuters under the proposed LRDP, plus the traffic impacts
of the surrounding development which will exist by the time the University
reaches full build out, and the demand of recreational travellers and the
general commuters through the area are taken into consideration, traffic
mitigation measures will be necessary to achjeve an acceptable level of
service on Pacific Coast Highway.

There are severe constraints to the improvement of traffic conditions on
Pacific Coast Highway. These constraints include geclogic instability of the
bluffs immediately adjacent to the highway, prohibitive costs for land
acquisition, and loss of parking along many segments of the highway.

This primary coastal access route is also the single major highway serving the
Malibu coastal area and is under the jurisdication of Caltrans. Their 1984
and December, 1988 Route Concept Report concludes that the projected traffic
volume on Pacific Coast Highway by the year 2000 will increase 33X over the
existing level. This corresponds to a level of service (LDS) of F,
interpreted to be total breakdown of traffic control with stop and go
operation. An LOS of F means that the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU)
is 1.00 or above. The 1988 Caltrans report estimates that by the year 2010
the ICU along the segment of Pacific Coast Highway in Malibu will be at 2.27.
Caltrans does not plan to make any significant improvements along Pacific
Coast Highway in Malibu within the next 20 years.

Therefore based on the above information the level of development proposed
under the Pepperdine University LRDP individually and cumulatively with the
other development allowed in the area under the certified Malibu/Santa Monica
Mountains LUP will require mitigation measures in order to assure that access
to the coast can be maintained. Further, the LRDP as proposed does not assure
that there will be adequate capacity on Pacific Coast Highway and Malibu
Canyon Road to accommodate drivers whose destinations are the adjacent beaches
and upland parks and trails. Based on the above the Commission finds that the
Pepperdine University Long Range Development Plan as proposed, without
adequate traffic mitigation measures to assure that its development will not
significantly adversely impact public access, is inconsistent with the public
access policies of the Coastal Act.

2. Coastal Trails - Access and Recreation
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Sections 30210, 30213, 30223, and 30252(6) and 30530 of the Coastal Act
require that new development not impede and provide access to coastal

resources, including upland coastal recreational resources and encouragps

developments which provide public recreational opportunities. Further,
Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act requires that new development be al
only at a level of intensity where it will not individually or cumulati
have significant adverse impacts on coastal access or coastal resources

The development proposed in Pepperdine University LRDP will, along with
existing and future development, have a cumulative significant adverse
on access to beaches, trails, and other recreational facilities in the
Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area. The LRDP as proposed would give an
entitlement to the University for more than one million square feet of
additional development in the coastal zone to the detriment of access t

owed

fely

other

Tmpact

b the

coast for the general public wishing to visit the beaches and other coa
visitor-serving uses and areas of Malibu. The certified Land Use Plan
area, certified three years ago, also provides for intensive build out
Civic Center area adjacent to the University. The vacant land to the
north west of the campus is proposed for residential subdivision and a
golf course development.

Two heavily used trails cross the Pepperdine University campus, namely
Coastal Slope Trail and the Mesa Peak Trail. These trails were incorp
into the Los Angeles County Riding and Hiking Trails Master Plan and t
certified Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan. The Santa Moni
Mountains Trails Counci) has indicated that both the trails on the cam
heavily used by the public and therefore the Commission asserts that
prescriptive rights exist. Although the Pepperdine University LRDP re
the alignment of the trails on the property and proposes their realign
as not to interfere with future planned development of the area outsid
existing developed portion of the campus, the Plan does not provide fo
formalized continuation of the public historic use of the trails.

The LRDP document entitled Coastal Act Issues, Policies Analysis and
Implementation Procedures, contains a Public Access Implementation sec
Under the Open Space section the Plan states that the two trails are t
rerouted and clearly posted on the campus. However the Plan does not
assurances that the public will be able to use the trails, i.e. an eas
dedication. ,

The Commission has found in numerous permit decisions where a mapped t
crosses a property to be developed that a trail dedication is necessar
order to find the development consistent with the public access, recre
and developement policies of the Coastal Act. Those findings are inco
jnto these findings by reference and appear as Exhibt 2 of this report
Commission therefore finds that the Pepperdine University LRDP as propg
- without the guarantee of the publics' continued rights of access to th
is not consistent with the public access, recreation and development p
of the Coastal Act. '

E. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas

Ssection 30240 protects sensitive habitat areas and states:
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Section 30240

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

The northern most portion of the University campus lies within the Malibu
Canyon Significant Watershed as designated by the certified Malibu/Santa
Monica Mountains Land Use Plan. The Commission has found that Significant
Watershed meet the Coastal Act definition of environmentally sensitive habitat
areas (ESHA). In certifying the Malibu LUP the Commission adopted findings
regarding the importance of protecting sensitive environmental resources and
found that the coastal canyons in the Santa Monica Mountains require
protection against significant disruption of habitat values, including not
only the riparian corridors along the bottom of the canyons, but also the
chaparral and coastal sage biotic communities found on the canyon slopes. The
Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains LUP findings on protection of sensitive habitat
resources are adopted herein by reference.

Most of the undeveloped portion of the B30 acre University campus to the
north, east and west of the 225 acre developed campus area is covered with
undisturbed native chaparral and coastal sage vegetation. In certifying the
Malibu LUP and consistently on permit actions similarly situated the
Commission has found that it is also necessary to protect significant
undisturbed watershed cover in areas not designated as Significant Watershed
and has required open space easements or deed restrictions over this land.
Specifically policy 72 of the certified LUP states:

P72 Open space or conservation easements or equivalent measures may
be required in order to protect undistrubed 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 with the ESHA.

The Pepperdine LRDP involves the cutting off of a large portion of the western
ridge crest of Marie Canyon and the filling of the side canyons. This would
not only result in extensive landform alteration but the loss of approximately
64 acres of natura) undisturbed habitat protected under the Coastal Act as
sensitive environmental habitat. The Pepperdine University LRDP as proposed
which eliminates protected sensitive resources and without permanent
protection of adjacent sensitive environmental resources existing on the
campus s inconsistent with section 30240 of the Coastal Act.

¥

F. MARINE RESQURCES

Sections 30230, 30231, and 30236 of the Coastal Act requires that the
biological productivity of coastal waters and streams be maintained and

m ‘h
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restored where feasible. Specifically required is the minimization of
effects of wastewater discharge, control of runoff and alteration of na
streams and loss of associated riparian vegetation. Those policies
specifically state: :

Section 30230

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 th
marine environment shall be carried out in a manner that will susta
biological productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain he
populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long-te
commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes.

Section 30231

The biological productivity and the quaiity of coastal
waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to main
optimum populations of marine organisms and for the protection of
health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through,
other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground wa
supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, enc
waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer are
protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural st

Section 30236

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

The Commission adopted the following policies in certifying the Malibu/
Monica Mts. LUP to carry out these Coastal Act policies:
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P99 Development in areas adjacent to sensitive marine and beach habitats

shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts that could
significantly degrade the environmentally sensitive habitats.
uses shall be compatible with the maintenance of biological
productivity of such areas.

A1l

P103 For4proposed development adjacent to or near sensitive marine
beach habitats, the applicant shall evaluate the potential fo

or

significant impacts on sensitive marine or beach habitats. When it

is determined that significant impacts may occur, the applica
be required to provide a report prepared by a qualified profes
with expertise in marine or beach biology which provides: (a
mitigation measures which protect resources and comply with t}

policies of the environmentally sensitive habitats componentsl
(b) a program for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness
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mitigation measures. An appropriate program shall be adopted to
inspect the adequacy of the applicant's mitigation measures.

Malibu Lagoon

This sensitive wetland area shall be maintained as a managed wetland
habitat of ecological, educational and scenic resource values. The
following management issues shall be addressed as part of the State's
management program:

°* Removal of garbage and fi1) in the marsh adjacent to the lagoon.

° gonsideration of increase in drainage to decrease the need for
mosquito abatement.

° provision and design of designated walkways to minimize impacts of
uncontrolled foot traffic on sensitive areas.

° Maintenance of exchange between lagoon and ocean waters.

° Prevention of unregulated trespass by people and pets in sensitive
marsh and lagoon habitats.

These recommendations are consistent with the program presently being
jnitiated at the site by the Department of Parks and Recreation.

However, studies should be conducted to determine the source of
degradation of water quality and appropriate measures taken to

correct the problem (e.g., change discharge requirements of Tapia or
eliminate a local leaching problem as required).

3. HABITAT-SPECIFIC POLICIES

For specific habitats, the following resource protection policies shall be

applied:
Kelp

P115

P217

P2217

Beds

Since the County does not have direct jurisdiction over activities
that could impact kelp resources, it should request that (a) the
Department of Fish and Game carefully monitor the kelp harvesting
jndustry to ensure that such activity will not reduce kelp bed size
and range or its productivity as a fish nursery habitat, and that (b)
State and Federal agencies carefully monitor activities that may
affect marine water quality such as seepage disposal, dredging, and
energy develapment.

Wastewater management operations within Malibu Coastal Zone shall not
degrade streams or adjacent coastal waters or cause or aggravate

public health problems.

The Department of Public Works, in cooperation with the Department of
Health Services, County Sanitation Districts and State authorities,
shall design a regional sewer system to serve the beachfront
development in an approximately six-mile long area from the Civic

Center/Malibu Road area to Topanga Creek and adjoining areas.
Capacity in this system shall be scaled to that necessary for

- -




Pepperdine University LRDP
Revised Findings .
Page 36

ultimate buildout of its service area, in accordance with the jocal

Coastal Program land use plan, as finally certified. A detailgd plan
for the regional sewer system shall be submitted to the Commisjion as
part of the required Implementation Program (LIP) component ofjthe

LCcP. Application of this policy shall not preclude the study pf
sewering areas as shown on Attachment 6, including areas west pf the
Civic Center.

p2278 The regional sewer system plan submitted to the Coastal
Commission shall include:

(1) Detailed plan of the sewer plant on the specific site
(2) Detailed plan of the sewer collection system;

(3) Detailed plan of the effluent disposal system and a
contingency plan to address alternate methods of disposal]should

the primary method fail;

(4) An engineering geology study to demonstrate that therp are
economically feasible construction methods and equipment
available to insure the physical integrity of sewer lines
proposed to be constructed through geologically hazardous| areas,
including some sections of Pacific Coast Highway, Big Rock, Las
Flores Mesa, Rambla Pacifico, Rambla Orienta, Carbon Mesa, and Malibu Rpad.

(5) A workable traffic movement plan, developed by the Cohnty
and Caltrans, to ensure that interference with highway trpffic

will be minimized during the period of sewer l1ine construfption
on Pacific Coast Highway.

pz227C The regional sewer system plan shall only be approved by fhe
Coastal Commission if:

(1) The County-proposed system is sized to be consistent pith
the distribution of land uses and total buildout provided in

this Land Use Plan and thus will not be growth-inducing;

the County Department of Public Works and Caltrans, and
submittals demonstrate that the sewer system can be cons
and maintained in a safe and cost-efficient manner witho
unreasonably interfering with normal traffic flow along

ucted
H;

of a

(2) A1) facility plan and EIR submittals have been approid by
e
iluding

(3) Any assessment district formed to finance constructi
regional sewer system is consistent with LUP policies, i

the ultimate level of buildout allowed by the LUP.

(4) %he proposed method of effluent disposal is demonstrgted to
be consistent with protection of marine resources in theJ:anta
Monica Bay and will not further degrade fresh water creelds nor
aggravate current public health problems.

Accross the highway, off-shore of the University campus is a designated ESHA
under the certified Malibu LUP. The kelp beds are vital to fish nurseny
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habitat and the general biological productivity of the marine environment.
Erosion due to grading and loss of vegetation and surface water runoff from
increased hard surfaces and parking lots as well as improperly treated or
significantly increased volumes of sewage effluent can adversely impaci these
sensitive resources.

Development under the proposed Pepperdine University LRDP would result in loss
of natural vegetation and alteration of the natural drainage of Marie Canyon,
whose stream jis shown as a blue-line stream on the USGS maps. Although the
natural drainage of the canyon has already been altered with the development
of the existing campus, it will be further modified with necessary additions
to the storm drain system thus affecting natural drainage patterns further
north up Marje Canyon and the side canyons.

The amount of hard surfaces and new roads will also increase with parking for
4,000 more automobiles, roughly 45 new buildings or lot coverage additions to
existing buildings and the addition of approximately 200,000 sq. ft. of paved
roads. Roughly sixty-four acres of natural vegetation will also be lost due

to development outside the existing developed campus. Loss of vegetation can
result in increased erosion and siltation of off-shore resources.

According to the Specific Plan EIR, water through Marie Canyon will increase
from 7,300 gallons per day (gpd) during a "normal rainfall to 285,000 gpd
during “"severe" (100 year) rainstorm due to the loss of twenty-two acres of
vegetation. Although the Plan proposes the expansion of the existing storm
drain system, the loss of significant vegatative cover and the increased
volumes and velocity of runoff can result in increased erosion, siltation and
further displacement of wildlife due to loss of habitat. The LROP as proposed
which eliminates protected sensitive habitat and does not provide for the
protection of on-site and off-shore sensitive habitat and marine resources is
inconsistent with sections 30230, 30231, and 30236 of the Coastal Act.

Development under the Pepperdine University LRDP would increase wastewater
generation by 398,000 gpd according to the Plan's EIR. Currently wastewater
generation is a 1ittle less than 175,000 gpd and is handled by the Malibu Mesa
Wastewater Reclamation Plant (MMWRP) and through a temporary agreement with
the Las Virgines Municipal Water District's (LVMWD) Tapia treatment plant.
Approximately 150,000 gpd of sewage is handled by MMWRP and currently up to
25,000 gpd at Tapia. The University asserts that they are using less than 50%
of the 100,000 gpd alloted to them by LVMWD and plans to use this remaining
capacity to support the county designated Phase I development under the Plan.

A permanent method of sewage disposal is therefore necessary before any
significant development can occur under the LRDP. Phase I of the LRDP
includes the expansion of the MMWRP from its current 200,000 gpd capacity to
500,000 gpd with discharge of the treated effluent into Malibu Creek to
support development under the full Plan. However, this expansion will only be
allowed by the County if their plans for a regional sewer system are
abandoned. If a regional system is built, the University would be required to
connect to the system. The regional system is stil]l in the planning stages.

A supplemental EIR was prepared for the previously recommended $86 million
Montgomery System. Environmental documents were also prepared for
citizen-backed alternative plans which include an On-Site Wastewater

Management System and a STEP system which would allow most homes to stay
wholly or partially on private on-site sewage disposal systems and a smaller

m
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treatment plant located within or adjacent to the Civic Center area to
the Pepperdine campus, the Civic Center area and possibly the areas of
Colony, Malibu Road, the Malibu Colony Plaza and the north Civic Center

handle
[he
area.

Any plan ultimately approved by the County will also require approval by the

Coastal Commission.

The Commission has previously approved the expansion of the MMWRP to th

capacity proposed under the LRDP but with effluent disposal through spripy

irrigation on the campus. However due to the concerns over deep percol
stability of downslope properties and groundwater level increase the co
has required that any plant expansion be coupled with creek discharge i
of additional irrigation of the grounds.

Discharge of one-half million gallons per day of wastewater into Malib
which empties into Malibu Lagoon raises concerns since both these mari
resources are designated ESHAs under the certified Malibu LUP. The Uni
contends that the State Regional Water Resources Control Board will gr
permit for the creek discharge since LVMWD currently disposes of up to
million gpd into the upper reaches of the creek. The Commission howev
that the State Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) which has juri
over Malibu Lagoon and which has expended considerable public resource
restore and enhance the Lagoon has concerns over this plan. 1In the la
Response to Comments document for the Phase I portion of the Specific
DPR disagreed with the University's contention that the impacts of an
additional 0.5 million gpd would be negligible and cites potential adv
impacts to the Lagoon from increased volume of water creating an even ]
stable environment, the higher water levels possibly causing more leac
untreated wastes from adjacent Civic Center septic system, and possibl
adverse effects from the change in the ratio betiween fresh, brackish a
water.

The Commission's approval of any regional sewer system also can not be
for granted. As P227B and P227C of the certified LUP state, a system

be approved if marine resources are protected from degradation or aggr
‘of public health problems; the system as well as construction methods

insure the integrity of the sewer lines and not further aggravate the

geologically unstable areas of Big Rock, Las Flores Mesa, Rambla Pacif
Rambla Orienta, Carbon Mesa, Malibu Road and portions of Pacific Coast
Highway; will not significantly interfere with traffic movement along

cost efficient; and is sized to the ultimate level of buildout allowed
the LUP and is therefore not growth inducing.

Additionally, Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act requires that new

development be allowed only in areas and at levels which can be accomm
by the infrastructure and not have individual or cumulative adverse im
coastal resources. The University has not proven that there is adequa
permanent sewage disposal capacity for the level of proposed developme
Malibu Mesa plant can be expanded only if the County formally abandons
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Therefore, based on the above findings the Pepperdine University LROP as
proposed is not in conformity with the marine resources protection or
development policies of the Coastal Act in that it does not assure that an
environmentally sound, permanent method of sewage disposal is available for
new facilities that increase wastewater generation.

VIII. FINDINGS FOR SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS

The Commission finds that if the Pepperdine University Long Range Development
Plan is modified as set forth in Section VI of this report, it will be in
conformance with the applicable Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.
Further, if the University adopts the Suggested Modifications as specified
within six months of the Commissions action (March 11, 1990) and the
Commission is so notified, the Long Range Development Plan will be effectively
certified.

The specific facilities approved under the Pepperdine University LRDP is
listed in Exhibits 8, Pepperdine University Master Plan Facilities, as
modified by the revisions of Exhibits 8a and 8b. When full build-out of the
LRDP occurs the University will be able to handle an enrollment of 5,000 FTE"
students. Under the LRDP approximately 1.2 million sq. ft. of additional
facilities will be built including, 414 additional on-campus student and
faculty/staff housing units will be built on both the 225 acre graded portion
of the campus and the 72 acre expansion area to the northwest of the existing
campus. New or expanded academic facilities include a 75,000 sq. ft.
expansion of the School of Law, 100,000 sq. ft. student union and support
facilities, a new 77,000 sq. ft. School of Business, a new church school
facility, several new academic complexes and buildings, conference and
reception centers, tennis and racquetball courts, and other sports and
recreational facilities.

In their review and approval of the modified Pepperdine University Long Range
Development Plan, the Commission found that the modified LRDP would allow the
University reasonable growth while preserving the natural scenic beauty and
biological integrity of the undeveloped sliopes, maintaining and enhancing
access to the coast and coastal recreational facilities such as the two trails
which cross the University property as well as the provision of new and
expanded visitor-serving activities on the campus. If modified as specified
in section VI of this report the Long Range Development Plan will be
consistent with the applicable Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and will
not prejudice the local government efforts in the preparing the Implementing
Actions Plan portion of the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Local Coastal
Program.

VISUAL RESOURCES

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act requires that the scenic and visual qualities
of a coastal area be considered in approving new development or a plan which
will allow for development such as the subject Long Range Development Plan.
Further this section of the Coastal Act requires that the alteration of

natural land forms be minimized and development be visually compatible with
the character of the surrounding area.

e —— |
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é1ear1y the issue of greatest concern presented by the Pepperdine Univefsity

Long Range Development Plan as proposed is the considerable land form
alteration, and its associated impacts on the visual and environmentall

sensitive habitat (ESHA) resources of the 72 acre expansion area, the apj

undisturbed watershed cover and the off-shore ESHAs. The impacts on Pa
Coast Highway and thus public access to coastal recreational areas, of
doubled enrolIment of 5,000 FTE was also of concern and generated consi
debate. .Other issues addressed were geologic and hydrogeologic stabili
visual impacts and compatibility of buildings to be constructed at heig
to 85 feet above finished grade.

Land form alteration associated with the 72 acre expansion area involve
million cubic yards of grading. This amount is broken down into 410,00

cut and 432,000 c.y. fil1 for stabilization of the nine landslides exisgi

the undisturbed area. The remaining 1.09 million c.y. of cut and 1.07

c.y. of fill is for the construction of the 182,000 sq. ft. of new road
the pads for the facilities proposed in the expansion area. These figu
were based on detailed geotechnical investigation to determine the exte

grading necessary to stabilize the landslides and to determine if there] i

portion of the active Malibu Coast Fault or any splays thereof on the c
The additional geotechnical investigation also provided information on
ultimate alignment of the road and the appropriate location of the pro
structures.

The Commission found that the University had determined through geotech
jnvestigation, a realistic figure, to the greatest extent possible, th
of land form alteration necessary to stabilize the expansion area so th
will meet acceptable stability factors of safety. The Commission also
considered the additional grading involved in the construction of the rp

of several alternatives as described in the following section of this
that the only way to reduce the amount of grading would be to eliminat
portions of the proposed Plan.

and pads as proposed by the LRDP. The Commission found, after consideEF

Although the Commission's permit history in Malibu has been to deny or
significantly reduce proposed land form alteration, there were several
which entered into the decision to depart from past practices in appro
level of land form alteration in the Pepperdine University LRDP. Afte
consideration of several alternatives the approved Plan was found to b
with the mitigation measures of the Suggested Medifications and those
by the University in its open space designation of the majority of the
acre expansion area including the major ridgelines, the alternative whi
least environmentally damaging and that any adverse visual impacts are
mitigated to the greatest extent feasible.

The Commission recognizes that Pepperdine University is considered one p
finest institutions of higher learing in the United States and in the wp
In order to remain competitive the University must expand its facﬂ*’:ti{
Currently one of the University's schools is located off-site and it i
desire of the University to consolidate its campus at the Malibu locati
The other proposed expansions and additions are necessary to keep the
university competitive.

Because of the mountainous topography of the 800 acre campus, expansion
level approved under the Long Range Development Plan pecessitates majon
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form alteration. The existing 225 acre campus, graded before the Coastal Act,
was construted by major alteration to Marie Canyon in a manner similar to that
under the approved Long Range Development Plan expansion. The canyon
contained several landslides which were removed or reinforced, a subdrain
system and a large catchment basin put in place, and the canvon filled to its
depth before the numerous buildings and recreational facilities were
constructed.

The Commission further found that Pepperdine University is a visitor-serving
institution as well as one of higher learing. Students from all fifty states
of the United States as well as from up to sixty-five foreign countries each
year are enrolled at the campus. These students come to Pepperdine partly
because of its coastal location and gain a greater appreciation of ocean and
the coastal hills and canyons surrounding the campus. Many of the campus
facilities, such as the meeting and conference facilities, libraries, theater,
athlethic events and art shows are also used or attended by the local Malibu
community and by residents of the greater Los Angeles area.

