


The Campus Life Project:  The Next Step in Fulfilling our 
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LRDP Amendment 1-11, Part B
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• Pepperdine strongly disagrees with the Staff’s recommendations that the existing field 
and lights were not permitted

• The existing field and lights were installed pursuant to three CDPs approved by the 
Commission in the early 1980s; the Commission subsequently certified the existing 
facility and its lighting in 1990, 1998, and 2012

• The LRDP encompassed all on-the-ground development at the time of its certification in 
1990

• Staff’s conclusions that the proposed lights would have adverse impacts on ESHA and 
migratory birds do not withstand scientific scrutiny

• Pepperdine used a highly conservative threshold to measure potential impacts; the 
Commission has previously relied on the 0.1 fc threshold previously and it is consistent  
with IESNA recommendations

• The EIR and Pepperdine’s supplemental, site-specific biological analysis concluded that 
the lights would not adversely impact any sensitive resources

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved Enhanced Recreation Area
would result in Pepperdine having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
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• By mutual agreement with Staff, Pepperdine divided its 
LRDP Amendment 1-11 into two parts (Part A and Part 
B); the Commission unanimously approved Part A in 
December 2012

• Part B is a focused review of three elements of the 
approved Enhanced Recreation Area:

• Replacement of the existing unshielded "flood 
lights" with state-of the-art, shielded fixtures 

• Confirmation of east-west field configuration as 
requested by Coastal Staff

• Specific location of the approved small 
restroom/storage facility

The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
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Enhanced 
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Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
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Recreation Field OrientationRecreation Field Orientation
• Pepperdine would agree to orient the proposed Recreation Field in Staff’s preferred "east-west" 

configuration

• The E/W orientation focuses light further south towards Huntsinger Circle; in this orientation the 
field would be surrounded by developed and disturbed areas

N/S E/WN/S E/W
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Importance to Campus CommunityImportance to Campus Community
• The Campus Life Project provides much needed 

enhancements to on-campus amenities

• The approved Enhanced Recreation Area will provide all 
students with safe recreational space for physical health 
and building community

• Night lighting is critical for all students to enjoy the facility

• Student days are filled with ever expanding class 
loads, volunteering, internships, clubs, jobs, etc.

• The University has a critical need for additional 
recreational field space, and without night lighting, a 
significant percentage of the Campus’s young men 
and woman will lose the already limited opportunity to 
recreate and participate in intramural or club sports
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Project NeedProject Need
• The existing field at the site of the approved Enhanced 

Recreation Area is Pepperdine’s only lighted 
recreational field space

• This is already significantly deficient when compared 
with peer institutions

• Key objectives of the Campus Life Project include:

• Provide an enhanced recreation facility including a 
lighted field to alleviate the overcrowded conditions

• Provide needed outdoor recreation field within the 
existing developed campus

• Without approval of Part B, Pepperdine would be 
forced to continue using the existing undersized, 
flood-lit field
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Lighted Fields at Peer InstitutionsLighted Fields at Peer Institutions

Institution Lighted Recreational Field Area 
(acres) *

Pepperdine University 0.46

Loyola Marymount University 3.05

University of California Los Angeles 7.33

University of California Santa Barbara 5.32

University of the Pacific 1.93

Saint Mary’s College 1.73

University of San Diego 3.57

University of San Francisco 1.70

Santa Clara University 3.13

University of California San Diego 10.78

University of California Berkeley 5.19

California State University Long Beach 8.63

Stanford University 5.13

* Information compiled by Envicom Corporation August 2013.
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Enhanced Recreation Area Lighting DesignEnhanced Recreation Area Lighting Design
• Proposed lighting features state-of-the-art technology 

designed to prevent or minimize all forms of light pollution 
including glare, light trespass, and sky glow 

• The proposed cutoff, angled, and shielded fixtures 
will direct light onto the field rather than into natural 
areas and the night sky 

• Would utilize the same advanced fixtures approved 
by the Commission for the soccer field in Part A

• Lighting levels would be lower than soccer field 
due to proposed recreational use

• Would improve existing conditions by replacing the 
existing, non-cutoff, non-shielded flood lights
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Existing Recreation Lighting Proposed for ReplacementExisting Recreation Lighting Proposed for Replacement
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Consistency with the LRDP Lighting PolicyConsistency with the LRDP Lighting Policy
• When approving Part A, the Commission proposed a 

comprehensive LRDP "Lighting Policy," which the 
University adopted

• The proposed lights fully comply with the terms and intent 
of the Policy. The lights are:

• "Qualite" or a superior, state-of-the-art technology 
designed to dark-sky-compatible standards

• Minimized, directed downward, and shielded using 
the best available visor technology and pole height 
design to minimize light spill, sky glow, and glare

• Designed to minimize light trespass into adjacent 
non-target areas, and to limit the illumination of 
adjacent open space and sensitive habitat areas
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Reducing Lighting ImpactsReducing Lighting Impacts
• The EIR lighting study determined there would be no significant 

light trespass or glare impacts

• The EIR used a highly conservative 0.1 fc line to measure 
impacts in the vicinity of the proposed filed; Pepperdine’s 
Campus is actually registered as a CEC “Lighting Zone 3,” 
associated with a 0.8 fc threshold level

• For LRDP Amendment 1-11, Pepperdine conducted a 
supplemental analysis finding:

• No light trespass greater than 0.1 fc will occur in 
undisturbed, naturally vegetated or habitat areas

• The 0.1 footcandle (fc) level is the most conservative threshold 
used in past Commission precedent

• Staff Biologist Dr. Engel stated in 2011: “[T]he significance 
threshold for spill light upon sensitive resources is 0.1 [fc] at 
any receptor location”

• Dr. Engel agreed with Pepperdine that the 0.1 fc threshold 
was appropriate during a site visit
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Reducing Sky Glow ImpactsReducing Sky Glow Impacts
• The lighting incorporates principles and 

recommendations provided by the International Dark Sky 
Association and Illuminating Engineering Society of North 
America to prevent or minimize sky glow and protect 
Coastal resources 

• Light emitted between 80 and 100 degrees has the 
greatest effect on sky glow 

• The new fixtures will emit light between 16 and 62 
degrees, which is far less likely to result in sky glow 
than conventional lights

• The existing flood lights emit light at  ~ 80 degrees

• If approved, replacement of the existing recreational field 
lighting along with the Campus globe lights would reduce 
on-campus light with the largest potential to 
contribute to sky glow by approximately 50%
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Protecting Visual ResourcesProtecting Visual Resources

• The light fixtures will not be visible from:

• Malibu Canyon Road 

• Pacific Coast Highway

• Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy-
Owned Malibu Bluffs

• Fixtures are invisible from the vast majority of 
area trails - hikers could see the fixtures 
along less than 4% of the 4.1 miles that 
comprises the combined Coastal Slope and 
Mesa Peak trails

• Limited views of fixtures would be consistent 
with the current views of the developed 
campus and the City of Malibu 
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Proposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from PCHProposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from PCH
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Proposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from Bluffs ParkProposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from Bluffs Park
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Protecting Avian ResourcesProtecting Avian Resources
Nesting Birds

•The proposed east-west orientation focuses light further 
south towards Huntsinger Circle and away from the 
undeveloped campus

• Minimizes potential light trespass and glare impacts 
on nesting birds

Migratory Birds

• Proposed Qualite International fixtures produce "cool" 
white light (not the type of red light found potentially 
impactful to avian behaviors in the majority of reviewed 
studies)

• Only 11.84% of the light produced falls within the red 
spectrum
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ConclusionsConclusions
• The Enhanced Recreation Area lighting is the final piece of the Campus Life Project

• The proposed lights:

• Are consistent with Pepperdine’s Commission-recommended LRDP lighting policy

• Will limit light trespass consistent with the conservative 0.1 fc threshold used in the 
past by the Commission for areas near sensitive resources and consistent with 
IESNA recommendations for areas where light might adversely affect flora and 
fauna

• Provide important additional recreational opportunities on Campus 

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved Enhanced Recreation Area
would result in Pepperdine having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

• Approval of the new lights is the environmentally superior outcome
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• Pepperdine strongly disagrees with the Staff’s 
recommendations

• Pepperdine disagrees with the assertion that the existing 
field and its lights were not permitted

• Staff’s rejection of the 0.1 fc threshold for significant impacts 
breaks from Commission precedent, direction provided to 
Pepperdine during the LRDPA process, and IESNA 
recommendations for areas where light might adversely 
affect flora and fauna

• Staff’s conclusions that the proposed lights would have 
adverse impacts on ESHA and migratory birds are arbitrary 
and do not withstand scientific scrutiny

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved 
Enhanced Recreation Area would result in Pepperdine 
having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