Several mitigation measuress were either offered by the University or imposed
by the Commission to minimize the adverse visual impact caused by the land
form alteration and roads and buildings at heights above that of the
surrounding area to be constructed on the natural ridges and hillside

terrain. The most important visua) impact mitigation was the reservation as
open space of the remaining 500 + acres of natural slopes and more significant
ridgelines surrounding the approved 72 acre expansion area. Although the
Commission did not require that all of this open space area be deed restricted
for open space purposes or that it be offered to a public agency or non-profit
group in the form of an easement in the normal manner, it was made clear that
the University's land use designation of this extensive acreage as open space
was the basis for its approval of the significant visual impact of the Yand
form alteration and construction on the 72 acre area. ,

The Commission found that it was not necessary to deed restrict the area for
open space uses as this is not the method used in long range planning for
other areas. Deed restrictions or open space easements are not required at
the time of approval of Land Use Plans for cities and counties. In the review
and certification of Land Use Plans, which also must be consistent with the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, the Commission only requires that
environmentally sensitive habitat areas or areas with significant views be
designated as conservation or open space areas by designating the land use as
such. '

The Commission recognizes that an LRDP is not quite the same as an LUP in that
the land subject to the LRDP is owned by the applicant whereas the local
government is the applicant on an LUP and would not have the legal ability to
record a deed restriction or easement on private property. Further, there is
no subsequent implementation plan requirement for an LRDP as there is for an
LUP. Once an LUP is approved the local government must prepare an
implementation plan which would assure that the land designated as open space
will require subsequent deed restriction, easements, acquisition, land swaps,
development standards or other methods of assuring that the identified
resources are protected when the landowner applies for a coastal development
permit. Once an LRDP is approved there is not subsequent implementation plan

which is subject to Commission review and approval. However the Commission
notes that development may not occur in the designated open space area unless

( .
el
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an amendment to the LROP is approved. Only the development spec1f1’ca1‘1£

approved under the Long Range Development Plan may occur, subject to t
Commission notificatien procedures of Section 30606 of the Coastal Act.

The Long Range Development Plan was approved by the Commission with sp
findings that this open space area was necessary as mitigation for the
impacts caused by the development under the approved Plan. If the Uni
later wished to change this open space designation in order to develop
area an amendment would be required from the Coastal Commission. Even
Commission had required a deed restriction or an open space easement,
University would still be able to file an amendment request to change
restriction or easement, although an easement if picked up by a third
would also require the third party approval.

Specifically, Modifications 1, 2, and 12 as outlined in Section VI of

report are considered mitigation measures to lessen the adverse visual
of the land form alteration which will result in the implementation of
LROP. Modification 1 will assure that any scientific research occurin
remaining 500 acre watershed area will be consistent with the preserva
protection of the habitat. Modification 2 requires that the environme
sensitive habitat area of the northeastern portion of the open space a
designated as the Malibu Canyon significant Watershed in the certified
Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan be preserved and managed a
space by offering an easement to a public agency or non-profit group f
purpose. The Commission noted that the Significant Watershed is adjac
Jands presently being considered by the Santa Monica Mountains Conserv
acquisition as open space and that both the Santa Monica Mountains Con
and the Coastal Conservancy expressed interest in acquiring the open s
easement to further their environmentally sensitive habitat preservati
efforts in the area. This was found to be the preferred method of ass
consistent and permanent management and preservation of the environmen
sensitive habitat area.

Modification 12 requires that the visual impact of structures to be bu
one of the higher elevations ih the area north of the existing develop
be lessened to the greatest extent feasible by reducing the height of
buildings to a maximum of 35 feet above existing grade, setting the st
back of the edge of the graded pad and the use of landscaping and comp
colors, textures and materials to soften or screen the development.

The Commission finds that with the 500+ acre open space designated as
of the Long Range Development Plan, and the mitigation measures set fo

Modifications 1, 2 and 12, that the approved Pepperdine Univeristy Lon
Development Plan is consistent with the visual resource protection pol
the Coastal Act.

HAZARDS

section 30253 of the Coastal Act requires that new development assure
stability and structural integrity of a site and the surrounding area,
contribute to or cause erosion and minimize risks to life and property

areas where high geologic, flood or fire hazard exists. The geologic

instability of the campus and adjacent area south of the campus was of jgreat
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concern to the Commission in its consideration of the development proposed in
the LRDP.

The Commission concluded the November, 1988 public hearing on the LRDP by ,
requiring the University to perform extensive geotechnical and

hydrogeotechnical investigation, in coordination with Commission staff, to

determine the extent of these types of hazards. The property owners south of
the campus also expressed concern over the shortcomings of the hydrological
monitoring system previously installed in conjunction with the University's
spray irrigation program.

At the September, 1989 Commission hearing Commission staff made a detailed
presentation of the geologic and hydrogeologic situation of the existing
campus and that which would exist with development under the LRDP, based on
analysis of the information which had been generated by the University. The
adjacent landowner to the south of the site as well as other concerned
citizens were not convinced that the further development of the campus will
not contribute to the instability of surrounding area. The Commission noted
that any ground water and instability problems south of Pacific Coast Highway
are contributed to by all the of property within the watershed that drains
into Winter, Middle and Marie canyons and the activities on adjacent lands
such as Malibu Bluffs State Park. The Commission found that the additional
geotechnical investigation and subsequent revisions to the site and grading
plans and abandonment of the previous spray irrigation concept and the
implementation of the Hydrologic Monitoring Program provides a reasonable
level of assurance that development under the approved LRDP will not cause
instability on or off site provided the recommendations of the University's
consulting engineers, in addition to the mitigation measures of the applicable
Suggested Modifications are implemented.

Modifications 5, 6, 10 and 11 are madto to address the geologic and hydrologic
conditions of the campus. Modifications 5, 6 and 10 requires the University
to modify the previous Spray Irrigation Management Plan (SIMP) concept, which
was found to be inadequate in monitoring the impacts of irrigation, and to
adopt the Hydrogeological Monitoring Program (HMP) devised by their
engineering consultants. Only that amount of water which can be applied
without contributing to causing instability or ground water level rise will be
applied to the campus. Further, annual monitoring reports will be submitted
to the Coastal Commission for review and any necessary adjustments to the
irrigation program are to be made. A representative of the Malibu Road
Property Owners Association will be allowed to monitor water levels in wells
south of Pacific Coast Highway.

Modification 1) assures seismic stability by requiring that all structures are
setback a safe distance from the active Malibu Coast Fault or any splays
thereof found to be active or potentially active. As modified, the Pepperdine
University LRDP mitigates to the extent feasible any significant adverse
impacts associated with the geology of the campus. Therefore the modified
LRDP is consistent with section 30253 of the Coastal Act.
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PUBLIC ACCESS

Sections 30210, 30211, 30212.5, and 30214 of the Coastal Act require th
maximum public access, consistent with private property rights and reso
protection be provided in new development or a plan for new development
development not interfer with any existing public rights of access, and
lower cost visitor serving recreational opportunities be provided and

protected. Further, section 30252 and 30250 (a) of the Coastal Act reqpi
development plan to allow only that level of development in appropriate
locations which can maintain and promote public access to coastal recre
areas.

The Commission found it necessary to modify the Pepperdine University

assure that the above public access goals of the Coastal Act are carri out
There was considerable discussion as to whether the traffic analysis unfler
full build-put adequately projected the public acees impacts of the LRDP. The
Commission recognizes the existing unacceptable level of service along fome
stretches of Pacific Coast Highway during the peak travel period. Peak] travel
for University commuters was found to be at times other than the currenk peak
traffic period. Additionally, as modified the LRDP will assist in the
establishment of a transportation committee to study and recommend overpl]
improvements to PCH recognizing that the impacts of the LRDP should not] be
isolated from the impacts caused by all development affecting the highwhy.
Modification 4 furhter requires the University to pay its fair share o
traffic improvements when development under the LRDP causes an adjacen
intersection to exceed the County's acceptable level of service standarfs.
Modification 3 requires the University to formally recognize the publid's
right of continued use of the Coastal Slope and Mesa Peak trails that dross
the campus.

The Commission found that these trails are an important alternative meahs of
travel throughout the Santa Monica Mountains and provide an important lpwer
cost visitor recreation activity in the form of hiking and horse back rfiding.
The adopted trail findings (Exhibit 2) also explain that the trail dedications
are partial mitigation for the adverse cumulative impact the new studerjts and
additienal faculty and staff will have on the two trails and the trail kystem
in general and the adjacent beaches and other coastal recreation facilfties.
The Commission found that the University being a visitor-serving facilfty and
with the dedication of the trail easements were not required to pay intlo the
in-Tieu access fund that non-visitor serving commercial facilities in Malibu
have to contribute to under the certified LUP. The University provideq many
visitor-serviing facilities and activities on-campus and will be formafly

dedicating the two trails that 1ie partially on the property.

The Commission found that as modified above the Pepperdine University {RDP
mitigates to the extent feasible the significant adverse public access |impacts
caused by the plan and that the LRDP is consistent with the public accdss
policies of the Coastal Act.
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ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITAT AREAS

SEction 30240 of the Coastal Act requires that environmentally sensitive
habitat areas (ESHA) be protected against significant disruption of habitat
values and that only uses dependent upon such area be allowed. Development
adjacent to ESHAs are to also assure no significant disruption.

Modification 2 to the LRDP requires the University to dedicate an open space
“easement over the approximately 150 acre sensitive resources area north of the
developed campus which is designated as a portion of the Malibu Canyon
Significant Watershed in the certified LUP for the area.

The remaining 600+ acre area is in a natural, undeveloped state (except for
several narrow dirt roads) with significant vegetation and therefore under the
strictest definition of an ESHA of the Coasta) Act qualifies as an ESHA.
However the LUP does not designate all of this area as "Significant Watershed"
which is afforded the highest level of protection. The LROP will develop
approximately 70 acres of natural vegetation to construct a 72 acre expansion

to the campus and the associated roads.

However the approved LRDP designates three-fourths of the 830 acre campus as
open space and allows only limited scientific reserach activities and hiking
and equestian uses on the trails. Therefore most of the ESHA will be
preserved will allowing for necessary University expansion.

The Commissiion therefore finds that the LRDP with a significant portion of
the campus designated as undeveloped open space and/or within an open space
easement to be dedicated to a public agency for protection and management, the
modified plan is consistent with the application habitat policies of the
Coastal Act.

MARINE RESOURCES

Sections 30230, 30231, and 30236 of the Coastal Act require that the
biological productivity of coastal waters and streams be maintained and
restroed where feasible. Specifically required is the minimization of adverse
effects of wastewater discharge, control of runoff and alteration of patural
streams and loss of assocaited riparian vegetation.

Development of the existing 225 acre campus drastically altered the natural
stream of Marie Canyon and required the installation of a subdrain system and
retention basin. The additional development of the 72 acre expansion area
will add insignificantly to this condition. Drainage improvements will be
made to assure that runoff from impervious surfaces and parking lots will not
significant adversely impact ocean waters and .off-shore kelp beds.

LROP development increases wastewater generation from approximately 225,000
gpd to 398,000 gpd according to the University. The LRDP permits the
University to expand the Malibu Mesa Wastewater Reclamation Plant to
accommodate the additional treatment demand should the County of Los Angeles
not be successful in constructing a regional sewer system.

Expansion of the plant must be protective of the biological resources of the
Halibu Lagoon and the off sbore kelp beds. The modified, the Pepperdine

“
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Univesity LRDP mitigates to the extent feasible any adverse 1mpact5 to fparine
resources and is therefore consistent with the applicable policies of tje
Coastal Act.

ALTERNATIVES TO THE APPROVED LRDP

In review and ultimate approval of the modified Pepperdine University Lpng
Range Development Plan several alternatives to the approved plan were
considered, as is required by the California Environmental Quality Act.] CEQA
regulations require that the least environmentally damaging alternative]to a
project or plan be chosen over other alternatives and that if there are]any
significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the best
alternative, then they must be mitigated to the extent feasible. The

environmental impacts that must be considered under the the Chapter 3 pplicies
of the Coastal Act are public access, visual resources, environmentally
sensitive habitat areas, hazards, and marine resocurces. The Commission
considered the impacts of the above policy areas in its deliberation of] the
several alternatives of the Pepperdine University LRODP.
Under CEQA regulations the County of Los Angeles or the lead agency prepared
an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Pepperdine University Specfific
Plan, 1982-1997. Through that process a Draft EIR was circulated and affected
agencies and concerned citizens and groups commented. The Coastal Commfission
was one of the agencies commenting on the draft EIR. Several addenda ahd
response to comments documents were prepared. The County of Los Angel
uitimately approved the Final EIR , Conditional Use Permit for the firsk phase
of the Specific Plan or LRDP and a zone change and conceptual approval pf the
LRDP that was before the Commission in November, 1988. As detailed in parlier
sections of this report, there were challenges to the adequacy of the HIR for
the LRDP. The Commission however found that the additional environmenth)
impact analysis that had been prepared at its request was adequate and [that
its actions to consider and act on the LRDP was proper within its authgrity
given by the Secretary of Resources.
The Coastal Commission considered several alternatives to the ultimate:
approved Pepperdine University Long Range Development Plan. Commissior] review
" of long range planning for the University began in 1983 when & special
condition of permit 5-82-802 required the university to submit a comprghensive
plan for campus expansion. The required "University Plan" was to specifiy the
maximum future enrollment of the campus, the intended population of on-dcampus
residents and other, the scale and location of future faciiities, and
capital improvements plan covering water and sewage facilities. The
Commission held a public hearing on May 27, 1983 on the University or Jpecific

Plan. The Commission found in denying the plan that approval would be
premature since the the Land Use Plan for the Malibu/Santa Monica Mounfains
was in the planning stages and because the plan had not been widely
circulated. The Commission extended its review of the Specific Plan tq a
period extending through the completion of the Malibu/Santa Monica Moufftains
LUP. The plan before the Commission in 1983 was essentially the same flan
reviewed by the Commission at the November, 1988 public hearing. Howeyer,
subsequent to the May, 1983 Commission review revisions to the plan wege made

as a result of the comments received during the EIR process.
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" The Commission considered a no-project alternative, which would Timit the
University to its existing level of development. This alternative is

‘ discussed on pages 61--62 of the Draft EIR and was considered by the
Commission each time it denied the proposed LROP. The Commission rejected

1 this alternative, since prohibiting expansion would 1imit the University's
ability to respond to continuing accreditation requirements and diminish the

i University's substantial, ongiong and growing role in meeting the demand for
higher education in California.

\ .

| Additionally, the EIR for the LRDP, which was considered by the Commission,

| considered the alternative of University expansion of its programs in Long

| Beach, Encino, Culver City and Orange County. The Commission finds that none
of these alternative sites are large enough to accommodate the facilities
planned in the LRDP. The Commission recognizes that the goals of the proposed
LRDP include the continued use of off-campus eductional centers, with the
administration of the large business school graduate program located on the

| Malibu campus, where a small residential MBA program, the law school and

| undergraduate education wil) be provided. The Commission has determined that

‘ the goals of the LRDP cannot be achieved through this alternative, and thus

} rejected it as infeasible.

|

|

|

|

\

|

|

In August, 1988 the University submitted to the Comission for review and
action the Pepperdine University Specific Plan, 1982-1997. That plan would
have also allowed an enrollment of 5,000 FTE students but development under
the plan was different. The previous proposal was for a total of 704
additional on-campus student and faculty/staff housing units and additional
academic and support facilities totalling 2 million square feet. The previous
plan represents nearly twice as much development as the approved plan. The
expansion area was comprised of two separate sites to the west and northwest
of the existing developed campus area and contained 434 of the proposed
housing units and 435,000 sq. ft. of the academic and support facilities.

| Further development within the existing developed campus was 270 additional
housing units and another 627,000 sq. ft. of academic and support facilities.
The previous Plan also included a 196,000 sq. ft. recreation area, 200,000 sq.
ft. of new roads, 6,000 sq. ft. relocated equestrian center and water storage
tanks for a capacity of 250,000 gallons (see Exhibit &, Previous Site Plan).

At the November, 1988 public hearing the Commission considered both the LRDP

that had been proposed by the University and an alternative plan recommended

| by Commission staff. Staff recommended the Commission approve a plan for only

| approximately 110,000 sq. ft. of development, to be located within the 225

acre developed campus area with several Suggested Modifications regarding

| public access, visual impacts, hazards, and marine resource protection, and to

| approved suggested guidance for the University to prepare additional

| environmental impact analysis and to resubmit a Plan which would have allowed
the proposed build-out of the additional 850,000 sq. ft. of development within

| the developed campus area. Staff's recommendation was that the Commission

| deny any expansion into 600+ acre undisturbed land to the west and northwest

| of the 225 acre developed portion of the campus and that the better

| alternative would be to cluster any additional facilities in the already

} developed 225 acre campus area.

The Commission considered both the LRDP as submitted by the University and the

alternative recommended by staff and denied the University's propesal and
postponed action on the recommend Suggested Modifications. The Commission

w
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found that the absence of updated and complete environmental analysis
regarding traffic and geologic and hydrologic impacts of the LRDP was a|major
factor in denying the proposal. The Commission however expressed relucjance
to adopt the findings recommended by staff that expansion into the undifturbed
watershed portion of the campus was inappropriate without considering apy
potential mitigation measures which could make the expansion approvable} The
Commission left open the idea that development in that area could be apnroved
provided additional geotechnical analysis proved that the area could be
developed safely and the visual impact of roads and buildings could be
analyzed and mitigated appropriately.

———

Several more alternatives to the Pepperdine University LRDP were consid
the Commission at the September, 1989 public hearing. The University h
consolidated the development in the expansion area previously proposed

acre site to the northwest and a 7.5 acre site to the west of the devel

campus area to a 72 acre site between the two. Grading had been reducell by
approximately 200,000 cubic yards. Further, development in the expansipn area
had been significant?y reduced by approximately 65% from one million sqpare
feet to 385,000 sq. ft. Within the existing developed campus area,
development was also reduced from approximately one million sq. ft. to P50,000
sq. ft.

The Commission also considered the staff recommended alternative to the
proposed LRDP which was denial of the plan as proposed and approval wit
modifications that portion of the plan (850,000 sq. ft.) to be clustere

within the already developed campus area with the remainder of the campps area
to be permanently preserved as open space by an open space easement fo

habitat and visual resource protection. Other alternatives considered Bt the
meeting were approval of the proposed 72 acre expansion area with an oppn
space deed restriction or easment over the remainder of the undisturbed|area,
the transfer of some of the development proposed in the expansion area fo the
developed campus area and the relocation of development proposed within] the
expansion area off the ridgelines and steep slope areas to less prominept
areas within the expansion area.

The Commission found that all of these alternatives were not feasible. | They
cited the lack of precedence for the extensive open space deed restrictfion or
easement of the staff's recommendation. They also found that there was] not
enough room within the existing campus area to expand and consolidate f-site
universities facilities .in a manner desired by the University to acheivp its
educational goals. Ultimately the Commission found that the University can be
expanded in a manner which is both protect1ve of the coastal resources pnd
achieves the goals of the University to remain competitive and grow at
reasonable rate. The LRDP alternative modified and approved by the Compmission
is the least environmentally damaging alternative with mitigation measures to

lessen the adverse impacts to the extent feasible.

2801D
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Coastal Trails - Access and Recreation

The Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Area Plan Trail System Map (1983)
indicates that the Coastal Slope and Mesa Peak Trails cross the northern
portin of the subject campus. Both trails have been adopted by the Stat of
California Department of Parks and Recreation and the Conty of Los Angeles as
part of the General Plan. 1In additin, the trails are incorporated in the
aforementioned Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Area Plan and the certified Land
Use Plan. According to the Santa Monica Mountains Trails Council, the Coastal
Slope and Mesa Peak Trails receive the highest priority for acquisition of all
thie trails which exist in the Santa Monica Mountains because they connect to
the Backbone Trail which will eventually traverse the nountains from Will
Rogers State Park in Pacifica Palisades on the east to Point Mugu State Park
on the west for a total distance of 62 miles. Along the route, the trail will
provide links with most of the major parks in the mountains and virtually all
of the lateral trails. Many millions of dollars have been spent by the
Department of Parks and Recreation and the National Park Service to acquire
land for the Backbone Trail Corridor and the lateral trails which feed into
them. Much of the trails traverse large undeveloped parcels which have been
or will be purchased for public use, however, it will be necessary to acquire
easements across many developed and privately owned parcels in order to
complete the trails.. The Commission has required the dedication of easements
for the Coastal Sliope and Mesa Peak trails as conditions of approval of
development near the subject property in past actions.

The Coastal Act requires the Coastal Commission to require maximum public
access for every project and to reserve lands suitable for coastal recreation
for that purpose. The Coastal Act also requires each development to provide
adequate recreational lands to serve the needs of the development. Applicable
sections of the Coastal Act provide as follows:

Section 30210

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 30212(a)

Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and
along the coast shall be provided in new development projects...

Section 30212.5 _

wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including
parking areas or faciTities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as
to mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or
overuse by the public of any single area.

Section 30213

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected,
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public
recreational opportunities are preferred.
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Section 30223

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

Section 30252

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 development or in other areas that will minimize
the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing non-automobile 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 from high
intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring the
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. (emphasis added)

Section 30530

There is a need to coordinate public access programs so as to
minimize costly duplication and conflicts and to assure that, to the
extent practicable, different access programs compiement one another and
are incorporated within an_integrated system of public accessways to and
along the state's coastline. (emphasis added)

1. Background and Adopted Land Use Plan Policies.

In Malibu an existing system of heavily used but informal trails has been
jeopardized by the conversion of open lands to housing. 1In order to preserve .
these trails, Los Angeles County adopted a system of trails for the Santa
Monica Mountains, which is now adopted by ordinance into the highway element
of the County's general plan, and is also part of the certified Land Use Plan
and the plan for the National Recreation Area. The proposed development is on
a parcel which lies on both the Mesa Peak and the Coastal Slope lateral
trails, a designated segment of this major trail system. The trail system
includes the Backbone Trail, a main route leading from the heart of the
metropolitan Los Angeles area past Leo Carrillo State Beach at the Ventura
County-Los Angeles County border to Point Mugu State Park in Ventura County.
Cross-mountain lateral trails link the major population center of the San
Fernando Valley with the numerous State and County-operated mountain and beach
parks between downtown Santa Monica and Point Mugu State Park. Two designated
regional connector trails link the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains trail system
with a larger regional system which 1inks the beach and mountain areas with
trails in the Simi Valley, San Gabriel Mountains, and inland areas.

In permitting residential areas in the Santa Monica Mountains to build out,
planning agencies have found that to assure continued recreational use of the
mountains by the general public, compatible recreation facilities to serve
both the residents of the new development and the existing recreational

M
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visitors must be provided. A comprehensive recreation plan for the Santa
Monica Mountains has been adopted that includes acquisition by the National
Park Service and the California Department of Parks and Recreation of
extensive tracts of land for recreation, careful review of development near
such areas to ensure that it is sited and designed to be compatible with
recreational uses, and development of a system of scenic highways and hiking
and equestrian trails to 1ink the larger units together and to retain access
to views, provide recreational opportunities, and provide an alternative mode
of access to all areas of the mountains and adjacent coastal areas.

In the certified Land Use Plan, Los Angeles County has identified specific
routes for hiking and equestrian trails--routes that follow existing trails
through the mountains and in some instances consolidate them. The plan
requires that trails identified in the adopted trails maps be dedicated at the
time of development of adjacent property:

P44 A trail dedication requirement shall be a condition of approval for
new development as defined in Coastal Act Section 30212(b) where the
property encompasses a mapped trail alignment, as indicated in Figure
3 of the LUP, or where the Coastal Commission has previously required
trail easements. Nothing in this policy shall preciude relocating a
trajl that has historically been used by the public as a trail so
long as the new trail is equivalent for purposes of public use. Both
new development and the trail alignment shall be sited to provide
maximum privacy for residents and maximum safety for trail users.
Property owners and residents shall not be permitted to grade or
develop the trail area in such a way as to render the trail unsafe or
unusable. Where a trail is proposed prior to development occurring
in an area, credit shall be given to the landowner that will run with
the land by formal agreement if a donation is involved. The
dedication of a trail right-of-way shall give the landowner the right.
to request the County to deduct that area from the assessed area of
that parcel for tax purposes. It is expressly understood that the
public agency shall accept the public liability for operation of the
trail. )

Two of the trails identified in the adopted trail system is the Coastal Slope
and Mesa Peak trails, which 1ink the growing subcommunity on and above the
coastal terrace and helps to connect oceanfront beaches and parks with the
remainder of the trail system. These trails quite often runs along developed
roads such as Anacapa View Drive, Winding Way and others, which in many
instances, including this one, are designated as private roads. The applicant
obtains access to this parcel through an easement, the terms of which allow
the original developer of the area a continuing right to offer the 50' wide
right of way to the County. 1In some other areas of the Santa Monica
Mountains, roads created in this general manner have been determined to have
acquired some of the attributes .of public roads; the status of this portion of
Anacapa View Drive has not been investigated as of this writing. Many of the
roads of this type that have been used as trails and along which the
designated trails lie will probably not be accepted into the County road
system because they are not constructed to the standards of the County road
department. 1n many instances, they might constitute maintenance headaches
because of unstable geologic conditions. MNonetheless, while they may be




Pepperdine Unive~sity LRDP
Exhibit 2
Page 4

deemed unsuitable for public vehicular access, these trails have become
important and commonly used recreational assets and a means of providing links
between growing centers of development in the mountains.

The Coastal Slope Trail also follows Anacapa View Drive. Anacapa View Drive
is commonly used by equestrians and hikers, and has been for a number of
years. However, because the subdivision occurred by a method that avoided the
requirement for access in the subdivision map act, it has never been formally
dedicated. Formal dedication may not be necessary to continue the use of this
trail, because as in the case of other commonly used trails in the mountains,
there is a stroeng 1ikelihood that prescriptive rights have been established.
However, as areas like this build out, the increased demands on facilities
like the trail system make it necessary to formalize trails that can be
maintained by the County, and that tie into other portions of the adopted
trail system.

2. The proposed development and residential development plus commercial and
recreational development as allowed in the approved Malibu Area Land Use Plan
will have a substantially adverse impact on_beaches, trails, and other
recreational facilities in the Malibu-S5anta Monica Mountains area in the form
of congestion and overcrowding of the facilities themselves.

a. The existing capacity of recreational facilities in the Malibu-Santa
Monica Mountains areas is already being exceeded and has been exceeded for
some time.

In 1980, the State Department of Parks and Recreation estimated that as of
1970, there was an unmet demand for approximately camping units, 18,600 picnic
sites, and 5,700 miles of trails in Planning District 8 (which includes Los
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Imperial Counties). By 1990,
the unmet demand is expected to increase to 40,940 camping units, 46,800
picnic sites, and 11,7800 miles of trail. The State Department of Parks and
Recreation also reported that passive recreational activities such as walking
and horseback riding constitute 61 to 91% of the use of State parks in general.

The staff of the Los Angeles County Department of Parks indicates that the Los
Angeles County standards are based upon the Open Space Standards and
Guidelines of the Mational Recreation and Parks Association, adopted in 1983.

b. The existing capacity of the trail'system. including support
facilities, is not adequate to meet existing demand.

Available data indicates that the trail and related support facilities are
currently experiencing sustained demand that is often over the capacity of the
system. The State Department of Parks and Recreation maintains official use
and capacity statistics for units that provide overnight campsites, and
estimates of the number of- people turned away are also available from the
reservations service used by the Department and in some cases from individual
unit manager estimates. Presently available data shows that the currently
available campsites at Point Mugu State Park, at the upcoast end of the trail
system, are full and have a substantial number of turnaways during the
entirety of the peak recreational season, from May through September. In
addition, weather permitting, they are full during most weekends during the
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day-use units which do not charge fees, so no official estimates are available
for some of the other trailhead areas maintained by them. However, the
managers of certain of the privately owned recreational facilities within the
Santa Monica Mountains that also tie into the trail system have found it
desirable to adopt a reservation-only approach to public use in order to deal
with the Timited trail and parking capacity of the areas under their control.
These presently include the Peter Strauss Ranch, managed by the Santa Monica
Mountains Conservancy; Rocky Oaks, managed by the National Park Service; and
the Cold Creek Canyon Preserve, now managed by the Santa Monica Mountains
Restoration Trust. All provide controlled trail access with some level of
active management, such as ranger-led hikes or access via a permit system.

A substantial portion of the existing demand is being generated by residents
of the Malibu-Santa Monica Mountains area. Tabulations prepared in September,
1987 summarizing participation in organized hikes between July 18, 1986 and
September 15, 1987 indicated that of a total of 41 hikes in which a total of
1,064 people signed rosters, 38% of the hikers lived within the Santa Monica
Mountain area. These numbers reflect only scheduled and publicized leader-led
hikes and do not include an estimate of individual and family use of the trail
system; a reasonable inference would be that at least as high a percentage of
this unscheduled use would consist of persons 1iving in close proximity to the
trail system. ‘

The current managers of the trail network, in addition to the Department of
Parks and Recreation and the Santa Monica Mountains Restoration Trust,

include the National Park Service and the Presbyterian Church (which maintains
a retreat facility that also serves as a major trailhead in Temescal Canyon
just north of Sunset Boulevard. The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy has
acquired a directly adjacent site and plans to open an improved and managed
trailhead in 1988.) All managers report steadily increasing trail use and an
increasing amount of tension among the traditional users of the trails. A
variety of management techniques are being used to minimize these conflicts
and thus to help maximize compatible use of the current trail network.

One such management technique presently being used to deal with management
problems caused by the current level and type of use of the trail system is a
restriction of the rapidly growing mountain bike user group. Due to the
severity of the existing conflicts between mountain bikes and the other
current users of the trail system (mountain bikes reach speeds of up to 40 mph
on slopes and startle horses and hikers, and a number of accidents have
occurred), the Regional Director of the Scuthern Region of the California
Department of Parks and Recreation, in Regional Director's Order No. 4-174
dated March 18, 1986, utilized his authority under Section 5003 of the
California Public Resources Code and Title 14, Section 4327 of the California

‘Administrative Code to prohibit bicycles on all trails except those expressly

posted to the contrary. The District Superintendent of the Santa Monica
Mountains District states that this was done "because of the conflicts between
users (bicyclists), hikers and equestrians. Other considerations were erosion
of trails and liability from mountain bike accidents.” The Department
considers that this closure was a necessary management tool to assure public
safety, protect public resources, and deal with the existing unacceptable
present level of conflict between mountain bikers and other users of the
existing segments of the trail system.
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Another problem that is arising because of the current level of use of the
trail system is erosion on the trails. As noted above, the State Department
of Parks and Recreation states that mountain bikes have been one cause of this
erosion. Another common cause of trail erosion, and one that has been studied
at some length in similar contexts, is overuse of the trails. A recent study
on management problems in designated wilderness areas points out that
substantial erosion of wilderness trails over the last 10 years has been due
primarily to the dramatic increase of foot and horse traffic on trails that
were never designed to accommodate current volumes of use. Another report,
"tffects of Hikers and Horses on Mountain Trails® (MacQuaid-Cook), states that
"the great boom in outdoor recreation since 1970 has created crowded
conditions in nature reserves, national forests and parks, interpretive sites
and municipal recreation centers. People are ‘taking to the hills* in droves
and many thousands of once armchajr travellers are now exploring the most wild
and remote country they can find.® Throughout the county, particulariy in
open spaces in close proximity to major urban areas, as this is, more trails
are needed to absorb the dramatic increase in demand and use of existing
trails, and thus fulfill Coastal Act Section 30212.5's mandate to distribute
public facilities wherever appropriate and feasible *throughout an area so as
to mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, or overcrowding or
overuse by the public of any single area."

c. The burden caused by the proposed development and other similar
development (both in actual user demand increases and in the form of
greatly increased traffic and congestion which will make it much more
difficult for recreational users to reach the public_and private beaches
arks, campgrounds, trails historic sites, cultural facilities, and
educational services in the Malibu--Santa Monica Mountain area) is very
substantijal.

The Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan certified by the Commission on
December 11, 1986 will allow buildout of 6,582 new residential dwelling units
in addition to the approximately 6,000 dwelling units now existing in the
planning area. Assuming an average household size of 2.5 persons, this would
represent an addition of approximately 16,465 persons.

Even if the estimates of future demand for recreational facilities in the
Malibu-Santa Monica Mountains area were based solely upon per capita
application of projected statewide participation rates in various recreational
activities and the application of currently adopted public agency standards
for park land, an added population of 16,465 persons in the Malibu-Santa
Monica Mountains area could be expected to create a demand for extensive
dcreage of new parks, additional miles of trails, and substantial new beach
areas. Another factor, however, that makes the question of how to meet future
demand even more acute is the nature of the new development in the
Malibu-Santa Monica Mountain area. For a number of reasons, it is likely that
the demands on the trail system from new residents will be higher than
average. That is, the new residents of the Malibu-Santa Monica Mountains area
will generate a disproportionately higher than average demand for recreational
facilities, and particularly for the trail system, thus exacerbating both the
existing shortage and the extent to which this existing shortage will be
drastically worsened by the sheer numbers of new residents allowed by the
recently approved plan.

_—“
R
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These additional factors which may create this result include the following:

1. The new residential areas designated by the approved plan are in close
proximity to one of the few extensive existing or planned trail systems
within the entire Los Angeles basin. Even in its presently unfinished
state, this system, combined as it is with the major public park holdings
of the National Park Service, the State Department of Parks and Recreation
(which owns and manages thousands of acres of protected public lands at
Will Rogers State Historic Park, Topanga State Park, Malibu Creek State
Park, Point Mugu State Park, (which alone has over 90 miles of existing
hiking and equestrian trails), the Robert E. Meyer Memorial Beaches and a
number of smaller holdings), and Los Angeles County, which has major
regional parks at Charmlee and Tapia and manages a number of beach areas,
furnishes a recreational amenity unmatched within the Los Angeles
metropolitan area. This is a major drawing card for potential residents
interested in a high level of outdoor activity.

2. Substantial amounts of public funds are being spent to increase the
number, variety, and attractiveness of the facilities associated with the
trajls themselves, thus greatly increasing the useability of the system
and increasing the incentive for area residents to take full advantage of
this major recreational amenity. The County of Los Angeles recently
obtained a coastal development permit for a major equestrian center in the
Santa Monica Mountains, and substantial amounts of public funds have been
budgeted for the development of riding rings, stabling areas, parking, and
associated facilities. The equestrian center is planned to become another
major trailhead, augmenting those already provided and planned elsewhere
in the system. Similarly, large sums of public money are currently being
spent and are planned to be spent in the near future to provide
campgrounds, picnic and other day use areas, parking, water lines, and
related improvements. One hundred new campsites are expected to be opened
in Malibu Creek State Park in the spring of 1988. A group campground is
being constructed at Charmlee Regional Park and two additional group
campgrounds are authorized by the coastal development permit already
approved for this site. Trail camps at two locations along the Backbone
Trail are planned by the State Department of Parks and Recreation, and the
National Park Service is planning a back-country campground. 1In addition,
major new public acquisitions, such as the extensive Circle X Ranch, have
recently been completed with public monies, and substantial additional
acquisitions by the National Park Service and other entities are planned.
In addition, private services--veterinarian facilities, tack, etc.-—-are
readily available in this area. The scope of the planned trail system and
related facilities is unmatched within the Southern California region, and
furnishes a powerful incentive for those interested in trail use to locate
near the system whenever possible.

3. Some of the other areas of Los Angeles where horses were historically
an accepted and valued adjunct to residential development are under
increasing pressure for denser development and for elimination of
horsekeeping provisions. This pressure to eliminate or restrict
horsekeeping elsewhere makes areas where horses are still allowed, and
particularly where there is easy access to existing support facilities and
where major new public investments are being made to provide desirable
trails and facilities where horses can be ridden, an increasingly scarce
and valuable commodity.

T
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4. Newly developing residential areas which encourage horsekeeping and
indeed which often provide commonly owned or managed trails as a major
neighborhood amenity are for the most part located in more remote portions
of the Los Angeles-Orange-San Diego-Riverside-San Bernardino Counties
area, substantially further removed from historically important major
employment centers and thus demanding a more expensive and time-consuming
commute. Many of these newer neighborhoods that encourage horses are in
areas where the climate is traditionally considered less desirable, where
the terrain is less varied, and where the drama of long-range coastal
views is simply not available (extremely varied and highly striking views,
including those of the Channel Islands, are readily obtainable from many
points on the trail network within the Santa Monica Mountains.)

5. Horsekeeping is an increasingly expensive recreational pursuit,
especially for those participants who for zoning reasons or space
limitations are unable to keep their horses on their own property. The
ability to keep a horse is a valuable attribute of parcels so zoned.
Recreational surveys indicate that the propensity to engage in
recreational pursuits is closely related to the amount of discretionary
income and leisure time enjoyed by an individual. Accordingly, the
extremely expensive housing now being built in the Malibu-Santa Monica
Mountains area can be expected to house many persons whose incomes allow
them to pursue this and other expensive recreational pursuits.

d. The existing capacity of the trail system is not adequate to_meet the
reasonably foreseeable increase in demand attributable to future
development, including this development, in the Malibu-Santa Monica
“Mountains area.

As noted elsewhere in this report, the demand created by the ‘number of new
residents and the potential for greater-than-average demand for trail and
related facilities from the new residents expected in the Malibu-Santa Monica
Mountain area are expected to be substantially over the capacity of the trail
system, thus creating a need to add additional facilities. Yet an additional
level of demand is expected to be generated by persons, possibly inciuding
residents, not now using the trail system, based upon the expressed desires of
large numbers of survey respondents to participate in hiking, horseback
riding, and other forms of active outdoor recreation to an extent greater than
they do now. Thus for a large number of reasons, the existing discrepancy
between supply and demand is expected to become substantially worse in the
future, making it even more crucial to continue to expand the trail system and
expand its capacity as residential development continues. 1If, as discussed
above, it occurs that people who chose to live in the Santa Monica Mountains
will have a higher propensity to own horses and engage in riding, the
locally-generated demand for trail-related facilities will become steadily
more acute as population and use increases.

Other aspects of the problem of meeting future demand are also becoming
increasingly clear as work on the trail system progresses and use of the
system continues to increase. There have been changes in several of the
factors that were originally considered at the time the trail system was
adopted. The practical effect of conflicts such as those cited by the
Department of Parks and Recreation District Superintendent in the order
closing existing trails to mountain bikes, and the recent and very rapidly

B ———————————
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expanding popularity of mountain bikes, are raising a very fundamental
question as to whether the trail systems originally designed in this and other
areas will be sufficient to meet actual future needs. To date, the most
satisfactory manner found to deal with mountain bike-hiker/equestrian
conflicts in other California coastal areas has been to divide the trail
system into parts and to restrict use of some designated traiis to one or
another user group. This has the practical effect of lessening the trail
mileage available for each type of user group. Accordingly, it would become
necessary to increase the total trail mileage over that originally determined
to be sufficent just to provide the same level of service that had originally
been deemed appropriate for that user group. In the Mount Tamalpais area

bike use of designated hiker-equestrian trails, which has had the effect of
raising the level of conflict among user groups and so has led to public
safety problems and an increased degradation of the value of the user
experience for hikers and equestrians. 1t may be that to deal more
effectively with this problem, it will be necessary to increase the physical
separation between various types of users, thus further increasing the total
number of trail miles needed to pravide the desired levels of service.)

A final aspect of the difficulty of meeting future demand in a satisfactory
manner is the decreased level] of public safety that develops as more roads are
developed in the mountains, as more fire trails historically used as trajls
are paved, and as traffic levels and speeds increase accordingly. In a recent
workshop on trail use in the Santa Monica Mountains, management agencies and
users concurred that these factors are reducing considerably the safety of
using the historic routes, both for the recreational users and for vehicle
drivers, and that appropriate rememdial actions are nNecessary and desirable,

3. Increased Development will have a Substantial Adverse Impact upon Traffic
Movements.

Section 30252 of the Coas?al Act states that the location and amount of new

other recreationists to reach and enjoy recreation areas in Malibu and the
Santa Monica Mountains. The increases in use of recreational facilities in
the area and use of the road system (already badly stressed and operating at
level D much of the time, according to the Land Use Plan certification
findings) caused by new residents would be very substantial. 1In certifying
the Land Use Plan, the Commission found that the added residential
development, plus commercial and recreational development as allowed in the
approved Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Area Land Use Plan, will greatly
increase both local and regional traffic Tevels, and so will make it much more
difficult for users to reach beaches, parks, trails, and other recreajitonal,
historical, cultural, and educational facilities in the Malibu-Santa Monica
Mountains area. The Commission further found that "the existing highway
operates at poor levels of service which frustrate the abilit of residents
and visitors to use jt* (emphasis added). The reasonably forseeable increase

N —————
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in demand attributable to future development, including the present
development request, could result in a substantially greater adverse effect
upon present and planned facilities---that is, the new development could
create an exacerbated level of conflict. This would conflict with Section
30252 of the Coastal Act, which staes that the Tocation and amount of new
development should maintain and enhance public access to the toast.

The proposed development and similar residential development, along with the
increase in recreational and other traffic that is projected by Caltrans and
SCAG as a result of increased population growth in the basin, increased
‘commercial, employment, and educational facility growth in Malibu, and
increased utilization of the recreational and cultural facilities available in
Malibu, the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounding areas, will create much
higher traffic levels than those existing today. The chief proposal of the
Land Use Plan to deal with traffic is to add another lane on Pacific Coast
Highway; no proposals for substantial expansion of the feeder road network are
included in the plan. Accordingly, unless the present development is
conditioned to provide an alternate means of transportation access to the
trail system, as set forth in more detail below, it cannot be found to be
consistent with the provisions of Section 30252 of the Coastal Act.

4. The Trail System will Provide Alternative Recreation Destinations for
Residents and Visitors.

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act further provides that the location and amount
of new development shouid ... assur(e) that the recreational needs of new

the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development.

The future increase in population in the Southern California area in general,
and in the Los Angeles-Ventyra counties and Santa Monica Mountains areas in
Particular, will create a substantially increased demand for recreation areas
of all kinds, and particularly for coastal recreational sites, which are
historicaily the most heavily used of all the recreational areas and the ones
for which reservations fi11 up first. To some extent, the availabitity of
alternative recreational facilities in the mountains--trails, campsites,
interpretive centers, and parks-——will help provide an alternative destination
for some of this demand. The trail system and the existing and planned
campgrounds which it makes available will provide extensive and important
recreational resources in themselves,

In addition to the recreational needs created by the increased number of
number of new residents, there are documented unmet needs which could generate
additional demand. The March, 1983 revision of Recreation Needs in
California: Report to the Le islature on_the Statewide Recreation Needs
Analysis pointed out that the recreation activities people engage in do not
always reflect their desires. In addition to measuring current participation
in various activities, the survey done for that report measured two additional
categories: activities people participate in and would Tike to do more of,
and activities people have never tried but would like to try. In both
categories, the survey showed that "desires for new or additonal recreation
are clearly directed toward outdoor, nature—oriented activities, rather than
activities traditionally associated with the urban environment. Activities

e
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most people want to do more often include fishing, camping, swimming, and
hiking/backpacking. Those that most people want to try are
hiking/backpacking, sports, water skiing, downhill snow skiing, boating, and
horseback riding.* (emphasis added)

The Santa Monica Mountains trail system is expected to have to meet a very

substantial percentage of this estimated future demand for trails in the Los

Angeles area. This is true for several reasons. The system is highly
| accessible to a very large number of people. There are major population areas
on both sides of the mountains, and there are trailheads in the San Fernando
Valley as well as on the West side and on the coast. The other major trail
systems (San Gabriel Mountains, Antelope Valley, San Bernardino Mountains, San
Jacinto Mountains) take longer to reach for a very large number of people.
The system is relatively well-known. The Department of Parks and Recreation
study cited above shows that this is an important factor in determining use.
Guides and maps are becoming widely available. The California Coastal Trails
Foundation, Inc., has published a map of showing the mountain trails. The
California Coastal Resource Guide, Day Walks in the Santa Monica Mountains
(with Accessibility Notes for the Disabled), Hike Los Angeles: Volume 1,
Hiking Trails--Santa Monica Mountains, Flowering Plants: the Santa Monica
Mountains, Coastal & Chaparral Reqions of Southern California, and a number of
other guides provide information about the trails and the resources in the .
area. The system is accessible by public transit from a number of
trailheads. Information on the transit systems is available in many of the
guides mentioned above and in the California Coastal Access Guide. The Parks
study indicates that lack of public transit or lack of knowledge of available
public transit is a deterrent to use of available facilities, so the
increasing knowledge of the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountain trail system and the
access to it should help increase use levels. The weather is better on the
coast and on the coastal slopes, especially during hot or smoggy periods.
Inland trails are uncomfortably warm during much of the summer, which is a
period of higher recreation activity.

The trail system provides an especially valuable summer alternative to
visiting crowded beach parks, which are historically very difficult to reach -
during hot weather and holiday periods, and which are becoming increasingly
difficult to reach because of heavy traffic and insufficient parking and
transit. As overcrowding becomes more acute at the beachfront parks and as
overcrowding on the access roads to the beachfront parks makes it increasingly
difficult even to reach the parks, the trails are expected to become an
increasingly valuable alternative recreational resource.

The existing and proposed campgrounds which the trail system makes available
provide extensive and important recreational resources. At present, ali
Southern California coastal campgrounds are full all summer; reservations all
fill up as soon as the reservation period for a given week opens.

5. The Trail System will Provide Alternative Access to Recreation Sites for
Residents and Visitors.

As traffic congestion becomes worse, the trail system will provide an
increasingly important means of alternative recreational access to desirable
beach and nearshore recreational sites and related support facilities and

destinations, such as existing and planned public campgrounds. The Coastal
“
T .
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Slope Trail provides an alternate means of movement parallel to the shoreline,
supplementing the other two principal movement routes along the coast (Pacific
Coast Highway and the Backbone Trail). The coastal slope trail also allows
the trail user to obtain access to the nearshore area at a number of different
points; for instance, the coastal slope trail now connects with the Zuma Beach
trail, which provides access to the beaches in the Point Dume area. When
complete, the trail system will offer such mountain trail-beachfront park
connectors at a number of locations. This alternate access will be important
both for residents and for visitors, and for both day users, such as persons
who do cross-mountain hikes or who use inland or crest trailheads and trails
to gain access to existing and planned beach access points and park
facilities, and, (as is expected to become increasingly obvious as the planned
campsite expansions in the Malibu-Santa Monica Mountains areas are
implemented), for the persons who are going on multi-day backpacking trips
wholly within the Los Angeles Region (or on multi-region or multi-state or
longer trips.)