• Approval of the new lights is the environmentally superior 
outcome

The Campus Life Project –
Response to Staff  Report: Overview
The Campus Life Project –
Response to Staff  Report: Overview
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• The existing recreational field (formerly the equestrian 
center) and its lighting have been in place in the same 
location for approximately 30 years

• Pepperdine developed the field and its lights pursuant 
to three CDPs (P-80-7325, CDP 5-81-395A, and CDP 
P-81-7818) in the early 1980s 

• While the permits do not specifically refer to lights, 
the level of permit detail was vastly differently in the 
1980s

• When the Commission certified the LRDP in 1990, 
after the field and lighting had been installed, it also 
certified that “Development at Pepperdine has been 
consistent with the goals, policies, rules and 
regulations of … the California Coastal Commission”

• The LRDP encompassed all on-the-ground 
development at the time of  the LRDP certification in 
1990
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• P-80-7325 (Development Description)
• Dismantling of an equestrian center and construction 

of 116 units of law school and undergraduate student 
housing, parking spaces for 484 cars, staircases to the 
University Annex, an electrical distribution building and 
temporary classroom facility.  Application includes a 
request for approval of allocation of the needed portion 
of the unused sewage treatment capacity to the 
proposed facilities. Project is included in the University 
Land Plan.

• CDP 5-81-395A (Amendment to Permit P-80-7325)
• Relocate existing equestrian center to be dismantled 

for 116 unit housing as approved on P-80-7325.

• CDP P-81-7818 (Development Description)
• Construction of university campus facilities including a 

heritage hall, music wing, and a visiting professors' 
duplex, relocation of an equestrian center and 
expansion of the student housing reception center. 
These proposals are consistent with the University's 
Master Plan, previously reviewed and approved by the 
Commission.24



Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• Staff bases its position on a “haul route plan” in its CDP 5-81-395A file

• The plan identifies four pads (B, C, D and E) that would either generate cut or 
receive fill; but the field was balanced onsite (no cut or fill for transport)

• And each of these four pads correlated to a specific proposed facilities at the 
time of the issuance of CDP 5-81-395A

• Approved County of Los Angeles Grading Plan (1987)

• Shows field as built in its existing location

• Coastal Commission LRDP Staff Report (August 1989)

• .. 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 located just 
northwest of the existing graded campus, music hall, and various parking, 
sports, security, storage, and temporary trailer uses.

• Coastal Commission-Certified LRDP (1990)

• Shows field (as an existing graded facility) on the LRDP Conceptual Grading Map25
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field and
and Lighting
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field and
and Lighting

• The Commission  certified the existing location of the 
recreation area (the former equestrian center) in 1998

• Pepperdine amended its LRDP map to leave the 
recreation area in its current location (as opposed 
to moving the field to an undeveloped area of 
campus)

• In certifying LRDPA 2-97, the Commission 
recognized that this environmentally sensitive 
decision  would “reflect what currently exists”

• Pepperdine transitioned the equestrian center to the 
less intensive recreational/intramural use in 2000

• The Commission approved the enhancement of the 
existing recreational field in LRDPA 1-11, Part A
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Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• Pepperdine used the very conservative 0.1 fc line to 
measure potential light trespass impacts

• Pepperdine is actually registered a CEC “Lighting Zone 
3,” associated with a 0.8 fc threshold level

• Commission biologist Dr. Engel has stated that “[T]he 
significance threshold for spill light upon sensitive 
resources is 0.1 foot-candles at any receptor location”

• The Commission has used the 0.1 fc threshold for other 
projects in the vicinity of sensitive resources

• Staff agreed with Pepperdine that the 0.1 fc threshold 
was appropriate during a site visit

• Staff now, for the first time, rejects the usage of the 0.1 fc 
line and establishes significance threshold that is not 
supported Commission precedent and not appropriate for 
a developed campus setting
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Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• Staff proposes applying a “No Ambient Lighting” threshold 
of 0.01 fc to the natural areas in the vicinity of the field

• To our knowledge, no regulatory agency has ever 
applied this threshold to a project in California

• Only appropriate for undisturbed wilderness and other 
areas where little to no light is expected

• Pepperdine is a developed campus, in a developed area 
where artificial light is expected and continuous

• Ambient conditions in the natural areas near the 
proposed field already exceed the 0.01 fc standard 
by as much as a factor of three (even without taking 
into account the existing field lighting)

• The EIR and Supplemental Analysis’ conservative 0.1 fc 
threshold:
• Is consistent with Commission precedent, staff 

direction provided to Pepperdine, and IESNA 
recommendations for areas where light might 
adversely affect flora and fauna30



Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• The Proposed  Lighting Will Not Result in Adverse 
Impacts to Biological Resources

• The Field is located in the developed campus surrounded 
by disturbed areas; a supplemental site-specific biological 
analysis concluded:

• Light trespass up to 0.01 fc is almost entirely contained 
in developed or disturbed areas

• The limited light spill of between 0.09 and 0.01 fc in the 
0.2 acres of undisturbed area is consistent with 
ambient conditions and will not result in adverse 
impacts to the specific animals, birds and plants in the 
area

• The area has very low to no stop-over value for 
migrating birds 

• Many of the migrating birds that pass the area are only 
active during the day; night migrating birds in the area 
will be unaffected due to flight patterns and careful 
lighting design31
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Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
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Pacific FlywayPacific Flyway
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Response to Staff  Report – Other ConsiderationsResponse to Staff  Report – Other Considerations

• The existing field is the only lighted outdoor 
recreational field on Campus

• Staff’s recommendation would force Pepperdine to 
continue using the existing field and its inferior lighting

• The proposed denial would actually result in greater  
environmental impacts to surrounding areas

• As voluntary mitigation for the Campus Life Project athletic 
field lighting, Pepperdine agreed to replace all existing 
campus globe lights 

• This action would reduce on-campus light with the 
largest potential to contribute to sky glow by 
approximately 50%

• Staff would have the Commission accept this mitigation 
while denying the very project the mitigation was designed 
to address

35



Exhibit B

These materials have been shared with Coastal Commission Staff 1



Exhibit B

These materials have been shared with Coastal Commission Staff 2



Exhibit B

These materials have been shared with Coastal Commission Staff 3



Exhibit B

These materials have been shared with Coastal Commission Staff 4



Exhibit B

These materials have been shared with Coastal Commission Staff 5



Exhibit B

These materials have been shared with Coastal Commission Staff 6



Area not subject to 
grading or clean-out

Restroom

Debris Basin
(Facility RB)

Page Terrace Parking Lot
(Facility J)

Recreation Area /
Adjacent Slopes

(Facility 357)

Access Road

Existing Area of Disturbance

HUNTSINGER CIR.

HUNTSINGER CIR.
 Slopes

Stockpile
(Facility 480)

*

PPPaagege TTTTeerrrraacceTT PPP ng Lotg Loarking Lokaarrkkininng LoLoot
((FFFacility Jaacciillitityty JJ)

C

HHUUNNTTSSIINNGGEER CCIIRR.
SlopSlopesspSlSlolopopepeses

Area not subject to
grading or clean-out

ebris BasDeDeebrbrrisis BaBaass
Facility RB(F(FaFaacicililliityty RRB

oad

AcAcAccess Ro

Acces
AAAAAcc
Acce
Acces
ccess
cessess Rs Roa

RoRoad
Road
oad

StockpileSStotoocckkpi epililele
y 48y 44FaFaacicililliity 8ty 44880)

Restroom

d

*
ReReeccrereeaatitioioon AA
AdjacenAdAddjajacacceenn

((FFFacilityacacciillititty

AAArereeaa///
opesooppees

77577)

onon AA
nt Slontnt SSlolo

y 357tyty 33557

June 10, 2013

Changes of Lighting Conditions at Component 5

Component 5 Boundary

Legend

Recreation Field Area
(Facility 357)

Debris Basin
(Facility RB)

Stockpile, Access
& Turnaround
(Facility 480)
 

Areas Subject to Fuel
Modification Outside of 
Proposed Facilities

Areas Subject to Fuel
Modification Within
Proposed Facilities

Page Terrace Parking
Lot - Within Comp #5
(Facility J)

Furthest extent of future 0.1 foot-candle (fc) light trespass value.  A 0.1 fc light level is equivalent to the natural light level encountered on a
moon-lit night – a standard applied in National Parks.

The existing light trespass readings were made in the field at the mapped Receptor Points. 

The future light trespass value calculated for the same Receptor Points, based on the athletic lighting improvements proposed for the
Enhanced Recreation Area.