These sorts of additions to the regional movement network are expected to
become increasingly important if needed improvements in the provision,
funding, and coordination of public transit services or other modes of
accessibility do not keep pace with continued regional growth and the
expected increasing dispersion of residences, employment locations, service
facilities, and commercial and recreational development.

To avoid a disproportionately large negative effect upon the public's present
ability to reach and enjoy recreational pursuits, increased residential and
commercial growth within the Malibu-Santa Monica Mountains areas must be more
than matched by continued implementation of the planned trail system and
related facilities. This is true because each new increment of growth in the
area does two things: it puts more locally-generated demand upon recreational
facilities that are already overcrowded a large percentage of the time, and,
because of the affluence of the new development and the extraordinarily large
amount of local and regional traffic trips it generates, it further degrades
the already overstressed local and regional movement systems.

The availability of trails amd trail destinations will help keep people off
the limited road system, and thus will help make available the existing and
planned road capacity to serve beach users from other parts of the Southern
California metropolitan areas. Several factors will foster the attractiveness
of the trails system. The trail system will provide a very extensive
recreational use in itself. The experience of hiking and the experience of
being an equestrian are ones desired by many people, as the Department of
Parks and Recreation surveys referred to elsewhere in this report. In
addition, the trail network will make a very large number of different
destinations available to hikers and equestrians. These destinations are
quite varied in nature and thus have the potential of holding interest for
many different persons. This variety also means that the trail system and the
areas it makes accessible furnish a difficult-to-exhaust source of interest to
any individual hiker or equestrian. For instance, the choice of destinations
includes highly scenic locations, such as Escondido Falls and the Castro Crags
area; historic sites, including locations where motion pictures were made;
active group camps where children can iearn outdoor traditions and lore, such
as the Circle X Boy Scout facility (soon to be relocated, but as yet still
serving thousands of children at its historic location}, and others. Dramatic
coa§ta1 views, including almost unmatchable views of the Channel Islands, are
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connects,

6. PRIVATIZATION.

Research has shown that a major deterrent to public use of recreational trails
and similar public recreation areas and facilities is a perception by the

ublic that the areas involved are rivate. The proposed development, along
with the other similar development allowed by the approved Land Use Plan, will
foster a sense of privitization in at least four ways:

a. Because of the greatly increased level of private residential
development, there will be a substantially strengthened perception that
the area is a private residential area. As the development authorized by
the Land Use Plan proceeds, there will be an order of magnitude shift in
the perception of the availability of this and similar areas for public
recreational use.

As noted in The Cumulative Impacts of Shorezone Development at Lake Tahoe,
“private backshore ownership often presents a physical or psychological
barrier to (publiic users') use of a shore area, by implying private controls
over the foreshore and nearshore,* and "If general public access to the
foreshore in such areas were increased, the high densities of structures could
then have a greater effect on public use. By implying private control over
the shoreline, concentrations of private structures may act as a psychological
deterrent to public use of the foreshore and nearshore.® This effect would
be comparable where trail users would regard a trail running near
concentrations of private structures (intensive development) as being on
private property. One study of areas of this type, "The Pressure for

- Shoreline Development: Spatial Concepts in Review" (Harrison), noted on this
point that spread development tends to preempt public access, partly due to
the ‘'feeling of trespass' engendered by the predominance of private
development.

b. The increased level of private development will make it more difficult
for recreational users to find parking and other support areas. This will
be particularly true if residents get the County to post the hiliside
streets for limited-time parking (as has happened in some coastal areas)
or if certain shoulder or roadside areas are posted "no parking* to
accommodate the increased levels of traffic caused by the new residential
development or to improve sight lines or other safety features.

One report, "The San Diego Regional Coastal Access Study" (Prescott), points
out that ®vehicular traffic caused by people who are coming to or from
recreation areas, or searching for off-site parking spaces, can often result
in serious congestion of streets used for internal circulation within
recreational zones. This problem is particularly severe when the same street
network is used to accommodate high volumes of recreational traffic as well as

traffic generated by local residents and local commercial/retail activities.®

€. The inability to reach an area because of traffic can foster a sense

that an area is a private reserve, just as can an inability to find

parking . James Burke points out in Coastal Access Analysis in

California: An Assessment of Recreation Transportation Analysis in_Coastal

Planning, based upon analytical studies of eight coastal areas, that
R

.
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residential traffic due to intense residential development in an urbanized
part of Southern Orange County would account for 67% to 78% of future
traffic volumes on certain transit routes, thereby limiting the amount of
recreational traffic possible. An article in Proceedings of a Forum on
Recreational Access to the Coastal Zone (Fawcett) noted that *recreational
access is often limited by the highway network's traffic capacity and the
amount of available parking."

d. Many potential users are not aware of the existence of the system or
do not have enough information about how to use the system. As stated in
"The Influence of Information Signs on Visitor Distribution and Use*
(Brown and Hunt), “Lack of information is a primary factor accounting for
visitors jamming recreation sites, overflowing onto highway rights-of -way
and blocking facilities. In attempting to gain an even distribution of
visitors, the importance of information signing as a management tool is
often overlooked.* Another report, “A Model of Non-Use of Urban Leisure
Services" (Godbey), notes that, according to recent studies, *"the most
frequent reason cited by low income adults for their lack of participation
(in park activities) was a lack of awareness of services available to
them.*)

The Parks study referred to elsewhere in this report emphasizes the importance
of public knowledge of an area, and the ready availability of information
about it, in avoiding expensive underutilization of publicly-provided
recreational facilities--in effect, a de facto privitization of expensive
public investments. Appropriate means to publicize the Malibu-Santa Monica
Mountains trail system and the opportunities that are available in the already
completed segments are well underway, but compared with what could and should
be done eventually, are stil} in a very early stage. Both official
publications and private guidebooks are now available, both from the agencies
involved and commercially, but compared with the relatively widespread
knowledge of such traditional hiking and backpacking destinations as Yosemite,
Desolation valley, the San Bernardino Mountains, and the Southern Sierra, the
availability of the information on the Malibu-Santa Monica Mountains area fis
still very limited. In addition, the price for newly published books is of
necessity substantially higher than the original price of many of the
commercially available guides to those famous and well-established destination
areas, and the Malibu-Santa Monica Mountains trail guides are not yet
available used for modest prices at library book sales, used bookstores, flea
markets, and garage sales, as is the case with the original editions of a
number of guides to the areas listed above.

Federally produced maps and publicity identifying completed segments and
available trailheads and other factlities are now available. In 1986 a map
produced by the California Coastal Trail Foundation under contract to the
Santa Monica Mountains Trust became commercially available.

The development proposed under the subject Long Range Development plan along
with residential dwellings allowed in the approved LUP will create a stronger

contribute both directly and cumulatively to the public perception of this
being an uninviting, non-pristine, and unavailable area. The resuiting
discouragement of public use, in addition to affecting the public perception
of this particular parcel, will create a disincentive to use by the public of

this portion of the Santa Monica Mountains trail system. This will lead to
.
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underutilization of this facility and a consequent waste of the considerable
amount of public funds, discussed elsewhere, which have already been expended
for planning and for development of facilities in this area.

Underutilization of the trails network in this populous area of high demand
will create an overly heavy demand for trail facilities in other areas, and
there will be detrimental effects upon traffic congestion, upon beachfront
park accessibility, and upon already-stressed air quality because of the
resulting additional travel as users travel from one portion of the region to
another to utilize trails perceived as readily available. Deterioriation in
air quality may increase the number of formal alerts; in second stage alerts
people are formally advised by appropriate governmental entities to avoid
outdeor activity. Thus the chain of impacts outlined above means that
recreational opportunities of all residents of the Malibu/ Santa Monica
Mountains region, and visitors who are impaired by the development of this
house and other non-priority development within the Malibu-Santa Monica
Mountain area, contrary to the provisions of Section 30252 of the Coastal Act.

7. VYISUAL INTRUSION

Continued development such as that represented by this Long Range Development
Plan will convert portions of the Santa Monica Mountains from an undeveloped
wilderness appearance to that of a suburban residential neighborhood.
Available studies show that this change in perception affects users'
perceptions of the nature and value of the recreational experience.

An article on recreation preferences, "The Effects of People and Man-Induced
Conditions on Preferences for Qutdoor Recreation Landscapes® (Carls), notes
that “the results of a study strongly indicate that numbers of people and
levels of development have a notable effect on preference for outdoor
recreation landscapes. Two separate and complementary analyses lead to the
overall conclusion that the presence of greater numbers of people and higher
levels of development, as elements of the landscape, tend to reduce
preference." Another article, "Recreational Use of the Coastal Zone: Effects
of Crowding and Development“ (Carls), notes that *there is growing evidence
that esthetic factors, such as the number of people...have an important
influence on choice of recreation facilities and over-all user
satisfaction...people tend to select those places with lower levels of
crowding and development.® The article also states that "...as the number of
people in a landscape scene increased, preferences for that scene decreased.*

Other studies report even stronger reactions by users. One noted that "even
slight changes in adjacent roadside development affect significant changes in
perception of roadside quality. Peopie felt that with increasing human
intrusion the corridor became proportionately more worthless, useless,
cluttered, unpleasant, ugly, and drab. Increased development also reduced
ratings of scenic quality and preferences but in a nonlinear fashion. Both
sympathetic and unsympathetic development were equally potent in depressing
preference and scenic quality.* Another recent article, "011 and Gas
Development in a Coastal Landscape: Visual Preferences and Management
Impiications® (Nassauer), says that *apparent naturalness...strongly
influenced preference. Naturalness was clearly noted in the description of
landscape features and favored in ratings of landscape views."
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In a recent study on visual carrying capacity, "Projecting the Visual Carrying
Capacity of Recreation Areas* (Nieman and Futrell), it was shown that
*individuals prefer less crowded areas for their recreational
experiences...individuals are disturbed by what they perceive as crowded
conditions in outdoor recreation areas. This negatively affects their
enjoyment level and, thus, the perceptual or visual carrying capacity of the
recreation area is decreased or surpassed.® It was also shown that "as the
incidence of manmade elements in the landscape increased the percentage of
very disturbed responses increased and vice versa for the non-disturbed
responses.* Another article, *"Visual Impact of Development in Coastal Zone
Areas® (Wohlwill), states that "there are...findings of a seeming pro-nature
bias, notably with respect to highly scenic natural aras, including
coastal-zone areas in particular, where the appearance of any built structure
or development is apt to be evaluated negatively." (emphasis added)

Because this parcel was created in a manner that eliminated the ability to
perform appropriate public review, there was an elimination of the ability to
obtain maximum protection of visual resources, and so the visual burden caused
by this parcel upon the public resource is disproportionately heavy.

8. Conclusion

For all the reasons discussed above, the Commission acknowledges that the
trails will to a great extent serve existing and future residents of the area,
and will help meet the increased recreational demands that the increased
numbers of students, faculty, staff and visitors to the campus will place on
the recreational resources of the mountains and seashore. However, the
trails will also tink up with park lands that serve people from the region
and from outside the area in addition to residents, and will provide
alternative recreational opportunities to the beaches and will provide an
alternative mode of access to the mountain and beach areas. 1In these ways
approval of the application as conditioned to provide for the dedication of
the trail is consistent with Sections 30210, 30212(a), 30212.5, 30213, 30223,
30250, 30252, and 30530 of the Coastal Act.

Because buildout of the campus and the balance of the older parcelized
subdivisions will place a direct burden on the recreational and visual
resources of the mountains, without the compensatory dedications that would
have been required if they had subdivided at one time rather than piecemeal,
it is necessary to provide dedications of planned public facilities as these
subdivisions build out so that the residential areas will provide recreation
for the residents, and so that the latter will not overwhelm the recently
acquired public recreational facilities. It has been the policy in the Santa
Monica Mountains to integrate the neighborhood and the regional facilities in
one planned system open to all. It is this system that is specifically
identified as part of the certified Land Use Plan and the Area Plan trails map.

Only as modified as set forth in Section VI of this report to dedicate the
portions of the Coastal Slope and Mesa Peak trails that go through the subject
property will the existing trail be preserved. As modified, the LRDP is
consistent with policy P44 of the certified Los Angeles County Malibu/Santa
Monica Mountains Land Use Plan and Policies 30210, 30212(a), 30212.5, 30213,
30223, 30252, and 30530 of the Coastal Act.

M
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL
631 HOWARD STREET, 4TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

(415) 5438358
Hecring impoired/TDD (415) 8961825 August 23, 1989
To: Teresa Henry
From: Richard McCarthy
Subject: Review of Pepperdine University's Hydrologic Monitoring Program,
Geotechnical Investigation of the Northwest Campus Expansion and
School of Business and Management, and Fault Investigation for the

In November, 1988, the Coastal Commission required Pepperdine University to
supply the staff with a Hydrologic Monitoring Program that would address
potential off campus impacts, 1f any, of its treated wastewater spray
irrigation system. In addition, before the Commission would consider any ne#
development on Pepperdine's property located outside of the existing campus, Ja
detailed geotechnical study of the proposed expansion area was to be

. completed. This study would address the amount of cut and fi1) required for
building pads, roads, parking lots, and the stabilization of numerous large
landslides. The following conclusions are based on numerous meetings and
Phone conversations with representatives of Pepperdine Unversity and §ts
consultants, and representatives of the Malibu Road Property Owners'
Association.

HYDROLOGIC MONITORING PLAN

Pepperdine University owns approximately 830 acres within the Southern Santa
Monica Mountains. Almost 78 acres consist of buildings, roads, and parking
lots. Approximately 138 acres have been landscaped and are spray irrigated Hy
water from three sources. Treated wastewater from the Malibu Mesa Wastewater
Treatment Plant and the Las Virgenes Water Reclamation Plant located at Tapig
1rrigates.§gprox1mate1y 123 acres. Fifteen acres (used for recreational
Purposes) are sprayed with drinking water. The following represents the
relative amounts from each water source:

o 36,000 gal/day of potable water

0 150,000 gal/day of Malibu Mesa Plant wastewater which
receives secondary treatment

6 60,000 gal/day of Tapia effluent which recejves
tertiary treatment

Residents at Amarillo Beach, located approximately 1,900 feet south of the
Pepperdine campus, have expressed concern that spray irrigation from
Pepperdine University has in the past and will continue in the future to
migrate towards Malibu Road. The residents contend that Pepperdine's treated
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effluent will raise ground water levels high enough to cause movement of
landslides located along Malibu Road. One of the geotechnical consultants for
the Malibu Road Property Owner's Association contends that (Michael, 1988, p.
2):

The .fundamental problem that irrigation in the Pepperdine campus
presents is that hydrostatic heads may be significantly increased

in areas adjacent to and within masses of the Amarillo Beach
landslide complex, thus exacerbating the existing stability problem.
The single objection to the disposal of effluent from the University
treatment plant through spray irrigation is that it is not possible
to avoid some increase in ground-water levels in the vicinity of the
Amarillo Beach landslide complex as a result of irrigation water
*percolating” downward into the saturated zone and then flowing
generally southward to Amarillo Beach.

The Malibu Road Property Owners' Association proposed the following solution
to reduce spray irrigation impacts (Kowalewsky, 11/17.88):

Pepperdine and their consultants have insufficient data to evaluate
the affect of spray irrigation on the groundwater table. They have
no data to evaluate the affect on slope stability south of Pacific
Coast Highway. B8y their own admission, groundwater levels will rise
and this groundwater will flow toward Malibu Road. Although it may
be debatable at this time that past irrigation is affecting slope
stability (debatable due to lack of substantiating data obtained at
the time spray irrigation began), eventually continued spray
irrigation wil) adversely affect slope stability. The regional
groundwater table will rise unless a dewatering plan is implemented.
Extracted water must be disposed of in such a manner that it will
not adversely affect groundwater in the vicinity of Malibu Road. .

In addition, a series of monitoring wells should be installed south
of Pacific Coast Highway to verify groundwater conditions rather
than use models and assumptions.

The Commission instructed me to review Pepperdine's Hydrologic Monitoring
Program in November of 1988. My review of has centered on the Monitoring
Program installed by the applicant's hydrologic consultants, Law
Environmental. Review of the applicant's Hydrologic Monitoring Program has
not focused on past impacts, if any, that Pepperdine's spray irrigation has
had along Malibu Road for two reasons. First, the Commission requested that
staff address any impacts the spray irrigation may be having on landslides
atong Malibu Road today, and second; monitoring data located at Pepperdine or
along Malibu Road was either lacking or unreliable and could not be used to
measure past impacts. Therefore, this review centered on assuring that
Pepperdine create and implement a program that would minimize the amount of
future ground water migration to offsite locations due to the spray irrigation
system. This could be accomplished by regulating the amount of spray
irrigation applied to the landscaped areas within the existing campus daily,
installing ground water monitoring wells, and if necessary, installing pumps
in monitoring wells at appropriate locations along Pacific Coast Highway to
lower ground water levels.




1988. To regulate the amount of spray irrigation and measure ground water
Ie;e]s and discharge through subdrains, Law Environmental has completed the
following:

1) Drilled seventeen new ground water monitoring wells within the existing
developed campus. These wells measyre either water levels within canyon filjs
and terrace deposits or water levels in bedrock along the perimeter of the
Campus near Pacific Coast Highway.

Zg Repaired five pre-existing monitoring wells located on the bluffs south #f
the campus. These wells were installed by Converse Davis Consultants during
the 1970's and rehabilitated by Law Environmental in 1989, These wells
measure water levels within the bedrock and overlying terrace units,

3) _Decommissioned eight pre-exisiting on-campus monitoring wells. These
wells did not meet current monitoring well standards. :

5) Flow measurements are taken from each subdrain and storm drafn to provid
data on subsurface outflow from the campus. Five subdrains were installed

during the grading of the campus in Marie, Middle, and Winter Canyons. Marj
and Winter Canyon subdrains exit into storm drains. Flow is measured by
timing the fi11 rate of a container of known volume. Automated flow measuri

6) A Motorola computer with remote control irrigatio stations regulates the
distribution of water to the vegetation by turning valves on and off at
designated intervals. Thirty-one fresh and reclaimed water irrigation
flowmeters are read by the University monthly.

1) A weather station was installed during 1988 and w s brough on-line in
August 1988. The station, connected to the Motorola omputer, automatically
measures temperature, wind velocity and direction, ev poration, rainfall and
relative humidity. Measurements are recorded on a minimum of 10 minute
intervals.

8) A major site characterization study was undertaken to calculate runoff,
evapotranspiration, and deep percolation (the amount of percolation that seep
beyond the root zone of plants). This study included pping all the
vegetation on campus, measuring the Leaf Area Index (tEEa] square feet of Jea
a&rea per square foot of ground) at typical locations, asuring sofl
permeabilfty, porosity, moisture contents, salinity, and density, and
identifying geologically separate units beneath each frrigated area. Based oh
geology, plant type, or slope, the campus was divided into 74 different

regions,




Monitoring Results

6round water measurements were made by Pepperdine University beginning on May
13th, 1988 and monthly thereafter. B8ased on the monitoring data, there is
perched water above a deeper ground water surface and no evidence of high
ground water levels beneath the campus. Ground water levels generally show
seasonal fluctuations, with water levels declining d ring the summer months
and ;;s;?? during January in response to rainfall (Law Environmental, 1989,
PP. -

Review of water level data from the monitoring wells reveals that there is a
one month lag between rainfall and ground water level response. In summary,
water wells commonly show level changes following precipitation events,

Should deep percolation of irrigation be occurring, & similar change would be
observed at frregular 1ntervals'throughout the year (Law Environmental, 1989,
P.17). Water samples obtained from the monitoring wells, lakes, and subdrains
beneath the lakes were analyzed for general mineral content to determine their
chemical character. Chemical analyses show irrigation water to be different
in character than ground water observed beneath the c mpus .

he water years 1985-86,
pray irrigation has not
at any ground water

nd only during periods
luent may occur during

Pepperdine has submitted reports which have analyzed
1986-87, 1987-88. These reports have concluded that
impacted ground water levels beneath the campus and t
impacts which have occurred are due to precipitation
of significant rainfall. Some deep percolation of ef
prolonged periods of rainfall,

itoring data from the

nsure that the migration
is minimized,

ed next to Pacific Coast
pumped to and stored in

The report for the water year 1988-89 will include mo
new installations cited previously. In addition, to
of ground water originating from the Pepperdine campu
Pepperdine plans to instal] pumps in three wells loca
Highway. Excess water produced by these wells will b
- two existing lakes on campus (8.4 million gallons of extra storage capacity
exists as a safety provision), mixed with other water 'to lower salt
concentrations, and sprayed on landscaping. The applicant's hydrologist (Law
Environmental, 8/18/89) has proposed the following pumping program:

Due to the Tow water supply conditions of the past year, present
water level information is insufficient to establish permanent
pumping levels, It {s presently planned to insta) pumps in the
monitoring wells located along Pacific Coast Highw ¥, in the
buried stream channels of Marie and Middle Canyons. These pumps
will be operable and wil) be capable of discharging water under
emergency conditions to the lined Decorative Lakes, The pump
discharge would be made through a temporary Port-Alum pipe system.
The pumps would be powered by portable electric generators.

A permanent electrical system and discharge piping system may be
installed when sufficient water level information has been obtained

to determine the depth for high and low (on and of electrodes)
pumping levels. '
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6) Residents along Maliby Road should begin to regulate the amount of
irrigation water placed on domestic landscaping and gardens, Monitoring
wells should be instaliled or existing wells reconditioned along Maliby

NORTHWEST CAMPUS EXPANSION AND SCHOOL OF BUSINESS AND MANAGEMENT

Pepperdine University has submitted detafled geologic maps and a conceptuyal
grading plan for proposed futyre development to be Tocated outside of the
existing developed campus. New facilities proposed are buildings for the
School of Business and Management, single family residences for faculty,
dormatories, a church, a water storage tank, an access road, and parking
facilities. Three large pads are proposed to support the new structures.

The proposed expansion area s located in mountainous terrain northwest of the
existing campus. This steep terrain in combination with the numerous large
landslides present, require the use of fi1] slopes up to 230 feet high and cut
slopes, the highest of which will be 180 feet.

Due to the Commissions concern about the amount of illegal grading that has
occurred in the Santa Monica Mountains, I requested that the applicant ftemize
cut and fill volumes required for pads, roads, and landslide stabilization.
The following is a summation of grading volumes based on the Conceptual
Grading Plan (Response to Comments from Letter to Dr, Benton, 8/2/89):

Cut (cubic yards) F111 (cubic yards)
Total Mass Excavation 1,090,000 1,068,000
(pads and road)
Landslide Stabilization
Landslide # ¢ 128,000 128,000
# 9 4,000 4,000
# d8 4,000 4,000
# d7 40,000 40,000
# ds 61,000 61,000
# d4 44,000 44,000
# 3 51,000 51,000
# 1 18,000 40,000
J=J Section
Buttress 60,000 60,000
TOTAL LANDSLIDE STABILIZATION 410,000 432,000
TOTAL GRADING FOR PROJECT 1,500,000 1,500,000

Cut and f111 volumes were estimated based on data obtained from the field
exploration of the subject site which included borings, trackhoe and dozer
excavations, and geologic mapping. However, during grading these volumes may
vary due to unforeseen circumstances (such as 2 large land movement during
grading or discovery of active faulting beneath the pad areas).
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With regard to the impact of active faulting on the proposed development,
Pepperdine has reached the following conclusions (Leighton and Associates,
3/15/89, p.16):

No known or suspected active or potentially active faults traverse
the subject site. Therefore, the hazard of ground rupture from
fault movement is considered to be negligible. A branch of the
Malibu Coast fault, located approximately 1400 feet south of the
site may be part of a fault zone that is reportedly considered

to be active. Because no traces of the Malibu Coast fault were
found on the site, future movement on that fault, even if found
to be active, is not considered to pose a ground rupture hazard
within the subject site,

The anticipated levels of seismic ground shaking from active
regional faults, taking into account the probable recurrence
jnterval on the closest potential active faults, (including the
Malibu Coast fault) and the proposed residential use of the site,
are anticipated to be consistent with the earthquake-resistent
building design criteria specified for Seismi¢ Zone 4 of the

_Uniform Building Code (latest edition), or with equivalent County
Building Code provisions.

Conclusions

have been designed to mitigate potential impacts from geologic hazards such
landslides, seismic ground shaking, and fault surface rupture. Grading

volumes cited previously are needed to construct building pads and an access
road in steep terrain, and to stabilize large landslides. The only way to
lower the amount of grading required would be to eliminate large portions of
the proposed development.

Long Range Development Plan units proposed for outside the existfng campus a#

FINE ARTS BUILDING

Pepperdine has completed geotechnical studies which have addressed the
Commission's concerns about impacts that future seismic activity along the
Malibu Coast fault may have on the proposed Fine Arts Building (Leighton,
1/16/89 and 8/8/89). After reviewing these reports, I conclude that the
hazard presented to the Proposed structure by fault surface rupture has been
adequately addressed by avoidance and engineering design.

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

Aftergood, G. Greg, November 15, 1988, *"Pepperdine University Long Range
Development Plan; Expansion of Visual Arts and Humanities Center. *

Bright and Associates, December, 1983, "Draft Environmental Impact Report for
the Pepperdine University Specific Plan, 1982-1997."

Bright and Associates, August 1984, *Spray Irrigation Management Plan
(S.I.M.P.)*, Volumes I and II.
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Bright and Associates, December.‘1984. *Addendum to Environmental Impactb
Report for Pepperdine University Specific Plan, 1982-1997."

Converse cOnsu1tqnts. July 15, 1982, "Phreatic Ground Water Study From Deep
Borings, Pepperdine Treatment Plant ARea, Malibu, California."®

Converse Consyltants, December 10, 1986, “Preliminary Fault Evaluation-South
Winter Mesa, Supplementa) Geotechnical Investigation Southeast of Pacific
Coast Highway and Maliby Canyon Road Intersection, Malibu, California.®

Department of COunt¥ Engineer Facilities, Environmental Development Division,
Aprig 25, 1978, *Malibu Road Lands1ides, Emergency Stabilization Program of
March, 1978.*

Environmenta) Audit, Inc., August 4, 1989, "Supplemental) Information,
Pepperdine University LRDP, Attachment H.*

Kowalewsky, D. 8., November 17, 1988, "Independent Engineering
Geo]ogic/Hydrogeologic Review of Pepperdine University's Proposed
Hydrogeologic Monitoring Program.*

Las Virgenes Homeowners Federation, Inc., December 4, 1988, 'Comments on Draft
EIR for Alternative Wastewater System for the Malibu Area."

LeRoy Crandall and Associates, March 5, 1987, *Summary of Findings:
Hydrogeologic Monitoring Program and Analysis of Spray Irrigation System,
Pepperdine University, Malibu, California.®

Law Environmental, Inc., November 1, 1988, "Pepperdine University
Hydrogeologic Monitoring Program Annual Report, Water Year 1985-86."

Law Environmental, Inc., December 1, 1988, *Pepperdine University
hydrogeologic Monitoring Program Annua) Report, Water Year 1987-87.%

Law Environmental, Inc., December 27, 1988, "Pepperdine University
Hydrogeologic Monitoring Program Annual Report, Water Year 1987-88.

Law Environmental, Inc., February 9, 1989, *Responses to Comments, Letter of
January 19, 1989, by Mr. Greg Aftergood."

Law Environmental, Inc., July 26, 1989, *Hydrogeologic Monitoring Program
Documentation Report for Pepperdine University."

Law Environmental, Inc., July 31, 1989, "Addendum to Hydrogeologic Monitoring
Program Documentation Report, Pepperdine University.®

Law Environmental, Inc., August 18, 1989, Fax to Richard McCarthy, California
Coasta) Commission, "Proposed Pumping Program.*

Leighton and Assdciates. October 6, 1988, *"Update of Preliminary Geotechnical
Investigation and Plan Review for Proposed Fine Arts Center at Pepperdine

University, Malibu, California."*
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Leighton and Associates, March 15, 1989, "Preliminary Geotechnical
Investigation of the Northwest Campus Expansion and School of of Business ang

Management at Pepperdine University, 24255 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu,
California®, volumes I and II.

Leighton and Associates, July 6, 1989, “Geologic Review of Active, Potentially
Active, and Inactive Faults on and in the vicinity of Pepperdine University,

Malibu, California.*

Leighton and Associates, August 8, 1989, "The Proposed Fine Arts Building ang
Its Relationship to the Fault Location Map on the Pepperdine University
Campus, Malibu, California.®

Lockwood-Singh and Associates, September, 1879, “Geotechnical Study,
23,900-24,554 Malibu Road, Los Angeles County, California.*

Michael, E. D., November 17, 1988, "Review of Documents - Proposed Pepperdind
University Expansion.*

Slosson and Associates, May 27, 1882, “Geologic and Geohydrologic
Considerations Regarding Disposal by Spray Irrigation of Effluent from the

Malibu Mesa Wastewater Reclamation Plant, Malibu, California."

Slosson and Associates, August 5, 1982, *Spray Irrigation Management Plan,
Pepperdine University.®

€c: Peter Douglas
Tom Crandall

Ralph Faust
Susan Hansch
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EXHIBIT S

- PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY MASTER PLAN FACILITIES

for completijon by 1997, are listed below. The various tem-
porary facilities which will be replaced as permanent

[ The permanant structures, existing and those proposed

structures are not listed. An ID. No. indicates each major
facility as shown on Figure 3. .

ID.NO.

1

* 1A
2

100
(S)

101
, (M)

103
(s)

i 1034
(M)

: 104
| (S)

w

DESCRIPTION

Theme Tower: 140 sqg. ft. at base, tapering to 100
sq. ft. at top. Height, 125 ft.

Night Lighting of Theme Tower.

Chapel: Single level of 2,775 sq. ft. with seating
capacity of 150. Height, 42 ft.

Student Housing Buildings: Twenty buildings, each
having two levels on sloping terrain, containing
twenty-six student dormitory rooms, seven study
areas, and mechanical equipment spaces, accom-
modating 50 students. Each building has a total
area of 9000 sg. ft. Height, approximately 30 ft.

Housing Director Residence: Single level, single
family residence of approximately 1,400 sq. ft.
attached to student residence housing unit,
Height, approximately 20 ft.

Student Housing Building: Fifty dormitory rooms
accommodating 90 students. Three levels approximately
16,000 sq. ft. on sloping terrain, containing student
dormitory rooms, study areas, and mechanical equip-
ment spaces. Height, approximately 40 ft.

Student Housing: Three buildings, three levels,
approximately 75,000 sgq. ft., containing 75 two-bedroom
apartments, complete with kitchens, accommodating

300 occupants. Height, approximately 50 ft.

Central Reception Center: Two levels, containing
approximately 4,000 sgq. ft., lounge, conference,
and residential supervisor's apartment. Height,
approximately 25 ft.

Student Housing: Two buildings, three lTevels,
approximately 40,000 sq. ft. containing 36 two-
bedroom apartments complete with kitchens, accom-
modating 144 occupants. Height, approximately 50 ft.
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MASTER PLAN FACILITIES (Cont'd.)

104A
(M)

105
(F&S)

106
(F&S)

107
(F&S)

108
(F&S)

109
(F&S)

110
(F&S)

111

(F&S)

112
(F&S)

Central Reception Center: Two levels, containing
approximately 3,000 sq. ft., lounge, conference,
and a residential supervisor's apartment. Height,
approximately 25 ft.

Faculty/Staff Housing: Three buildings, (12 units)
with three levels containing approximately 12,000

sq. ft. each with 4 units per building ranging between
1,500 sqg. ft. and 3,000 sq. ft. each. Height,
approximately 40 ft, :

Faculty/Staff Housing: Two buildings, (8 units) with
three levels containing up to 12,000 sq. ft. each

with 4 units per building, ranging between 1,500

sq. ft. and 3,000 sq. ft, each. Height, approximately
40 ft.

Faculty/Staff Housing: Three buildings, (10 units)
with three levels containing up to 12,000 sq. ft.
each, with 2 to 4 units per building ranging be-
tween 1,500 sg. ft. and 3,000 sq. ft. each. Height,
approximately 40 ft.

Faculty/Staff Housing: Two buildings, (8 units)
with three levels containing up to 12,000 sqg. ft.
each, with 4 units per building ranging between
1,500 sq. ft. and 3,000 sq. ft. each. Height,
approximately 40 ft.

Faculty/Staff Housing: Two buildings, (6 units)
with three levels containing up to 12,000 sg. ft.
each, with 2 to 4 units per building ranging between
2,000 sq. ft. and 3,000 sq. ft. each. Height,
approximately 40 ft.

Executive Housing: Three buildings, (6 units) with

two levels containing up to 8,700 sq. ft. each,

with 2 units per building ranging between 2,500 sq. ft.
and 4,900 sg. ft. each, with a swimming pool and
jacuzzi., Height, approximately 30 ft.

Executive Residence/Office: Single level,
single family residence/offices of 4,500 sq. ft.
Height, approximately 20 ft.

Executive Residence/Office: Two levels on

sloping terrain, single family residence/offices
of 9,000 sq. ft. with a swimming pool and jacuzzi.
Height, approximately 30 ft.




MASTER PLAN FACILITIES (Cont'd.)

*150 Student Housing: Three buildings, three levels,
(M) containing 70 units with approximately 800 -
1,500 sg. ft. each. Height, approximately 40 ft.

*151 Student Housing: Two buildings, three levels, con-
(M) taining 30 units with approximately 800 - 1,500 sq. ft.
each. Height, approximately 40 ft.

*152 Student Housing: Two buildings, three levels, con-
(S) taining 60 units with approximately 800 - 1,500 sg. ft.
each. Height, approximately 40 ft,

*153 Student Housing: One building, three levels, con-
(s) taining 30 units with approximately 800 - 1,500 sq. ft.
each. Height, approximately 40 ft,

*154 Faculty/Staff Housing: One building, two levels,
(F&S) containing 2 units 1,500 - 2,000 sq. ft. each.
Height, 36 ft.

{ *155 Student Housing: Three buildings, three levels,
(S) containing 114 units with approximately 800 -
1,500 sq. ft. each. Height, approximately 40 ft.

[ *156 Student Housing: Four buildings, three levels,
(s) containing 144 units with approximately 800 -
’ 1,500 sq. ft, each. Height, approximately 40 ft.

*157 Faculty/Staff Housing: Two buildings, three
(F&S) levels, containing 50 units with approximately 800 -
1,500 sq. ft. each. Height, approximately 40 ft.

*158 Faculty/Staff Housing: Four buildings, three levels,
(F&S) containing 12 units with approximately 1,500 -
3,000 sq. ft. each. Height, approximately 40 ft.

*159 Student Housing; Two buildings, three levels, con-
(s) taining 50 units with approximately 800 - 1,500 sq. ft,
each, Height, approximately 40 ft.

*160 Faculty/Staff Housing: One building, three levels,
(F&S) containing 4 units with approximately 1,500 -
3,000 sq. ft. each. Height, approximately 40 ft.

i *161 Student Housing: One building, three levels over
(S) parking, containing 24 units, with approximately
t 800 - 1,500 sg. ft. each. Height approximately 40 ft.
*162 Student Housing: Three buildings, three levels,
(s) containing 114 units with approximately 800 -

1,500 sq. ft. each. Height, approximately 40 ft,.
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MASTER PLAN FACILITIES (Cont'd.)

200 Administrative Computer Facilities: Two levels, with
basement, containing offices, lounges, and computer
facilities containing approximately 7,000 sq. ft.
Height, approximately 50 ft.

201 Academic Complex: Three levels on sloping terrain
containing seminar rooms, conference rooms, library,
offices, lounges, and mechanical equipment spaces
totalling 72,431 sq. ft. Height, approximately 60 ft.

202 Campus Center: Three levels on sloping terrain,
containing dining rooms, kitchens, game room, lounges,
lobbies, offices, and mechanical equipment space
totalling 49,000 sq. ft. Height, approximately 60 ft,.

*202A Campus Center Expansion: Interior loft for offices,
' lounges, and conference areas totalling approximately
2,800 sgq. ft. within existing structure.

*202B . Campus Center Expansion: Enclosure of area under
roof for offices, classrooms, conference areas
totalling approximately 1,000 sq. ft. within
existing structure,

*203 Greenhouse Facility: Single level greenhouse for acaddnic
use containing plants, etc. totalling approximately
500 sq. ft. Height, approximately 15 ft.

204 Meeting/Office Training Building: Three levels on
sloping terrain, containing meeting rooms, offices,
weight and training rooms, kitchen and dining room,
totalling approximately 10,000 sq. ft. Height,
approximately 50 ft,.

205 Science Complex: Two levels on sloping terrain
containing seminar rooms, laboratories, library,
conference rooms, classrooms, offices, and mechani-
cal equipment spaces totalling 41,900 sq., ft.
Height, approximately 52 ft.

206 Lecture Hall: Single level of 6,080 sq. ft. with

capacity of 325. Height, approximately 25 ft.

*206A Lecture Hall Expansion and Addition: Expand lecture ,
hall by 5,000 sq. ft. to increase seating to 400. [
Second floor containing offices, classrooms

totalling approximately 4,500 sq. ft. Height,
approximately 20 ft. OQverall facility height increased| l
to 40 ft.
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207

208

209

210

[ *250
*x251

*252
*253

*254

MASTER PLAN FACILITIES (Cont'd.)

Fine Arts Complex: Two levels on sloping terrain
containing drama theater, arena theater, scene
shops, lobbies, and related supporting spaces
totalling approximately 24,000 sq. ft. Height,
approximately 60 ft.

Music Wing of Fine Arts Complex: Three levels con-
taining classrooms, rehearsal and practice spaces,
recital hall, offices and support facilities
totalling approximately 20,000 sq. ft. Height,
approximately 60 f¢t.

Student Housing Office: Single level of approximately
2,016 sqg. ft. containing offices and reception center,
Height, approximately 25 ft.

School of Law: Phase I, a complex of two and three
Tevels containing library, classrooms, seminar
rooms, offices, lounges, dining and kitchen facili-
ties, and related support facilities totalling
approximately 80,000 sq. ft. Height, approximately
60 ft.

Administration Building: Four levels on stoping
terrain, containing offices, conference rooms,
Tobbies, lounges, board room, dining and kitchen
facilities totalling approximately 95,000 sq. ft.
Height, approximately 80 ft.

Academic Building: Four levels on sloping terrain,
containing classrooms, laboratories, conference
rooms, offices and divisional suites, totalling
approximately 60,000 sq. ft. Height, approximately
60 ft.

Auditorium: Multi-purpose auditorium to seat 3,500
persons containing seating, stage and support facili-
ties totalling approximately 70,000 sg. ft. Height,
approximately 75 ft.

Academic Complex: Three levels on sloping terrain,
containing classrooms, offices, Taboratories, studios,
gallery and display space, totalling 35,000 sq. ft.
Height, approximately 60 ft.

Housing Reception Center: Two level expansion
containing conference, office and lounge facilities
totalling 4,000 sq. ft, Height, approximately 36
ft.

A-6




MASTER PLAN FACILITIES (Cont'd.)

*255 Academic/Professional Building: Three levels con-
taining offices, classrooms, lounge, kitchen and
dining facilities, totalling approximately 60,000 sq. fit.

Height, approximately 60 ft. |

*256 Academic/Professional building: Three levels con-
taining offices, classrooms, lounge, kitchen and
dining facilities, totalling approximately 40,000 i
sqg. ft. Height, approximately 60 ft.

*257 School of Law - Phase II: Two and three levels
on sloping terrain, containing additional library,
classrooms, offices, and support facilities totalling
75,000 sq. ft. Height, approximately 60 ft.

*258 Student Union: Multi-level, multi-function building
over parking area, containing offices, lobbies, lounges
game rooms, a bowling alley, a movie theater, meeting
rooms, a convenience store, reading rooms, an art
gallery, other recreational facilities and support
facilities totalling 75,000 sqg. ft. Height,
approximately 60 ft.

——

*259 Student Support Facility: Three levels on sloping
terrain, containing offices, medical facilities,
medical lab, counseling room, convenience store and
other student support functions totalling approximately
25,000 sq. ft. Height, approximately 40 ft.

*260 Graphic Arts Facility: Three levels on sloping
terrain, containing studios for painting, drawing,
sculpture, ceramics, jewelry making, display, offices,
and support facilities, totalling approximately

35,000 sq. ft. Height, approximately 50 ft.

*261 Professional School: Three levels on sloping
terrain, containing offices, classrooms, conference
rooms, kitchen and dining facilities, library and |
lounge space totalling approximately 75,000 sg. ft.
Height, approximately 60 ft.

*262 Conference Center: Three levels containing offices,
meeting rooms, apartments, dining and kitchen
facilities, and lounges, totalling approximately
25,000 sq. ft. Height, approximately 60 ft.

by

*263 University Housing: Three levels containing
meeting rooms, lounge, 15 rooms for overnight [
guests, kitchen and dining facilities, totalling
80,000 sg. ft. Height, approximately 60 ft.

A-7




MASTER PLAN FACILITIES (Cont'd.)

[' *264
*265
[ *266

*267
| 300
{ 301

302

*302A

305

Academic Learning Center: Two levels containing
offices, meeting rooms, apartments, dining and kitchen
facilities, and lounges, totalling approximately
25,000 sq. ft. Height, approximately 60 ft.

Church School Facility: Two level church facility
containing meeting rooms, offices, classrooms,
auditorium, kitchen, school facilities and playground
totalling 30,000 sq. ft. Height, approximately 60 ft.

Information/Traffic Control Booths: Two buildings,
one level, containing office and support facilities
totalling 150 sgq. ft. each. Height, approximately

15 ft. .

University Reception Center: Three levels containing
information desk, lobby, offices, classrooms and

.reception functions of security, admissions, alumni,

etc., offices, totalling 25,000 sq. ft. Height,
approximately 60 ft.

Tennis Facilities: Ten regulation tennis courts.

Playing Field: Located within the meadow area and
containing approximately 125,000 sq. ft. for two
softball-sized playing fields.

Gymnasium: Two levels and basement containing a
multi-sports gymnasium, squash court, offices,
lobby, locker rooms, and mechanical equipment
spaces totalling 31,360 sq. ft. Fixed and portable
seating for 2,800. Height, approximately 42 ft.

Gymnasium Expansion: Single level enclosure of roof-
top space containing offices, classrooms and conference
areas totalling 3,600 sq. ft, Height, approximately

10 ft. within overall height of existing 42 ft, building.

Swimming Pool: Fifty meter pool for swimming and
diving, jacuzzi, approximately 14,000 sq. ft.

Swim Building: Single level of approximately 1,500 sq. ft.
containing swimming pool equipment and office. Height,
approximately 15 ft.

Tennis facilities: Seven regulation tennis courts,
fenced and lighted.

A-8




MASTER PLAN FACILITIES (Cont'd.) [

| 306 Baseball Stadium: Stadium complex with dug-oqts,
backstop with height approximately 30 ft. against ’
sloping terrain, enclosing concession stand, rest
rooms, and seating for up to 2,500 spectators, !

*306A Baseball Field Lighting: Lighting for night time
use of the baseball stadium.

307 Running Track/Playing Field: Quarter mile track |
surrounding playing field used for recreational
activities with lighting on track only.

308 Faculty/Staff Swimming Pool/Play Area: Swimming
pool, jacuzzi, play area, and related facilities for
Faculty/Stafg Housing, containing approximately
65,000 sq. ft.

*351 Tennis Courts and Snack Deck: Five additional
regulation tennis courts with deck between pro-
viding for rest rooms, lockers, snack bar and
seating.

*352 Racquetball Courts: Six indoor racquetball courts.
Containing approximately 5,000 sq. ft. Height,
approximately 25 ft.

*353 Paddle Tennis Courts: Six paddle tennis courts.
*354 Racquetball Courts: Ten outdoor racquetball courts.
*355 Gymnasium Facilities: Two levels aver parking containidg

courts for basketball, racquetball, handball, volleyball
classrooms, weight room, showers, lockers and offices
totalling approximately 50,000 sqg. ft. Height,
approximately 50 ft.

*356 Playing Field: Located adjacent to Huntsinger
Circle. :
*357 Equestrian Center: Stable building with offices and

riding ring, containing approximately 6,000 sg. ft.
Height, approximately 15 ft.

*358 Recreation Areas: Grass planted, ungraded areas of
totalling 4.5 acres with an achery range, cross country
running course, exercise stations, etc., within a
spray irrigation sector.

*359 Running Tract: Dirt/grass 0.8 mile running track,
exercise stations, etc., within existing meadow.

A-9




MASTER PLAN FACILITIES (Cont'd.)

| 401 Effluent Storage Reservoirs: Two open reservoirs

i A and pumping stations, with a normal depth of approx-
imately 10 ft. for storage of irrigation effluent,
designed as an integral part of an open recreation .

[ area for walking and jogging. Approximately 40,000 sq. ft.

_ each, with a total combined capacity of 12,400,000 gallons

with an average working capacity of 4,000,000 gallons

l normal capacity. Substantially all below grade.

*401A Effluent Storage Reservoir: One open reservoir
covering approximately 40,000 sq. ft., with a total
capacity of 4.1 million gallons.

403 Telephone Switchgear Building: Split level switch-
gear and office facility, containing approximately .
1,200 sq. ft. Height, approximately 18 f¢t.