Locations of the mapped Receptor Points and light measurement orientations. 
(See Campus Life Project Draft Environmental Impact Report Lighting Analysis)

Exising

Future

FE
ET

100500

Conceptual*

*

Receptor D

P

F

G

R

S

D

ancenggg Area of Disturbbbbaaa

Re

S Existing

Receptor S

0.010

0.015

0.000

0.005

0.030

0.035

0.020

0.025

0.050

0.040

0.045

Future

0.050 0.007

Legend

PP

Existing

Receptor P

0.010

0.015

0.000

0.005

Future

0.014 0.004

G

Existing

Receptor G

0.010

0.015

0.000

0.005

Future

0.013 0.003

Existing

0.010

0.015

0.000

0.005

Future

0.015 0.004

Ex
sinin
BB)

R

xistiExisting

Receptor R

0.010

0.015

0.020

0.000

0.005

Future

0.018 0.002

FF

Existing

Receptor F

0.10

0.15

0.00

0.05

Future

0.100 0.064

EXHIBIT C

These materials have been shared with Coastal Commission Staff 1



Exhibit D

These materials have been provided to Coastal Commision Staff 1



Exhibit D

These materials have been provided to Coastal Commision Staff 2



Exhibit D

These materials have been provided to Coastal Commision Staff 3







The Campus Life Project:  The Next Step in Fulfilling our 
Long Range Development Plan

LRDP Amendment 1-11, Part B

1



• Pepperdine strongly disagrees with the Staff’s recommendations that the existing field 
and lights were not permitted

• The existing field and lights were installed pursuant to three CDPs approved by the 
Commission in the early 1980s; the Commission subsequently certified the existing 
facility and its lighting in 1990, 1998, and 2012

• The LRDP encompassed all on-the-ground development at the time of its certification in 
1990

• Staff’s conclusions that the proposed lights would have adverse impacts on ESHA and 
migratory birds do not withstand scientific scrutiny

• Pepperdine used a highly conservative threshold to measure potential impacts; the 
Commission has previously relied on the 0.1 fc threshold previously and it is consistent  
with IESNA recommendations

• The EIR and Pepperdine’s supplemental, site-specific biological analysis concluded that 
the lights would not adversely impact any sensitive resources

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved Enhanced Recreation Area
would result in Pepperdine having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
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• By mutual agreement with Staff, Pepperdine divided its 
LRDP Amendment 1-11 into two parts (Part A and Part 
B); the Commission unanimously approved Part A in 
December 2012

• Part B is a focused review of three elements of the 
approved Enhanced Recreation Area:

• Replacement of the existing unshielded "flood 
lights" with state-of the-art, shielded fixtures 

• Confirmation of east-west field configuration as 
requested by Coastal Staff

• Specific location of the approved small 
restroom/storage facility

The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
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Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
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Recreation Field OrientationRecreation Field Orientation
• Pepperdine would agree to orient the proposed Recreation Field in Staff’s preferred "east-west" 

configuration

• The E/W orientation focuses light further south towards Huntsinger Circle; in this orientation the 
field would be surrounded by developed and disturbed areas

N/S E/WN/S E/W
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Importance to Campus CommunityImportance to Campus Community
• The Campus Life Project provides much needed 

enhancements to on-campus amenities

• The approved Enhanced Recreation Area will provide all 
students with safe recreational space for physical health 
and building community

• Night lighting is critical for all students to enjoy the facility

• Student days are filled with ever expanding class 
loads, volunteering, internships, clubs, jobs, etc.

• The University has a critical need for additional 
recreational field space, and without night lighting, a 
significant percentage of the Campus’s young men 
and woman will lose the already limited opportunity to 
recreate and participate in intramural or club sports
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Project NeedProject Need
• The existing field at the site of the approved Enhanced 

Recreation Area is Pepperdine’s only lighted 
recreational field space

• This is already significantly deficient when compared 
with peer institutions

• Key objectives of the Campus Life Project include:

• Provide an enhanced recreation facility including a 
lighted field to alleviate the overcrowded conditions

• Provide needed outdoor recreation field within the 
existing developed campus

• Without approval of Part B, Pepperdine would be 
forced to continue using the existing undersized, 
flood-lit field
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Lighted Fields at Peer InstitutionsLighted Fields at Peer Institutions

Institution Lighted Recreational Field Area 
(acres) *

Pepperdine University 0.46

Loyola Marymount University 3.05

University of California Los Angeles 7.33

University of California Santa Barbara 5.32

University of the Pacific 1.93

Saint Mary’s College 1.73

University of San Diego 3.57

University of San Francisco 1.70

Santa Clara University 3.13

University of California San Diego 10.78

University of California Berkeley 5.19

California State University Long Beach 8.63

Stanford University 5.13

* Information compiled by Envicom Corporation August 2013.
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Enhanced Recreation Area Lighting DesignEnhanced Recreation Area Lighting Design
• Proposed lighting features state-of-the-art technology 

designed to prevent or minimize all forms of light pollution 
including glare, light trespass, and sky glow 