404 Domestic Water Storage Tank: Pumping station and
tank with 3,000,000 gallon capacity.
| 405 Reclaimed Water Storage Tank: Tank with 15,000 galloen
! capacity. »
406 Domestic Water Storage Tank: Pumping station and

tank with 100,000 gallon capacity.

407 Telephone Switchgear Building: One level switchgear
{ and office facility, containing approximately 300 sq. ft,
Height, 12 ft.

I 410 Information/Security Booth: One 1eve1 approximately
! 50 sq. ft. Height, approximately 12 ft.

*450 Expansion and Modification of the Existing Mailbu Mesa
Wastewater Reclamation Plant from 200,000 GPD to
500,000 GPD: Split level wastewater treatment system
including a flow equalization system, offices, laboratory,
etc., totalling 10,000 sq. ft. Height, approximately

40 ft.
*45] Reclaimed Water Storage Tank: Tank with 50,000 gallon
capacity.

- %452 Maintenance Facility: Multi-level complex to house
J maintenance shops, warehouse, up to 150 storage
units containing approximately 800 - 1000 sg. f¢t.
, each totalling 200,000 sq. ft. Height, approximately
40 ft, ‘ .

*453 Domestic Water Storage Tank: Pumping station and
tank with 200,000 gallon capacity.

A-10
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MASTER PLAN FACILITIES (Cont'd.) ' (

*470 Extension of Campus Road System: 60 ft. wide road
approximately 2,400 ft. long.

*471 Extension of Campus Road System: 40 ft. wide road :
approximately 800 ft. long.

*472 Extension of Campus Road System: 60 ft. wide road
approximately 380 ft, long.

473 Intracampus Road: Road adjacent and passing
through Seaver College and student housing.

RB Retention Basins: Retention basins placed in the
drainage areas of Marie Canyon replacing the single :
existing basin. i

KEY:

* = Indicates proposed facility,

S = Single Students

M = Married Students
F&S = Faculty, Staff and Administration

A-11




HOUSING SUMMARY

: Number of Number of

¥ ID No. USEx+ Units Students

: EXISTING:

| 100 S 20 1000
101 M 1 1
102 S 1 90
103 S 75 300
103A M 1l l
104 S 36 144
1044 M 1 1
105 F&S 12 -~
106 F&S 8 --
107 F&S 10 --
108 F&S 8 --
109 F&S 6 -~
110 F&S 6 o
111 F&S 1 .-

r 112 F&S 1 --

PROPQSED:

[

’ 150 M 70 70
151 M 30 30
152 S 60 240
153 S 30 120
154 F&S 2 -~
155 S 114 456
156 S 144 576
157 . F&S 50 --
158 F&S i2 -
159 S 50 200
160 F&S 4 ==
161 S - 24 36
162 S 114 456

A-12




HOUSING SUMMARY (Cont'd.)

TOTALS:
Existing:
Students: 132 units housing 1534 students
Married Students: 3 units
Faculty & Staff: 52 units
! Proposed:
i Students: 536 units housing 2144 students

Married Students: 100 units
Faculty & Staff: 68 units
Grand Total:
Students: 668 units housing 3678 students
Married Students: 103 units,
Faculty & Staff: 120 units

KEY:
S = Single Students
M = Married Students
F&S = Faculty, Staff and Administration

A-13




| Certain existing lots

in size, some will be converted to parking structures, and new lots

{ will be added.

A

gm>N-<><::<c:-1m:oo'oozzr'7<r_.n:m'nmonm
@ =

I. The final build-out locations and capacities for parking
tots/structures, as identified on the Land Use Map, are:

SYMBOL CAPACITY(1)

PARKING SUMMARY

will remain unchanged, others will be reduced

173
15

36

15

24

16

* 150
175

* 900
96
48
53
31
120
121
900
45
120
99
160
150

*

* % % ¥

TOTAL SPACES 5384
A-14




PARKING SUMMARY (Cont'd.) ’ |

II. On Street Parking(2); [

Existing Spaces: 741

Street 470(3). 235

Street 471(4). 37 l
Street 472(3), 24

Existing Student
Residential Loop(473): 150

TOTAL: 1187
IIl. Total Parking Spaces:
Lots/Structure: 5384
Streets: 1187
TOTAL: 6571
KEY
(1) = The number of spaces per area or structure is based on
the following sizes for vehicles: Compact = 7.6' x 15°
and Standard = 9' x 19, Parking structures are indicat%d
by *. {
(2) = Based on 22' per space.
(3) = Both sides of the street. f
(4) = One side of the street.
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| | EXHIBIT
. %T=’ ‘:?:TT 55345‘

ATTACHMENT A

SUMMARY OF LRDP FACILITIES LT
AT PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY

Based on concerns expressed by the Coastal Commission, Pepperdine
University has reviewed the listing of facilities shown on the
Figure 3, Pepperdine University Specific Plan for Development
1982-1997. Based on that review plus the data obtained from
completion of the geotechnical studies for the area of development
outside the existing campus, revisions to Figure 3 have been made.
Also, since Figure 3 was prepared, certain buildings already have
been constructed or modified. Accordingly, listed below is a sum-
mary of the changes within the existing campus, deletions of pro-
posed structures, and so forth. The numbers and the descriptions
are as shown in the Specific Plan document unless revised or
deleted as listed below.

I. REVISIONS WITHIN THE EXISTING DEVELOPED AREA OF THE CAMPUS:

160 TFaculty/Staff Housing: one building, three levels, con-
taining 4 units with approximately 1,500 - 3,000 sq. ft.
each. Height, approximately 40 ft.

Revised-- Faculty/Staff Housing: Four buildings, three
Tevels each, containing 4 units each with approximately 1,500
- 3,000 sq. ft. per unit., Height, approximately 40 ft.

258 Student Union: Multi-level, multi-function building over
parking area, containing offices, lobbies, lounges, game
rooms, a bowling alley, 2 movie theater, meeting rooms, a
convenience store, reading rooms, an art gallery, other
recreational facilities and support facilities totaling
75,000 sq. ft. Height, approximately 60 ft.

Revised-- as above except approximately 100,000 sq. ft.
354 Racquetball Courts:. ten outdoor racquetball courts.

Revised-- Tennis Center: expansion from 7 to 9 tennis courts
plus a clubhouse containing 3,500 sg. ft.

452 Maintenance Facility: multi-level complex to house main-
tenance shops, warehouse, up to 150 storage units containing
approximately 800 - 1000 sq. ft. each totaling 200,000 sq.
ft. Height, approximately 40 ft,

’




ATTACHMENT A (CONT'D., )

Revised-~ Although this facility is presently located in
existing campus area, it was shown in the Specific Plan a

being moved to the planned development outside of the
existing developed area of campus. This facility wil]

at its present location on the site shown in the Speci

c

Plan as containing planned facilities 150, 260 and § whic
are being deleted. (150 = student housing; 260 = Graphic
Arts Facility (which was included in the recently approve
expansion to the Humanities Bldg.), and 8 = 120 Space parking

RB  Retention Basins: Retention basins placed in the drainag

areas of Marie Canyon replacing the single existing basin

Revised-- The existing retention basin at the top of

Lhe

¢

Huntsinger Circle in the existing campus area was not listeq

in the Specific Plan in anticipation of its being moved ij

connection with the new development area. This area will

now be involved with the new development and the existing

retention basin will be retained at the present location.

II. FACILITIES DELETED FROM THE LRDP:

ne

jr—n—

150 Student Housing: three buildings, three levels, containifgg

70 units with approximately 800 - 1,500 sq. ft. each.
Height, approximately 40 ft.

260 Graphic Arts Facility: three levels on sloping terrain, den-
taining studios for painting, drawing, sculpture, ceramic
jewelry making, display, offices, and Ssupport facilities,
totalling approximately 35,000 sg. ft. Height, approxima

S0 ft.

150.

S Parking structure with 120 Spaces associated with facilit%

III. REVISIONS TO FACILITIES PLANNED OUTSIDE THE EXISTING
AREA OF THE CAMPUS:

156 Student Housing: four buildings, three levels containing|

144 units with approximately 800 ~ 1,500 sq. ft. each.
Height, approximately 40 ft,

Revised-- Location changed. Four buildings, approximately

26,000 sq. ft, each (104,000 sq. ft. total). Height,
approximately 40 ft.

]ely




ATTACHMENT A (CONT'D.)

157

158

261

262

264

265

Faculty/Staff Housing: two buildings, three levels, con-
taining 50 units with approximately 800 - 1,500 sq. ft. each.
Height, approximately 40 ft.

Revised-- Location changed. Faculty Condominiums: 48 units,
approximately 2,100 sq. ft. each (100,800 sq. ft. total).
Height, approximately 40 ft.

Faculty/Staff Housing: four buildings, three levels, con-
taining 12 units with approximately 1,500 - 3,000 sq. ft.
each. Height, approximately 40 ft.

Revised-- Location changed. Faculty/Staff Housing: ten
bulldings, three levels, 10 single family units with
approximately 3,000 sgq. ft. each (30,000 sqg. ft. total).
Height, approximately 40 ft.

Professional School: three levels on sloping terrain, con-
taining offices, classrooms, conference rooms, kitchen and
dining facilities, library and lounge space totaling
approximately 75,000 sq. ft. Height, approximately 60 ft.

Revised-- Location changed. School of Business: four
Bulldings, two levels including Faculty and Administration

(19,110 sq. ft.), Student Services (14,490 sq. ft.)y,
Instructional Center (25,000 sq. ft.) and School of Business
Learning Center (17,900 sq. ft.) with a total of 76,500 sqg.
ft. Height, approximately 40 ft.

Conference Center: three levels containing offices, meeting
rooms, apartments, dining and kitchen facilities, and
lounges, totaling approximately 25,000 sg. ft. Height,
approximately 60 ft.

Revised-- Location changed. Executive Center: one building,
two levels totaling 19,000 sg. ft. Height, approximately 40
ft.

Academic Learning Center: two levels containing offices,
meeting rooms, apartments, dining and kitchen facilities, and
lounges, totaling approximately 25,000 sq. ft. Height,
approximately 60 ft.

Revised-- Location changed. Learning Center: facility as
Tndicated above.

Church School Facility: two level church facility containing
meeting rooms, offices, classrooms, auditorium, kitchen,
school facilities and playground totaling 30,000 sq. ft.
Height, approximately 60 ft.

3
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357

451

453

470

471

472

ATTACHMENT A (CONT'D.)

Revised-- Location changed. Church: facility as 1ndicaﬁr

d

Equestrian Center: stable building with offices and riding

ring, containing approximately 6,000 sq. ft. Height,
approximately 15 ft,

Revised-- Location changed.

Reclaimed water Storage Tank: tank with 50,000 gallon
capacity.

Revised-- Location changed. Reclaimed Water Storage Tank}
tank with 100,000 gallon capacity.

Domestic wWater Storage Tank: pumping station and tank wi
200,000 gallon capacity,

Revised-- Location changed. Domestic Water Storage Tank:
tank with 1.6 million gallen capacity.

LN

Extension of Campus Road System: 60 ft. wide road approx.mafely

2,400 ft. long.

Revised-- Location changed. Extension of Campus Road Sys{
40 ft. wide road approximately 3,450 ft. long.

Extension of Campus Road System: 40 ft. wide road approx;
800 ft. long.

Lem:;

mately

Revised-- Location changed. Extension of Campus Road Sys#em:

40 ft. wide road approximately 575 ft. long.

Extension of Campus Road System: 60 ft. wide road approxﬁmately

380 ft. long.

Revised-- Location changed. Extension of Campus Road SysWem:

20 . wide road approximately 1025 ft. long.
Parking Area: 48 Spaces associated with facility 1ss.

Revised-- Location changed. Parking Area: 3¢ Spaces asso
ciated with facility 1ss8.

Parking Area: 120 Spaces associated with facility 264,

Revised-- Location changed, Parking Area: 1121 Spaces ass
ciated with facility 264.




ATTACHMENT A (CONT'D.)

HH  Parking Area: 53 spaces associated with facility 1S56.
Revised-- Location changed. Parking Area: parking area to
Incorporated into the design of the dormitory structures
(facility 156) ~- not a separate parking lot.

JJ.  Parking Area: 200 spaces associated with facility 261.

Revised-- Location changed. Parking Area: 454 spaces asso-
ciated with facility 261.

KK Parking Area: 120 spaces associated with facilities 261 and
262.

Revised-- Location changed. Parking Area: 104 spaces asso-
ciated with facilities 261 and 262.

MM  Parking Area: 40 spaces associated with facility 157.

Revised-- Location changed. Parking Area: 150 spaces‘asso-
ciated with facility 157. '

Iv, DELETED FACILITIES PLANNED FOR THE AREA OUTSIDE THE EXISTING
DEVELOPED PORTION OF THE CAMPUS:

155 Student Housing: three buildings, three levels, containing
114 units with approximately 800 - 1,500 sq. ft. each.
Height, approximately 40 ft.

162 Student Housing: three buildings, three levels, containing
114 units with approximately 800 - 1,500 sq. ft. each.
Height, approximately 40 ft. :

263 University Housing: three levels containing meeting rooms,
lounge, 15 rooms for overnight guests, kitchen and dining
facilities, totaling 80,000 sg. ft. Height, approximately
60 ft.

356 Playing Field: located adjacent to Huntsinger Circle.

358 Recreation Areas: grass planted, ungraded areas totaling
4.5 acres with an archery range, cross country running
course, exercise stations, etc., within a spray irrigation
sector.

452 Maintenance Facility: multi-level complex to house main-
tenance shops, warehouse, up to 150 storage units containing
approximately 800 - 1000 sg. ft. each totaling 200,000 sq.
ft. Height, approximately 40 ft.

5
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ATTACHMENT A (CONT'D.)

NOTE: Existing facility will be retained at the present
ocation (see above listing for revised facilities locatepl
inside the existing developed area of campus) .

Parking Area: 53 Spaces associated with facility 265,

Parking Structure: 400 Spaces associlated with facility 1?5.

Parking Structure: 4go Spaces associated with facility 1f2.

Parking Area: 31 Spaces associated with facility 357,

Parking Structure: 200 Spaces associated with facil;ty 4F2.

5 % 5 F g =

Retention Basins: retention basins pPlaced in the drainag
areas of Marie Canyon replacing the single existing basin

NOTE: The single existing basin at the top of Huntsinger
CircYe will be maintained at its present location (see abdve
listing for revised facilities inside the existing develo ed

290:BLS5:PULRDP1-2
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ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT, INC. 86

1000-A ORTEGA WAY + PLACENTIA, CA 92670-7125
714/632-8521 « FAX: 714/632-6754
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AUG 29 %85 i August 29, 1989

Ms. Teresa Henry SRR
California Coastal Commission .~ &% . .iow
245 W. Broadway, Suite 380 Lo e
Long Beach, CA 90802

SUBJECT: PEPPERDINE LRDP
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION IN RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS

Dear Teresa:

The following are provided in response to your questions
regarding the Pepperdine LRDP information submitted on August 4,
1589:

1. Bullding 160 has been changed from the information listed
in the original Plan document as follows:

The original single building with 4 units has been changed
to four buildings with 4 units each for a total of 1§
units. The height of the buildings is 60 feet.

2. Building 156 was relocated as shown on Attachment E of the
August 4, 1989 submittal. The parking for this building
was incorrectly deleted. Please make the following
change to the August 4, 1989 submittal:

Delete HH, and leave GG in as part of the Plan. This
means that only 53 parking spaces were deleted and the 400
spaces in GG are retained as part of the Plan. The GG
arealwill be immediately adjacent to the Building 156
complex. .

3. Parking for Building 261 (School of Business) is within
parking area JJ. The original Plan document listed JJ as
containing 200 parking spaces. Parking area JJ was relo-
cated as shown on Attachment E and described in Attachment
A (page 5) of the August 4, 1989 submittal. The revised
Plan parking area JJ contains 454 parking spaces.

4. The parking area for Building 264 is within parking area
O. Parking area O contains 120 parking spaces.

PLANNING, ENVIRONMENTALANALYSESAND
e —
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T. Henry

California Coastal Commission
August 29, 1989

Page 2

Based on your review and our further evaluation, we asj
that the capacity of parking area O be increased to 204
Spaces. .

S. Certain of the student housing units were deleted from |the
Plan. Specifically the following were deleted:

BUILDING NO. UNITS NO. STUDENTS
150 70 140
155 114 228
162 114 228
Totals: 298 ' 596

Some of the existing student units house three student
This has not proven to be the better situation. _
Accordingly, the additional units listed in the Plan wdre
for two students per unit. ,

Thirty five (35) copies of the original Plan are being for-
warded together with six (6) coples each of two reductions (8.9" x
11" and 11" x 17") of Exhibit E of the August 4, 1989 submittall.

If there are questions, Please call.

Sincerely,

ENV;RONMENTAL AUDIT, INC.

Brent Shipley, Ph.D
Senior Project Manager

Attachments
BLS:111
290:BLS5:PULTH
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Lot Angeies County

DEPARTMENT OF
REGIONAL PLANNING

320 West Templs Sireet

Los Angeles
Californis 0012
9745401
Norman Murdoch
Planning Dwecto’
. CERTIFIED-RECEIPT
: REQUESTED

Februa:y 24, 1987

Pepperdine University

¢/0 Bright & Associates

1200 North Jefferson, Suite B
Anaheim, California 92807

Dear Sirs:

RE: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2432-(4)
Expand campus facilities and enrollment;
830-acre campus. Implement Phase 1
expansion & contingency approval of
Malibu Mesa Waste Water Treatment Plant
expansion,

Pacific Coast Highway & Malibu Canyon Road
The Malibu, 2ones aA-l-1, A-2-5, RPD-12,000-
10U and R-1-12,000 (Zone A-1-DP is pending)

The Regional Planning Commission, by its action of February 11,
1987, GRANTED the above described permit., Documents pertaining
to this grant are enclosed. '

Your attention is called to the following:

1. Condition No, 2, that this grant shall not be effective
for any purpose until the applicant and the owner of the
property involved, or his duly authorized representative,
have filed at the office of the Department of Regional
Planning the enclosed affidavit stating that they are aware
of, and accept all the conditions of this permit;

2. The Commission's decision may be appealed to the Board
of Supervisors at the office of Mr. Larry J. Monteilh,
Executive Officer, Room 383 Hall of Administration,
500 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012,
telephone (213) 974~1442, The appeal must be postmarked
or delivered in person within 15 days after this notice is
received by the applicant. This grant will not become
effective until and unless that period has passed without

an appeal. :
RECEIVED
MAR 61987

BRIGHT & ASSOCIATES
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Pepperdine University
February 24, 1987
Page 2

3. The Commission's grant affects the following described
property:

(See attached legal descriptions)

1f you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact
Variances and Permits Section at (213) 974-6446.

Very truly yours,

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
Norman Murdoch, Director of Planning

hn Schwarze, Waministrator
ning Administration Branch

JS:RF:eh

Enclosures: Affidavit; Findings and Conditions

cc: Building and Safety; Board of Supervisors; Zoning Enforcement;
Madelyn Glickfielgd
Greg Aftergood
Jill Workman
Andrew Benton
Donald Bright
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION
OF PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY

3 | . ~ PROPERTY | ' -:ZCBS-Db7.

B & PARCEL OF LAND SITUATED IN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
BEING A PORTION OF THE RANCHO TOPANGA MALIBU SEQUIT AS CONFIRMED TO MATTHEW
XELLER BY PATENT RECORDED IN BOOK 1 PAGES 407 ET SEQ., OF PATENTS, IN THE
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY, ALSO BEING A PORTION OF SECT!OﬁS
30 AND 31, TOWNSHIP ) SOUTH, RANGE 17 WEST, AND A PORTION OF SECTION 25,
TORHSHIP Tt SOUTH, RANGE 18 WEST, SAN BERNARDING MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE
OFFJCIAL PLAT THEREOF, DESCRIBED AS A WHOLE AS FOLLOWS:

PARCEL 1 . '
f ’ BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THL CENTER LINE OF THE YO0 FEET RIGHY QF WAY TD YHE JTATE
OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER DOCUMENT RECORDED ON MARCH 22, 1944 IR BOOR 20743 PAGE|Z])
OFFICIAL RECORDS OF SAID COUNTY, SAID CENYEg LINE HAVING A BEARING OF SOUTH B4~ .
£7' 07" WEST, AND SAID POINY BEING SOUTH 84~ 57' 07™ WEST 117.98 FEET ALONG
/ © THE CENTER,LINE FROM LOS ANGELES COUNTY ENGINEERS TRAVERS STATION “SOLSTICE
CAKYQN L S™, AS SAID TRAVERS STATION 1S SHOWN IN FIELD BOOX 18652 PAGES 67 AY
ON FILE 1IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ENGINCER OF SAID COUNTY; THENCE NORTH §
§3* WEST 402.11 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE EASTERLY M
A RADIUS OF 1,300.44 FEET; THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENT
&NGLE OF £8° 3D' D7 A DISTANCE 1554.79 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A NON TANG
CURYE CORCAVE SOQUTHEASTERLY HAVIR&OA RADIUS OF 440 FELT, A RADJAL LINE OF §
LURVE TD SAID POINT BEARS NORTH 46 Aa' 13° WEST; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALON
SAID CURVE THRU A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 25" 55° 30" A DISTANCE OF 229.8Y FEET; 7
TARGENT TO SAID CURVE NORTH 73° 10' 17° EAST 217,85 FEET TO THE BEGINKING O
TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY KAYING A RADIUSDOF 3,960 FEET; THENCE N
EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE ?HBU A CENTRAL ANGLE OF § 4&' 06" A DISTANCS OF
675.15 FELT; THENCE NORTH 30 20'°17' WEST 776.53 FEET; THENCE NORTH 8~ 238'
WEST 457.93 FEET; THENCE NORTH 13° 05’ S17 WEST 405,74 FEET; THENCE NORTH 7
14" 28 EAST'ISZ.G& FEET; THENCE NORTH 25° 10° 00° EAST 300.03 FEET; THEMCE
NORTH 48° 44&° 23" WEST 1275.,25 FEET; THENCE NORTH 8™ 5% Ia" WEST 188,25 FE
THENCE NORTH $5° 26° 37‘ WEST 676,52 FEET; THENCE SO0UTH BS 08' 35' WEST 30§.00
FEET; THENCE SQUTH 64~ 25' Cg' WEST 347.86 FEET; THENCE NORTH 60" S6° 23' wisT
§34.67 FEET; THENCE NORTH 25° 25° 41* WEST 901.31 FEET; THENCE NORTH 34~ O6] 42*
WEST 1036.95 FEET TO EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 25; THENCE ALONG SAID EAST LINE
SOUTH 0¥ 20' DB* WEST 629.00 FEET MORE OR LESS TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF TgE
- SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 25; THENCE WESTERLY ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINE
OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER TD THE WESTERLY LINE OF THE EAST §0 ACRES OF THE
NORTH MALF OF SAID SDUTHEAST QUARTER; THENCE SOUTHERLY ALONG SA1D WESTERLY
LINE TO YHE NORYHERLY LINE OF THE SOUTH WALF OF SAID EOUTHEAST QUARTER OF
SECTION 25; THENCE ALONG SAID NORTRERLY LINE SOUTH 89~ 0B‘ S5 WEST 967,26
FEET MORE OR LESS TO THE NORTHWEISTERLY CORNER OF SAID SOUTH HALF OF THE SO
EAST QUARTER OF SAIDOSECTION 25; THENCE ALONG THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID SO
EAST QUARTER SOUTH 0 21* 58 EAST 1326,07 FEET TD THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF
SAID SOUTH HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 25; THENCE NORTR
§7¢ 10" EAST 1272.84 FLLT TO THE MORTHWESTERLY CORKER OF FRACTIONAL LOT Y
€AID SECTION 36; THENCE SOUTH 2° 56° 51° wEST 561,05 FEET MORE OR LESS TO
SOUTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID FRACTIONAL LOT 1, SAID LAST MENTIONED CORNER
BIANG ON THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID RANCHD TOPANGA MALIBU SEQUIT: VHENCE S
86” 04' DO" WEST ALONG SAID RANCHD LINE 1271.32 FEET MORE OR LESS TO AN IN
SECTION OF SAJD RANCHO LINE WITH THE EASTERLY LINE DF THE PARCEL DISCRICED
DELD FROM MARBLEHEAD LAND COMPANY TO STEPHEN Y, PHILIBOSIAN AND WIFE RECOR
1N BODK 24388 PAGE 376 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS OF SAID COUNTY; THENCE _ALONG TH
EASTERLY BOUNDARY OF SAID PHILIBDEIAN PARCEL AS FOLLOWS: SOUTH 6° 27° 06"
EAST 564,72 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 23° 33* Of* EAST 730,44 FEET; THENCE SOUTH
42" 07 WEST 403.80 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 01* 08° EAST 892.07 FEET: THINCE
SOUTH 55° 14° 83 EAST 208,13 FEET MORE OR LESS TO AN INTERSECTION OF THE
SAID EASTERLY LINE OF SAID PHILIBOSTAN PARCEL WITH A LINE BTING THE WESTER
PROLONGATION OF A PARALLEL LINE TO THE CENTER LINE OF THE 100 FELT RIGHT O
WAY FIRST MENTIONED IN TH]S DESCRIPTION; SAID PARALLEL LINE BEING DISIANT
FEET NORTHERLY AT RIGHT ANGLES FROM SAID CENTER LIKE; THENCE NORTH 84~ 57°
EASY ALONG SAID WESTERLY PROLONGATION AXD SAID PARALLEL LINE 1547.20 FEEY
OR LLSS TO THE CENTER LINE OF MARIE CANYON RQAD (MOW JOHN TYLER DRIVE) AS
ON MAP DF TRACT NO. 30132 FILED IN BOOK B20 PAGES 15 T0 22 INCLUSIVE OF MARS,
RECORDS OF SAID COUNTY; THENCE SOUTKERLY ALONG SAID CENTER LINE T0 THE
WESTERLY PROLOKSATION OF SAID CENTER LINE OF THE 100 FEET RIGHT DF WAY; TH
. L ‘




EASTERLY ALONG SAID WESTERLY PROLONGATION OF SAID CENTER LINE T0 THE POINT OF
BEGIRKING. . .

EXCEPT THAT PORTION INCLUDED WITHIN SAID TRACT NO.'JOIJQ.

ALSO EXCEPT THOSE PORTIONS INCLUDED WITHIN SAID MARIE CANYON RD‘D. PACIFIC
COAST KIGHWAY AND MALIBU CANYON RDAD AS NOW ESTABLISHED,

PARCEL 2 . s -

LOT 2 IN FRACTIONAL SECTION 36, TOWNSNIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 18 NEST, SAN BERNARDINO
HERIDIAN, IN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ACCORDING T
OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND APPROVED BY THE SURVEYOR GENERAL'OM JUNE 18, 1898,

PARCEL 3

THE EAST HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 24 AND THE EAST HALF OF THE
NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 25 ALL IN TONNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1B WEST, SAN
BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, JN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ACCORDING
TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT THEREOF. :

I, the undersigned, depose and siltt_thct 1 represent the ownars of property
Included in this patition as set forth sbovs. .

KWL o'hedl
cs Praslident for Business Affairs




CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 2432=(4)
COMMISSION EEARING DATE: May 23, 1985
Procedure Before the Zoning Board

The applicant, Pepperdine University, requested a use permit tJ
obtain County approval of a long range development plan for
expansion of the University's Malibu Campus. The Zoning Board
heard the matter at its meetings of March 12, April 30, Septembpr
24, October 3, October 10 and October 23, 1984. At the conclu-
sion of the October 23 meeting, the Zoning Board closed the
hearing in contemplation of the university applying for develop~
ment program zoning incorporating the long range plan and
amending the use permit request to cover only the Phase 1 portibn
of the expansion proposed for the immediate future. The z::nin;
Board recommended that the amended use permit be heard concur-
rently with the Zone Change request and decided by the full
Commission.

Procedure Before the Commission:

The Commission conducted a concurrent hearing on the proposed
development program zoning for expansion of the Pepperdine Camgus
and a use permit for the first phase of the planned expansion dn
May 23, 1985. The use permit application also included a requdst

to renew the previously granted permit to expand the Malibu Meda
treatment plant.

Three persons, representing resident groups, testified in
opposition to the requests. Representatives of the Department |of
Public Works then responded to questions from the Commission or
traffic and sewage disposal issues. A presentation and rebuttgdl
testimony from representatives of the university followed,

At the conclusion of testimony, the Commission closed the public
hearing, with the proviso that the record remain open for writflen
comment for two weeks. The Commission further instructed staf
to complete the environmental impact report for the project and
to prepare conditions for approval of the use permit.

FIRDINRGS:

l. This case concerns an application to continue and expand tHe
facilities and enrollment of the Pepperdine University Camgus
located northwesterly of the intersection of Pacific Coast
Highway and Malibu Canyon Road in the unincorporated commu-
nity of Malibu. The application also includes a request t
renew the previously granted approval to expand the Malibu
Mesa Wastewater Reclamation Plant, located at the northwes
corner of Pacific Coast Highway and John Tyler Drive adjacgnt
to the scutherly campus boundary.




Page 2
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 2432-(4)

2. The Commission has recoamended rezoning of the entire Campus
to A-1-DP (Light Agriculture Development Program). The
development program consists of a long range specific plan
for the university site, including development of portions
now in an essentially undisturbed state.

3. The applicant requests a conditional use permit to allow
continued use of the existing campus facilities and limited
expansion of those facjlities within the Development Program
Zone in accord with the provisions of Section 22.40,040 of
the County Code, The proposed limited expansion is shown on
the applicant's "Proposed Land Use Plan", dated November,
1984, as revised August, 1986.

4. The applicant will submit additional use permits for other
elements of the development program on an as needed basis.

5. The recommended development program recognizes that certain
temporary or interim facilities, not shown on the specific
plan, will continue until replaced with permanent structures.

6. The existing campus was initially developed under Conditional
Use Permit No. 133, An expansion of the campus area and
facilities was subsegquently approved in Conditional Use
Permit No., 534.

7. Conditional Use Permit 133 limited campus enrollment to 2500
Full Time Equivalent (FTE) students. This student cap was
unaffected by Conditional Use Permit No, 534. The facilities
proposed in this application would accommodate an estimated
total enrollment of about 2,700 (FTE) Students. The term
"Pull Time Equivalent Students™ is defined at page 10 of the
applicants' Specific Plan for Development, Revised October,
1983. The current FTE enrollment is about 2200 students.

8. The new facilities in this application will be located within

: the existing developed portion of the campus. Therefore,
construction will not require any significant landform alter-
atien,

9. The proposed structures will be similar to and compatible with the
existing campus architecture.

10. The overall size of the subject property is 830 acres. The
present campus site occupies about 225 acres, including
substantial open space areas which will remain -after completion
of the new development proposed in the initial phase of
expansion,




11.

i 12.

13.

14,

1s.
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 2432~(4) .

Access to the campus facilities is provided by means of a
loop street system comprised of John Tyler Drive, Buntsinge}
Circle and Seaver Drive, Each of these are private drive-
ways within the limits of the campus boundaries, John Tyle
Drive and Seaver Drive intersect directly with Pacific Coas
HBighway and Malibu Canyon Road, respectively. Both Pacific
Coast Highway and Malibu Canyon Road are shown on the Count
Bighway Plan and the Malibu Santa Monica Mountains area plap
as Major Highways.

ey

The campus and the Malibu Mesa Wastewater Reclamation Plant
are on land classified "Institution and Public Facilities" pn
the Land Use Plan of the Malibu Area Local Coastal Program,
This designation includes existing public facilities and
private institutional uses characterized by colleges,
schools, government offices, public utility facilities,
sanitary landfills, fire stations and similar uses. |

The Local Coastal Program permits development within the
existing graded campus to accommodate up to 3,000 FTE
students and 300,000 square feet of new building area subj
to compliance with the mitigation measures enumerated in t
program. The requisite mitigation measures are incorporat
in the attached conditions.

along the west side of John Tyler Drive, northerly of the
treatment plant. This development was designed and orient
80 as to be isolated from campus activity. Other developnm
in the general vicinity is separated from the campus by
rPacific Coast Bighway, Malibu Canyon Road and areas of the
subject property intended to be permanently devoted to
natural open space.

Malibu Country Estates, an area of single family homes, lij:

nt

Under the provisions of the existing use permits, the
University has been required to provide one parking space flor
each student enrolled. The parking provided is developed fo
county standards. This parking has proved adequate to mee
the university's needs. The applicant proposes to continu
providing parking at the currently approved rate.

The Malibu Mesa Wastewater Treatment Plant provides sewage
disposal for the Pepperdine Campus and the Malibu Country
Estates. 1In Conditional Use Permit No. 1949, the applican
received approval to increase the capacity of the plant frgnm
the current level of 200,000 gallons per day to 500,000
gallons per day. The purpose of the increase was to accomgo-
date the planned unjiversity expansion as well as certain
other development in the vicinity, as described in the
findings adopted for Conditional Use Permit No 1949, Condij
tional Use Permit No 1945 has lapsed.
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l6.

17,

18.

19.

The County Department of Public Works has determined that the
public interest would best be served if the university were
serviced by a regional waste water system rather than by the
expanded Malibu Mesa plant., BHowever, since the regional
system does not presently exist, and its ultimate construc-
tion is uncertain, the applicant requests that the Malibu
Mesa plant expansion be reapproved on a contingency basis,

The original program for the Malibu Mesa plant included a
provision that the effluent water be disposed of by spray
irrigation on the Pepperdine campus. Engineering studies
performed to date have raised questions regarding the safety
of spray irrigation of 500,000 gpd of treated water. The
revised proposal includes provision for creek disposal of the
water.,

Pindings 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 14, 18, 19 and 20 and
21 of Conditional Use Permit No. 1949 remain applicable to
the revised reguest for the Malibu Mesa Plant and are incor-
porated herein by reference.

Environmental impact reports have been prepared for the
regquested campus expansion and revised waste water treatment
plant plans. These contain a detailed description of the
project and document the project's potential impacts and the
proposed mitigation measures which will be undertaken as a
part of the project, The findings of fact with respect to
these impacts and mitigation measures are appended hereto as
Attachment "A" and are included in these findings by refer-
ence.

BASED ON THEE FOREGOING, THE COMMISSION CONCLUDES:

A. The proposed use with the attached conditions and
restrictions will be consistent with the adopted general
plan for the area,

B. With the attached restrictions and conditions, the
requested use, at the location proposed, will not
adversely affect the health, peace, comfort or welfare of
persons residing or working in the surrounding area, and
will not be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment,
or valuation of property of other persons located in the
vicinity of the site, and will not jeopardize, endanger
or otherwise constitute a menace to the public health,
safety or general welfare.

C. The proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accom=-
modate the yards, walls, fences, parking and loading fa-
cilities, landscaping and other development features
prescribed in the Zoning Ordinance, and as is cotherwise
required in order to integrate the use reguested with the
uses in the surrounding area,




CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 2432-(4)

COMMISSION ACTION:

1.

' Page 5

D. The proposed site has adequate traffic access and said
gite is adequately served by other public and private
service facilities which it requires.

The Regional Planning Commission approves the FPinal
Environmental Impact Report and certifies that the Final
Environmental Impact Report has been completed in complianc
with the California Environmental Quality Act, the State
Environmental Impact Report Guidelines, and the County
Environmental Document Report Procedures and Guidelines, an
that the Commission, having reviewed and considered the

Report, determined that the proposed project will not have
significant effect on the environment.

information contained in the Pinal Environmental Impact %

In view of the findings of fact presented above, Conditionah

Use Permit No 2432 is GRANTED with the attached conditions.

L
[




CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2432-(4) CONDITIORS

l. Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "per-
mittee"™ shall include the applicant and any other person,
corporation, or other entity making use of this grant,

2. This grant shall not be effective for any purpose until the
permittee and the owner of the property involved (if other
than the permittee) have filed at the office of the Depart- i
ment of Regional Planning their affidavit stating that they ?
are aware of, and agree to accept, all of the conditions of
this grant, and the Board of Supervisors has adopted a change
of 2one consistent with this grant and the change of zone has
become effective. Upon becoming effective, this grant shall
supercede Conditional Use Permits 133-{4) and 534-(4).

3. The permittee shall reimburse the County for any court and
attorney's fees which the County may be required to pay as a
result of any claim or action brought against the County
because of this grant. Although the permittee is the real
party in interest in an action, the County may, at its sole
discretion, participate at its own expense in the defense of
the action, but such participation shall not relieve the
permittee of any obligation under this condition.

4. If any provision of this grant is held or declared to be
invalid, the permit shall be void and the privileges granted
hereunder shall lapse.

5. The subject property shall be developed, maintained and oper-
ated in full compliance with the conditions of this grant and
any law, statute, ordinance or other regulation applicable to
any development or activity on the subject property. Pailure
of the permittee to cease any development or activity not in
full compliance shall be a violation of these conditions,

6. The Regional Planning Commission has recommended adoption of
a8 change of zone to the Board of Supervisors for the Malibu
campus of Pepperdine University. This recommendation
contains a development program addendum, which development
program makes provision for the long term .expansion of the
campus. The development program contemplates that the
campus will be expanded in phases over an extended period of
time.

This grant permits the continued use of existing campus
facilities, authorized under previous grants, together with
the limited expansion of campus facilities and enrollment
subject to the following restrictions:

a. Campus enrollment shall be limited to 2,700 Full Time
Equivalent (FTE) students as defined in the submitted
Specific Plan for Development, revised October, 1983.

—_— e




CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO, 2432-(4) CONDITIONS
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b, The amount of £full time equivalent students shall be
computed on an annual basis,

€. Not less than one parking space shall be provided on sife
for each PTE student; sajid parking shall be maintained
in conformity with the provisions of Part 1l of Title 23
of the Los Angeles County Code,

é. The development permitted under this grant shall be
substantially as shown on the map entitled Proposed Land
Use, Pepperdine Oniversity Specific Plan for Developmen
1682~-1997, as revised August, r 8 copy of which is gn
file, marked Exhibit "A"; such development shall hereafd
ter in these conditions be referred to as "Phase 1
Development,"” Temporary or interim facilities, not
shown on the specific plan, may continue in use until
replaced with permanent structures.

€. All new structures shall be similar to and compatible
with the existing campus architecture and shall conform
to the guidelines and restrictions contained in the
Pepperdine University Specific Plan, Development Stan-
dards, Guidelines and Restrictions, dated April, 1984,
a copy of which is on file, marked Exhibit "B."

f. Any new electrical, telephone or cable TV utilities
installed in association with campus development shall Be
placed underground.

g. No construction shall commence under this grant until if
is demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Director of
Public Works that adequate sewage treatment capacity is
available as provided in Condition 7, below,

h., Prior to the issuance of permits for Phase 1 Develop-
ment, the permittee shall enter into a secured agreemen]
with the Department of Public Works to accomplish the
following when said department requires same: (1)
construct one additional westbound lane, two additional%
southbound lanes, three additional northbound lanes, an
upgrade signal to eight-phase operation at the intersecq
tion of Pacific Coast Highway and Webb Way: (2) constru¢t
two additional westbound lanes to provide approach with
one left turn lane, three through lanes and one right
turn only lane at the intersection of Pacific Coast
Bighway and Cross Creek Road; and (3) widen the interseg¢-
tion at Civiec Center Way and Webb Way for dual left tur’
lanes and one optional through/right turn lane for
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northbound; installatjon of a fully actuated expandable
traffic signalization system to be interconnected with
the signal at Pacific Coast Highway and Webb Way when

. traffic warrants; such improvements shall be completed to
the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works:

As 2 long term permanent method for disposal of sewage
generated by the subject property and other Malibu residents,
the County proposes the construction of a regional sewer
gsystem by means of a County Improvement District pursuant to
the Improvement Act of 1911 or the Municipal Improvement Act
of 1913, said regional sewer system will serve the present
and foreseeable future sewage needs of the subject property.
In the interim, the permittee shall be allowed to construct
additional buildings if the contract between Las Virgenes
Municipal Water District (L.V.M.W.D.) and Pepperdine Univer-
sity is renegotiated to allow the extra amount of effluent
produced to be treated by L.V.M.W.D. until such time as a
regional sewer system has been constructed. 1In the event
that the proceedings to construct a regional sewer system
serving the subject property have been abandoned by the
County, permittee will, upon written notice by the County,
immediately take the necessary steps to expand the Malibu
Mesa Wastewater Reclamation Plant to 500,000 gallons per day
(gpd).

Said expansion shall include a "creek" discharge to Malibu
Creek or other permanent means of waste water disposal
acceptable to the Director of Public Works. Said expansion
and construction shall be done to the satisfaction of the
County and shall be completed within 18 months after receipt
of written notice from the County, unless an extension of
time is granted by the County. Delays beyond the control of
the permittee shall not be counted within this time period,
The County shall cooperate with the permittee in its attempt
to procure all necessary approvals and/or permits from other
responsible agencies. The Regional Water Quality Board
(RWQCB) and the Coastal Commission must approve said expan-
sion and creek discharge from the plant.

The permittee shall not expand the Malibu Mesa Wastewater
Reclamation Plant prior to the abandonment by the County of
the proceedings to construct a regional sewer system. Any
such expansion shall be subject to the following additional
regquirements:

a. A revised plot plan, similar to that approved in Condi-
tional Use Permit No. 1949 and conforming to such of the
following conditions that can be shown on a plan shall be
submitted to the Director of Planning for approval before
obtaining building permits;




CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2432-(4) CONDITIONS
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b. The exterior boundaries of the plant shall have a chain
link fence, not less than six feet in height, with
appropriate gate. The setbacks are modified to permit

. compliance with this condition;

€. The area in and around the treatment facility shall be
landscaped so as to adequately screen the facility and jo
give the appearance of a natural setting blending with
the surrounding vegetation;

d. Three copies of a landscape plan, which may be incorpo-
rated into a revised plot plan, shall be submitted to,
and approved by, the Director of Planning prior to the
issuance of a building permit. The landscape plan shal
show the size, type, and location of all proposed plant
trees, and watering facilities;

o
-

e. The facility, including the required fences, shall be
maintained in a residential character. The roof shallot

consist of either earth-colored materials or a tile ro
Details of development shall be specified on the requir
landscape plan;

.

£. All areas used by automobiles shall be paved with a
blacktop or concrete surfacing;

g. There shall be one off-street parking space on the sitge
for each motor vehicle housed on the subject property
and for each person employed in the largest shift of
employees;

h. Subject to approval of the Director of Planning, the
access road to the subject property may be relocated ti
John Tyler Drive in the event that Malibu Country Driv
is closed to public travel;

i. The use of domestic water to irrigate landscaping in a
around Pepperdine University shall be ‘eliminated to thqd
maximum degree possible;

j. The facility shall comply and be maintained in compliarce
with the reguirements of the Los Angeles County Health
Department;

k. The plant shall conform to the requirements of the Stafe
Regional Water Quality Control Board; )

1. Prior to grading or construction permit approval, the
permittee shall submit a contigency plan detailing
ptocedures to be taken in the event of a plant upset tg

—_—
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minimize escape of plant effluent to be reviewed and

approved by County Engineer-Facilities, California Water

Quality Control Board and Departments of Health Services
' and Regional Planning;

m. The construction of the treatment facility shall be
designed so as to withstand groundshaking from an earth
‘quake in the magnitude of 7.5 on the Richter scale:

n. The treatment plant shall be designed and constructed to
effectively control odor escape.

All requirements of the Zoning Ordinance and of the specific
zoning of the subject property must be complied with unless
otherwise set forth in these conditions or shown on the ap-~
proved plans.

Provisions shall be made for all natural drainage to the sat-
isfaction of the Department of Public Works.

The subject facilities shall be developed and maintained in
compliance with requirements of the Los Angeles County De-

partment of Health Services. Adequate water and sewvage fa~
cilities shall be provided to the satisfaction of said De-

partment.

Upon receipt of these conditions, the permittee shall contact
the Fire Prevention Bureau of the Los Angeles County Forester
and Fire Warden to determine what facilities may be necessary
to protect the property from fire hazard. Any necessary fa~

cilities shall be provided as may be required by said Depart~
ment. :

The permittee shall secure any necessary permits from the
South Coast Air Quality Management District and shall fully
comply with the terms of said permits.

The permittee shall contact the Department of Public Works to
determine whether an Industrial Waste Disposal Permit is
required. No activity for which a permit is required shall
be initiated on the subject property before a permit is
obtained and any required facilities are installed. The
permittee shall keep any required permits in full force and
effect and shall fully comply with any regquirements thereof,

All structures shall conform with the requirements of the
Division of Building and Safety of the Department of Public
Works.
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15. The permittee shall comply with the mitigation measures
contained in Section 4.5 of the Malibu Local Coastal Prograﬂm
unless otherwise provided in a Long Range Development Progr
for Pepperdine University or an amendment to the Local
Coastal Program approved by the California Coastal Commis-
sion.

RP:meg
1/721/87




‘ CBhE  ExH
ANALYSIS
This ordinance revises the Malibu Zone District by
changing the zone classification of certain property to

authorize a development program, according to the applica-

tion of Pepperdine University.

RECEI VED

. L

BRIGHT & ASSOCiaTze




ZONING CASE NUMBER 85-007

ORDINANCE NUMBER 87-01062

An ordinance amending Title 22 of the Los Angeles County
.Code, relating to the zoning of Malibu,

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Los Angeles
ordains as follows:

SECTION 1. Section 22.16.230 of the Los Angeles County] Code
is amended by revising the map of the Malibu Zone District, hs
shown on the map attached hereto.

SECTION 2. The Board of Supervisors makes the followin

ar

findings of fact concerning this change of zone:

1. Pepperdine University is already established on the

property which is the subject of this zoning case.