• The proposed cutoff, angled, and shielded fixtures 
will direct light onto the field rather than into natural 
areas and the night sky 

• Would utilize the same advanced fixtures approved 
by the Commission for the soccer field in Part A

• Lighting levels would be lower than soccer field 
due to proposed recreational use

• Would improve existing conditions by replacing the 
existing, non-cutoff, non-shielded flood lights
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Existing Recreation Lighting Proposed for ReplacementExisting Recreation Lighting Proposed for Replacement
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Consistency with the LRDP Lighting PolicyConsistency with the LRDP Lighting Policy
• When approving Part A, the Commission proposed a 

comprehensive LRDP "Lighting Policy," which the 
University adopted

• The proposed lights fully comply with the terms and intent 
of the Policy. The lights are:

• "Qualite" or a superior, state-of-the-art technology 
designed to dark-sky-compatible standards

• Minimized, directed downward, and shielded using 
the best available visor technology and pole height 
design to minimize light spill, sky glow, and glare

• Designed to minimize light trespass into adjacent 
non-target areas, and to limit the illumination of 
adjacent open space and sensitive habitat areas
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Reducing Lighting ImpactsReducing Lighting Impacts
• The EIR lighting study determined there would be no significant 

light trespass or glare impacts

• The EIR used a highly conservative 0.1 fc line to measure 
impacts in the vicinity of the proposed filed; Pepperdine’s 
Campus is actually registered as a CEC “Lighting Zone 3,” 
associated with a 0.8 fc threshold level

• For LRDP Amendment 1-11, Pepperdine conducted a 
supplemental analysis finding:

• No light trespass greater than 0.1 fc will occur in 
undisturbed, naturally vegetated or habitat areas

• The 0.1 footcandle (fc) level is the most conservative threshold 
used in past Commission precedent

• Staff Biologist Dr. Engel stated in 2011: “[T]he significance 
threshold for spill light upon sensitive resources is 0.1 [fc] at 
any receptor location”

• Dr. Engel agreed with Pepperdine that the 0.1 fc threshold 
was appropriate during a site visit
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Reducing Sky Glow ImpactsReducing Sky Glow Impacts
• The lighting incorporates principles and 

recommendations provided by the International Dark Sky 
Association and Illuminating Engineering Society of North 
America to prevent or minimize sky glow and protect 
Coastal resources 

• Light emitted between 80 and 100 degrees has the 
greatest effect on sky glow 

• The new fixtures will emit light between 16 and 62 
degrees, which is far less likely to result in sky glow 
than conventional lights

• The existing flood lights emit light at  ~ 80 degrees

• If approved, replacement of the existing recreational field 
lighting along with the Campus globe lights would reduce 
on-campus light with the largest potential to 
contribute to sky glow by approximately 50%
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Protecting Visual ResourcesProtecting Visual Resources

• The light fixtures will not be visible from:

• Malibu Canyon Road 

• Pacific Coast Highway

• Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy-
Owned Malibu Bluffs

• Fixtures are invisible from the vast majority of 
area trails - hikers could see the fixtures 
along less than 4% of the 4.1 miles that 
comprises the combined Coastal Slope and 
Mesa Peak trails

• Limited views of fixtures would be consistent 
with the current views of the developed 
campus and the City of Malibu 
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Proposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from PCHProposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from PCH
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Proposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from Bluffs ParkProposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from Bluffs Park
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Protecting Avian ResourcesProtecting Avian Resources
Nesting Birds

•The proposed east-west orientation focuses light further 
south towards Huntsinger Circle and away from the 
undeveloped campus

• Minimizes potential light trespass and glare impacts 
on nesting birds

Migratory Birds

• Proposed Qualite International fixtures produce "cool" 
white light (not the type of red light found potentially 
impactful to avian behaviors in the majority of reviewed 
studies)

• Only 11.84% of the light produced falls within the red 
spectrum
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ConclusionsConclusions
• The Enhanced Recreation Area lighting is the final piece of the Campus Life Project

• The proposed lights:

• Are consistent with Pepperdine’s Commission-recommended LRDP lighting policy

• Will limit light trespass consistent with the conservative 0.1 fc threshold used in the 
past by the Commission for areas near sensitive resources and consistent with 
IESNA recommendations for areas where light might adversely affect flora and 
fauna