2. The University has proposed a conceptual plan for expahsion
of the campus during the next fifteen years,

3. A development program zone is recommended in order to
provide a tiered process in which subsequent and specific
development proposed in the conceptual plan by the
University will address the critical factors specified
hereinafter. |

4. Analysis and mitigation of the criticgl factors, or
environmental issues, raised by the plan are assured by the
requirement of submission and approval of conditional ise

permits and appropriate environmental documents which

analyze and mitigate the impacts at each phase of




development.

The tiered process shall yield an evaluation of each
proposal in light of current and contemplated plans, and
produce an informed estimate of the environmental
consequences of the entire project.

The conceptual plan proposed by the University is
conditionally adopted.

If a conditional use permit is obtained, and an
appropriate environmental document is prepared, the
property may be conditionally utilized for any use
generally described in the University's conceptual plan.
The tiered review allows for an overview analysis of
potential impacts which will be of particular concern in
the future and also allows in-depth analysis at a

subseguent time when project plans are more detailed and

" their impacts can be analyzed under those future

conditions. The critical factors which necessitate this
tiered development program and subsequent permit review
are:
a. Traffic generation estimates for the project, and
related traffic mitigation measures.
b. Sewage generation projections for the plan, and
the appropriate permanent disposal program.
c. The necessary general nature of the conceptual
plan does not allow a complete design review or

mitigation program for protecting the visible




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

environment,

d. The identity and costs of public infrastructuje

expansions necessary to accommodate the plan,

and

the concomitant private service expansions, cdnnot

be sufficiently assessed at this stage.
e. Subsequent alternatives to the numerous.aspect
the conceptuél plan cannot be adequately discy

at this stage.

Subsequent conditional use permits for specific expans]ons

of the University will be separate but related project

Subsequent conditional use permits will eliminate

repetitive discussions of the same general issues and
the environmental review on the actual and more specif
issues applicable to decisions at each phase.
Subsequent conditional use permits can limit the
environmental review to issues which were not examined
the zone change or to environmental impacts which are

susceptible to reduction or avoidance.

s of

ssed

cus

in

The conceptual plan will move through a series of sepa
conditional use permits. Each of these permits will b
subject to separate environmental review.

The conditional use permit process is required in this

case in order to focus review of the environmental iss:[s

which are relevant to the specifié phases of developme
The development program is a recognition that not all

environmental effects can be adequately analyzed or

te




15.

16.

17,

mitigated at this initial, conceptual stage.

The planning agency will need to determine whether, in the
light of changed circumstances or mere specific
informatien, the environmental review prepared for the zohe
change at this initial stage provides an adequate
description of the environmental effects at the time of
each conditional use permit application.

Except as specifically provided for herein, no

provision of Section 22.40.070 shall apply to this
development program.

This development program zone is consistent with the

general plan,




Section 3 - This ordinance shall be published in

MZTROPOLITAN NEWS

a4 newspaper printed and publ}

ATTEST:

Execé;{zé;ﬂfficer

Board of Supervisors
of the County of Los Angeles

I hereby certify that at its meeting of Julv 7, 1987 R

t—

the foregoing ordinance was adopted by the Board of Supervisors

of said County of Los Angeles by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes: Noes:

Supervisors Peter F. Schabarum, REpeXinors None

Deane Dana and

Michael D. Antonovich

gifzgtive Officer

Board of Supervisors
of the County of ILos Angeles

Effective Date: August 7, 1987
SpaExkive xXRxxex
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EXHIBIT 12
Pepperodine .-

University

July 24, 1989

JUL 26 189

Ralph Faust, Esg.

‘Chief Counsel

California Coastal Commission
631 Howard Street, Fourth Floor
San Francisco, California 94105

Re: Adequacy of Pepperdine University LRDP Environmental Information

Dear Mr. Faust:

At a recent meeting with the California Coastal Commission staff, Ms. Terpsa
Henry requested additional information relating to the environmental
documentation of Pepperdine University's long range land use development plan
(the "LRDP"). I have attached a copy of a letter and documents dated Novpmber
17, 1988, to Michael Wornum from the law firm of Latham & Watkins, which
summarizes the University's compliance with the requirements of the Califprnia
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the regulations promulgated thereundjr.

As this letter indicates, we understand that environmental review of this
project is complete.

The Department of Regional Planning of the County of Los Angeles is the l¢ad
agency for approval of the University's development contemplated in the P.
The Department required the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
("EIR") covering all the development described in the LRDP prior to approying
a Conditional Use Permit and a Development Program Zone Change for the
University.

The Development Program Zone Change 85007-(4) for the LRDP (the "DP Zone
Change') and Conditional Use Permit 2432-(4) for Phase I of the LRDP (the
"CUP") included a final Environmental Impact Report, described in Attachmdnt
“A'" to the CUP. The Department of Regional Planning, the lead agency und
CEQA, filed a Notice of Determination for the CUP on February 25, 1987,

8 Notice of Determination for the DP Zone Change on September 10, 1987. th
notices of determination state that "The project in its approved form willl not
have a significant effect on the environment' and that "An Environmental
Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to CEQA, and is on fille

with the lead agency."

Attachment "A" to the CUP states that "the potential environmental effects]of
this project relative to geotechnical hazard, flood hazard, bioclegical
resources, and visual qualities have been reduced to insignificant levels.|
It also states that the project will not have a significant impact on sewef
service because either the County will construct a regional sewage system |n
Malibu or the University will expand the Malibu Mesa Wastewater Reclamatio
Plant or secure other permanent means of wastewater disposal acceptable to|the
Department of Public Works of Los Angeles County. The Department of Regiogal

1
Malibu, California 90265 « Telephone 2134564000




*Planning also concluded that the project will not have a significant impact on
traffic because, "as subsequent requests for Conditional Use Permits are
submitted, the applicant will evaluate and assess the traffic impacts
associated with the specific developments, to the satisfaction of the
Department of Public Works."

As you know, the California Coastal Commission qualifies as a responsible
agency under CEQA. The Coastal Commission provided comments on the draft RIR
prepared for the DP Zone change on the project contemplated by the LRDP, as
the CEQA guidelines require. Section 15096 of the CEQA guidelines, 14 Cal.
Admin. Code 15000 et seq. (the "Guidelines"), describes the process a
responsible agency must use in reviewing a lead agency's determinations under
CEQA. Section 15096(e) of the Guidelines provides that, if a responsible
agency believes that the final EIR prepared by the lead agency is not adequate
for use by the responsible agency, the responsible agency must either:

(1) Take the issue to court within 30 days after the lead agency files a
notice of determination;

(2) Be deemed to have waived any objection to the adequacy of the EIR or
negative declaration;

(3) Prepare a subsequent EIR if permissible under Section 15162; or
(4) Assume the lead agency role as provided in Section 15052(a)(3).

Since the Coastal Commission did not take the issue to court within 30 days
after the lead agency filed a notice of determination, it shall be deemed to
have waived any objection to the adequacy of the EIR unless a subsequent EIR
is permissible or the Coastal Commission can assume the lead agency role.
Section 15052(a)(3) allows a responsible agency to assume the role of the lead
agency only if the lead agency prepared inadequate environmental documents
without consulting the responsible agency. Since the lead agency consulted
the Coastal Commission during the preparation of the EIR, the Coastal
Commission may not assume the lead agency role.

The Department of Regional Planning, as the lead agency, may require
additional environmental information only if a subsequent EIR is required
under Section 15162. Section 15162 provides that a subsequent EIR need not be
prepared unless (1) changes are proposed in the project that will require
important revisions of the previous EIR because of new significant
‘environmental impacts not previously considered, (2) substantial changes occur
with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken, or
{3) new information of substantial importance to the project that was not
known and could not have been known at the time of the certification of the
final EIR becomes available. No changes have been proposed in the project
that would require important revisions of the previous EIR, no substantial
changes in circumstances have occurred, and no significant new information has
been discovered since the certification of the final EIR in 1987.

For your information and review, I have enclosed the following documents that
explain the University's understanding that adequate and complete
environmental information has been prepared and certified in connection with
the final EIR:




1. Environmental Findings of the Depaftment of Regional Planning of
County of Los Angeles for Development Program Zone Change 85007}
and Conditional Use Permit 2432-(4), headed “Attachment A."

that "The project in its approved form will not have a signific

2. Notice of Determination for Conditional Use Permit 2432-(4), stj
effect on the environment."

3. Notice of Determination for the Development Program Zone Change

85007-(4), stating that "The project in its approved form will dot

have a significant effect on the environment."

4. Final Environmental Impact Report to the Draft Environmental Ithct

Report for the DP Zone Change and the CUP.

Since the lead agency has adopted a final EIR, and since the Coastal

Commission did not challenge the adequacy of the final EIR within the
appropriate time periods, we believe that the University has fulfilled its
obligations under the applicable environmental laws and regulations to pro
adequate environmental disclosure prior to proceeding with the LRDP.

Please feel free to call me if you have any questions or comments. We loo
forward to the Commission's hearing on this matter in September.

Sincerely,

. so : —"“--________h

Gepéral Couns

Enclosures

cc: Mr. Peter Douglas
Ms. Teresa Henry
Dr. Andrew K. Benton
Dr. Donald Bright
Mr. George Mihlsten
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REQUESTED CHANGES TO SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS

<o - DT EXHIBIT?

FOR APPROVAL OF PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY'S LRDP FROM THE STAFF

REPORT DATED AUGUST 28, 1989, AS AMENDED SEPTEMBER li, 1989

On pages 6-10 of the staff report dated August 28,
1989, staff proposes certain modifications to the policles
proposed in Pepperdine's LRDP. These were amended in certain
respects by staff's Addendum dated September 11, 1989, on
pages 1-3 thereof. The following sets forth Pepperdine's
responses to these items:

|
|
A.l. No change requested. i

A.2. Substitute the foliowing language for modification ]
A.2 of the August 28 report, as amended by Section !

?3 F‘KBE:E“” B.1 of the September 11 report:
R RN R \_} 1
f\x A~ 5 N ann [:)The University shall permanently preserve, in the
vilw ey form of an open space easement, that portion of
FMFr:HA the campus generally described as a significant

EOAmn.CUMMSSON ecological area as identified on the Long Range

SOUTH COAST DISTRICT  pevelopment Plan. The easement shall allow for the
trail improvements as specified in the policy below
and shall allow for scientific research and other
public and University serving activities provided
they are done in a manner which is consistent with
protection of the resources.

A.3. Substitute the following language for modification
A.3 of the August 28 report:

The University shall offer to dedicate a public
trail easement, limited to pedestrian and
equestrian access only, over the Coastal Slope and
Mesa Peak trails which cross the subject property
The trail routes may be realigned provided it is
done in such a manner which provides for equivalent
use, can be safely used, and minimizes impacts on '
sensitive resources. Flnal route selection shall
include consultation with the Santa Monica
Mountains Trails Council and the Los Angeles County
Department of Parks and Recreation, subject to the
review and approval of the Executive Director of
the Coastal Commission.

A.4. Substitute the following language for modification
A.4 of the August 28 report, as amended by Section
B.3 of the September 11 report:

The University shall be required to pay its fair
share of the costs of traffic improvements to

adjacent coastal access road intersections when
improvements are made necessary by the proposed

---------I------IIIIII---II-I-.II.II-IIIII--




A.5.
A-Go

A.7.

AQSG
A.9,
A.10.

A.ll.

A.l12.

construction of development permitted by the LRDP.
Improvements shall be made necessary when
development permitted pursuant by the LRDP will
result in a significant impact at an adjacent
coastal access road intersection that exceeds a
volume to capacity ratio (Intersection Capacity
Utilization) of 0.85,

Proposed improvements shall be reviewed by a
transportation committee to be established by the
University in conjunction with the County of Los
Angeles. The transportation committee shall
advise the University and Los Angeles County on
transportation improvements necessary to mitigate
significant transportation impacts of development
permitted pursuant to the LRDP. Such improvements
shall be subject to the review and approval of the
Coastal Commission as necessary for the County of
Los Angeles to obtain project permits to implement
these improvements.

The University shall assist the committee and shall
provide its facilities for meetings of the
committee. The committee shall be an independent
body composed of community representatives,
adjacent landowners, and affected governmental
agencies, with membership approved by Los Angeles
County, Pepperdine University and the Executive
Director of the Coastal Commission.

No change requested.

No change requested.

Delete modification A.7 of the August 28 report,
as amended by Section B.2 of the September 11
report.

No change requested.

No change requested.

No change requested.

No change requested to the language of
modification B.4 of the September 11 report.

No change requested.




Substitute the following language for modification
B.1 of the August 28 report:

The MMWRP may be expanded from its current 200,000
gpd capacity to 500,000 gpd, as previously approved
by the Coastal Commission, when the following
conditions are fulfilled to the satisfaction of the
Executive Director of the Coastal Commission:

a. The County of Los Angeles certifies that
it has abandoned its plans for a regional
sewer system, or has otherwise granted
express permission for the University to
expand the MMWRP, and

b. The LVMWD certifies that it will accept
transmission of treated water
attributable to the expanded capacity of
the MMWRP through the existing pipelines
between the LVMWD and the MMWRP.

In the event that the University seeks amendment of
these conditions, further consideration by the
Commission including further environmental analysis
of alternative disposal methods shall be required.

Delete modification B.2 of the August 28 report.







. CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE lRESO\.I!CES AGENCY GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Govemor
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SOUTH COAST AREA

245 WEST BROADWAY, SUNE 380
LONG BEACH, CA 90802

(213) 590-%07

January 9, 1980

T0: Commissioners and Interested Persons

FROM: CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
South Coast District Staff

+ SUBJECT: Addendum to Item 9f, Pepperdine University Long Range Development
Plan Revised Findings for the Commission Meeting of January 11, 1990

The following are revisions to the Revised Findings staff report for the
Pepperdine University LRDP, dated December 21, 1989.

1. Add the following additional local government EIR findings to page 7,
preceding Section 1V: :

a. Specifically, the County's environmental findings for the Development
Program Zone and the Conditional Use Permit, headed Attachment *A",
state that “the potential environmental effects of this project
relative to geotechnical hazard, flood hazard, biological resources
and visual qualities have been reduced to insignificant levels."
Attachment "A" also states that the project will not have a
significant impact on sewer service because either the County will
construct a regional sewer system in Malibu or the University will
expand the Malibu Mesa Wastewater Reclamation Plant or secure other
permanent means of wastewater disposal acceptable to the Department
of Public Works of Los Angeles County. The Department of Regional
Planning also concluded that the project will not have a significant
impact on traffic because, "as submitted, the applicant will evaluate
and assess the traffic impacts associated with the specific
developments, to the satisfaction of the Department of Public

Works.® 1In approving the Development Program Zone change, the county
also found that "[t]his development program zone is consistent with
the general plan.®

2. Make the following typographical corrections on page 23:

a. The third full paragraph, line 2, "60 feet® shall be changed to *75
feet". ,

b. The fourth full paragraph shall read "The Pepperdine University LRDP
must be mitigated in order to bring it into conformity with the
visual resource protection policies of the Coastal Act. Therefore
the LRDP as proposed is inconsistent with section 30251 of the
Coastal Act.*




Pepperdine University LRDP
Revised Findings

Addendum to Staff Report
Page 2

3. Make the following typographical correction on page 25, the third full
paragraph, the last sentence:

a. add the exhibit number *7v.

4. Make the following change to page 31, first full paragraph, the last
sentence:
a. '"will® shall be changed to "could".

5. The following is added to page 38, at the end of the page in order to
clarify statements made in the paragraph:

a. In October, 1988 the University received conditiona?l approval for the
~«onstruction of a 51,000 sq. ft. visual arts and humanities center
and the continued use of nearly 30,000 sq. ft. of trailer space to be
located within the existing developed campus area. The University is
actively working toward transmittal of the arts center permit before
it expires in October, 1990. Should the construction of this
facitity or any other new facilities occur prior to the construction
of either a regional sewer system or the expansion of the MMWRP the
additional sewage treatment demand must within the existing capacity
of the MMWRP or the Las Virgines Municipal Water District agreement.

6. Make the following typographical correction on page 40, the second line
from the bottom of the page:

a. *800 acre campus® shall be changed to "830 acre campus®.

7. Make the following clarification change to page 41, the second full
paragraph, first sentence:

8. The sentence shall read as follows: “Several mitigation measures
were either offered by the University or imposed by the Commission to
minimize the adverse visual impact casued by the land form alteration
and roads and by buildings heights greater than that allowed by the
certified Land Use Plan for surrounding development.® S

8. Make the following typographical correction to page 42, the last Vine:
a. “instability" shall be changed to “stability".




Pepperdine University LROP
Revised Findings

Addendum to Staff Report
Page 3

9. Make the following change to page 45, third full paragraph in order to
clarify the status of the 72 acre expansion area:

a. The paragraph shall read as follows: The remaining 600+ acre area {is
in a natural, undeveloped state (except for several narrow dirt
roads) with significant vegetation. However, the certified Land Use
Plan designates none of this area Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Area or Significant Watershed, affording the highest levels of
habitat protectfon. The significant habitat value of this area is
nonetheless worthy of consideration under the Coastal Act as well as
the certified LUP. The LRDP will develop approximately 70 acres of
this area in the 72 acre expansion.®

10. Make the following corrections to Exhibits 2, 4 and 5.

2. Title the page following Exhibit 1 and preceding Exhibit 2, page 2 as
“Pepperdine University LRDP, Exhibit 2, Page 1*.

“b.  Replace Exhibit 4 with the attached Exhibit 4 which correctly deletes
the privately owned Malibu County Estates residential area from the
Existing Developed Campus of the University.

c. Replace Exhibit 5 with the attached Exhibit 5 which removes the
approved 72 acre expansion area from the area designated as Open

Space.

31060
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Ms. Teresa Henry

Assistant District Director
California Coastal Commission lj% E @ E ﬂ ‘W E @
245 West Broadway, Suite 380 .
_Long Beach, california 90802 JANO 91980
CALUIFORNIA -

Re: Bm&dﬂnmm%@wﬁbc%@ﬂwm
LRDP AST DISTRICT

Dear Teresa:

As we discussed on January 5, 1990, we have
reviewed the draft of the revised findings on the Pepperdine
University LRDP dated December 21, 1989. We appreciate the
changes you have made in response to our suggestions in our
letter dated December 20, 1989. As we discussed, however, we
still believe the findings should be revised to reflect the
Commission's decision on September 12, 1989, approving the
LRDP with modifications. Although I will not list all the
changes we would make to the findings, I will summarize below
several of our most important concerns, which we discussed
last Friday.

Page 10 - The discussion of CEQA requirements
should reflect the full CEQA review that has occurred
previously. We believe the following paragraph should be
added after the second full paragraph on page 10 to indicate
that the Development Program Zone Change Ordinance for the
development proposed under the LRDP was the subject of a
final EIR and was found to be consistent with the general
plan:

In accordance with CEQA, the County approved the final
Environmental Impact Report for the Conditional Use
Permit and the Development Program Zone Change in 1987.
The County's environmental findings for the Development
Program Zone and the Conditional Use Permit, headed
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Attachment "A," state that "the potential environmental
effects of this project relative to geotechnical hazard,
flood hazard, biological resources and visual qualities
have been reduced to insignificant levels." Attachment
“"A" also states that the project will not have a
significant impact on sewer service because either the
County will construct a regional sewer system in Malibu
or the University will expand the Malibu Mesa Wastewater
Reclamation Plant or secure other permanent means of
wastewater disposal acceptable to the Department of
Public Works of Los Angeles County. The Department of
Regional Planning also concluded that the project will
not have a -significant impact on traffic because, "as
subsequent requests for conditional use permits are
submitted, the applicant will evaluate and assess the
traffic impacts associated with the specific
developments, to the satisfaction of the Department of
Public Works." 1In approving the Development Program
Zone Change, the county also found that "[t)his
development program zone is consistent with the general
plan.”

Page 21 - We believe that the findings should
reflect major landform alterations that have been approved by
the Commission with mitigations, such as the developments of
Portero Canyon and at the Hedlunds, not only grading plans
that have been denied because mitigations were inadequate.
The Commission should be presumed to consider all previous
Commission actions when deciding the matter before it. The
findings should discuss relevant grading plans that have
previously been approved by the Commission, therefore, even
if the initial draft of the findings did not discuss these
projects. In addition, the findings should not discuss
grading plans that have not been presented to the
Commission, since they are not relevant for determining
whether the mitigations for Pepperdine's grading are
adequate.

Page 23 - You agreed to correct the typographical
error in the fourth full paragraph on page 23 that states
that the LRDP must be mitigated in order to bring it into
conformity with the visual resources policies of the Coastal
Act and the policies of the certified LUP for the area.

Page 31 - You agreed to change the statement in the
first full paragraph on page 31 to read that the revised LRDP
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may add additional student commuters, not that it will add
them.

Page 32 -~ We believe that the discussion of the
coastal trails on page 32 should indicate that the Commission
specifically found that Pepperdine University is a visitor-
serving institution, as well as one of higher learning. The
second paragraph on the page should be deleted, therefore,
since the Commission did not find that the development
proposed in the LRDP will have a cumulative significant
adverse impact on access to beaches, trails and other
recreational facilities. Rather, the Commission found that
the development -proposed under the LRDP will increase
visitor access to the Coastal Zone.

Page 38 - The last sentence on page 38, which
states that "[t]he University will presumably want to
construct additional facilities prior to the construction of
a regional sewer system or the expansion of the Malibu Mesa
Plant," should be deleted. Since Pepperdine currently has
some additional sewer capacity, it is possible that

construction of a regional sewer system or an expansion of
Malibu Mesa may occur before the University constructs

facilities that required sewage capacity from a regional
system or from an expansion of Malibu Mesa.

Page 41 - You agreed to change the second full
paragraph on page 41 to indicate that the mitigation measures
required to minimize the visual impact of the buildings
proposed in the LRDP that will be higher than those in the
surrounding area will also mitigate the heights of buildings
above the levels allowed by the Land Use Plan.

Page 42 - Since there has been no finding that the
land underlying the University is unstable, you agreed to
change the word "instability" at the bottom of page 42 to the
word "stability.”

Page 45 - The Commission allowed development of the
72-acre parcel outside the existing graded portion of the
campus. The Land Use Plan does not define this area as an
ESHA or as a Significant Watershed area. Therefore, it is
inappropriate to state in the third paragraph that the
undeveloped area of Pepperdine's campus "under the strictest
definition of ESHA of the Coastal Act qualifies as an ESHA"
and to state in the first paragraph on page 45 that ESHAs
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must "be protected against significant disruption of habitat
values and that only uses dependent on such area [will] be
allowed." The first and third paragraphs on page 45 should
be deleted.

Please feel free to call Gary Hanson or me if you
have any guestions or comments about these suggestions.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely youyrs,
ATHAM

& WATKINS

€cc: Mr. Charles Damm
Ralph Faust, Esq.
- John Bowers, Esq.
Dr. Andrew K. Benton
Gary A. Hanson, Esq.
George J. Mihlsten, Esq.
Lucinda Starrett, Esq.