• Provide important additional recreational opportunities on Campus 

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved Enhanced Recreation Area
would result in Pepperdine having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

• Approval of the new lights is the environmentally superior outcome
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• Pepperdine strongly disagrees with the Staff’s 
recommendations

• Pepperdine disagrees with the assertion that the existing 
field and its lights were not permitted

• Staff’s rejection of the 0.1 fc threshold for significant impacts 
breaks from Commission precedent, direction provided to 
Pepperdine during the LRDPA process, and IESNA 
recommendations for areas where light might adversely 
affect flora and fauna

• Staff’s conclusions that the proposed lights would have 
adverse impacts on ESHA and migratory birds are arbitrary 
and do not withstand scientific scrutiny

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved 
Enhanced Recreation Area would result in Pepperdine 
having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

• Approval of the new lights is the environmentally superior 
outcome

The Campus Life Project –
Response to Staff  Report: Overview
The Campus Life Project –
Response to Staff  Report: Overview
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• The existing recreational field (formerly the equestrian 
center) and its lighting have been in place in the same 
location for approximately 30 years

• Pepperdine developed the field and its lights pursuant 
to three CDPs (P-80-7325, CDP 5-81-395A, and CDP 
P-81-7818) in the early 1980s 

• While the permits do not specifically refer to lights, 
the level of permit detail was vastly differently in the 
1980s

• When the Commission certified the LRDP in 1990, 
after the field and lighting had been installed, it also 
certified that “Development at Pepperdine has been 
consistent with the goals, policies, rules and 
regulations of … the California Coastal Commission”

• The LRDP encompassed all on-the-ground 
development at the time of  the LRDP certification in 
1990
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• P-80-7325 (Development Description)
• Dismantling of an equestrian center and construction 

of 116 units of law school and undergraduate student 
housing, parking spaces for 484 cars, staircases to the 
University Annex, an electrical distribution building and 
temporary classroom facility.  Application includes a 
request for approval of allocation of the needed portion 
of the unused sewage treatment capacity to the 
proposed facilities. Project is included in the University 
Land Plan.

• CDP 5-81-395A (Amendment to Permit P-80-7325)
• Relocate existing equestrian center to be dismantled 

for 116 unit housing as approved on P-80-7325.

• CDP P-81-7818 (Development Description)
• Construction of university campus facilities including a 

heritage hall, music wing, and a visiting professors' 
duplex, relocation of an equestrian center and 
expansion of the student housing reception center. 
These proposals are consistent with the University's 
Master Plan, previously reviewed and approved by the 
Commission.24



Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• Staff bases its position on a “haul route plan” in its CDP 5-81-395A file

• The plan identifies four pads (B, C, D and E) that would either generate cut or 
receive fill; but the field was balanced onsite (no cut or fill for transport)

• And each of these four pads correlated to a specific proposed facilities at the 
time of the issuance of CDP 5-81-395A

• Approved County of Los Angeles Grading Plan (1987)

• Shows field as built in its existing location

• Coastal Commission LRDP Staff Report (August 1989)

• .. 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 located just 
northwest of the existing graded campus, music hall, and various parking, 
sports, security, storage, and temporary trailer uses.

• Coastal Commission-Certified LRDP (1990)

• Shows field (as an existing graded facility) on the LRDP Conceptual Grading Map25
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field and
and Lighting
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field and
and Lighting

• The Commission  certified the existing location of the 
recreation area (the former equestrian center) in 1998

• Pepperdine amended its LRDP map to leave the 
recreation area in its current location (as opposed 
to moving the field to an undeveloped area of 
campus)

• In certifying LRDPA 2-97, the Commission 
recognized that this environmentally sensitive 
decision  would “reflect what currently exists”

• Pepperdine transitioned the equestrian center to the 
less intensive recreational/intramural use in 2000

• The Commission approved the enhancement of the 
existing recreational field in LRDPA 1-11, Part A

28



Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• Pepperdine used the very conservative 0.1 fc line to 
measure potential light trespass impacts

• Pepperdine is actually registered a CEC “Lighting Zone 
3,” associated with a 0.8 fc threshold level

• Commission biologist Dr. Engel has stated that “[T]he 
significance threshold for spill light upon sensitive 
resources is 0.1 foot-candles at any receptor location”

• The Commission has used the 0.1 fc threshold for other 
projects in the vicinity of sensitive resources

• Staff agreed with Pepperdine that the 0.1 fc threshold 
was appropriate during a site visit

• Staff now, for the first time, rejects the usage of the 0.1 fc 
line and establishes significance threshold that is not 
supported Commission precedent and not appropriate for 
a developed campus setting
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Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• Staff proposes applying a “No Ambient Lighting” threshold 
of 0.01 fc to the natural areas in the vicinity of the field

• To our knowledge, no regulatory agency has ever 
applied this threshold to a project in California

• Only appropriate for undisturbed wilderness and other 
areas where little to no light is expected

• Pepperdine is a developed campus, in a developed area 
where artificial light is expected and continuous

• Ambient conditions in the natural areas near the 
proposed field already exceed the 0.01 fc standard 
by as much as a factor of three (even without taking 
into account the existing field lighting)

• The EIR and Supplemental Analysis’ conservative 0.1 fc 
threshold:
• Is consistent with Commission precedent, staff 

direction provided to Pepperdine, and IESNA 
recommendations for areas where light might 
adversely affect flora and fauna30



Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• The Proposed  Lighting Will Not Result in Adverse 
Impacts to Biological Resources

• The Field is located in the developed campus surrounded 
by disturbed areas; a supplemental site-specific biological 
analysis concluded:

• Light trespass up to 0.01 fc is almost entirely contained 
in developed or disturbed areas

• The limited light spill of between 0.09 and 0.01 fc in the 
0.2 acres of undisturbed area is consistent with 
ambient conditions and will not result in adverse 
impacts to the specific animals, birds and plants in the 
area

• The area has very low to no stop-over value for 
migrating birds 

• Many of the migrating birds that pass the area are only 
active during the day; night migrating birds in the area 
will be unaffected due to flight patterns and careful 
lighting design31
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Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
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Pacific FlywayPacific Flyway

34



EXHIBIT A

1



EXHIBIT A

2



EXHIBIT A

3



Response to Staff  Report – Other ConsiderationsResponse to Staff  Report – Other Considerations

• The existing field is the only lighted outdoor 
recreational field on Campus

• Staff’s recommendation would force Pepperdine to 
continue using the existing field and its inferior lighting

• The proposed denial would actually result in greater  
environmental impacts to surrounding areas

• As voluntary mitigation for the Campus Life Project athletic 
field lighting, Pepperdine agreed to replace all existing 
campus globe lights 

• This action would reduce on-campus light with the 
largest potential to contribute to sky glow by 
approximately 50%

• Staff would have the Commission accept this mitigation 
while denying the very project the mitigation was designed 
to address
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The Campus Life Project:  The Next Step in Fulfilling our 
Long Range Development Plan

LRDP Amendment 1-11, Part B

1



• Pepperdine strongly disagrees with the Staff’s recommendations that the existing field 
and lights were not permitted

• The existing field and lights were installed pursuant to three CDPs approved by the 
Commission in the early 1980s; the Commission subsequently certified the existing 
facility and its lighting in 1990, 1998, and 2012

• The LRDP encompassed all on-the-ground development at the time of its certification in 
1990

• Staff’s conclusions that the proposed lights would have adverse impacts on ESHA and 
migratory birds do not withstand scientific scrutiny

• Pepperdine used a highly conservative threshold to measure potential impacts; the 
Commission has previously relied on the 0.1 fc threshold previously and it is consistent  
with IESNA recommendations

• The EIR and Pepperdine’s supplemental, site-specific biological analysis concluded that 
the lights would not adversely impact any sensitive resources

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved Enhanced Recreation Area
would result in Pepperdine having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
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• By mutual agreement with Staff, Pepperdine divided its 
LRDP Amendment 1-11 into two parts (Part A and Part 
B); the Commission unanimously approved Part A in 
December 2012

• Part B is a focused review of three elements of the 
approved Enhanced Recreation Area:

• Replacement of the existing unshielded "flood 
lights" with state-of the-art, shielded fixtures 

• Confirmation of east-west field configuration as 
requested by Coastal Staff

• Specific location of the approved small 
restroom/storage facility

The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
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Aerial View of  
Approved 
Enhanced 
Recreation Area, 
Proposed 
Light/Restroom 
Locations, and 
Field Orientation

Aerial View of  
Approved 
Enhanced 
Recreation Area, 
Proposed 
Light/Restroom 
Locations, and 
Field Orientation
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Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
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Recreation Field OrientationRecreation Field Orientation
• Pepperdine would agree to orient the proposed Recreation Field in Staff’s preferred "east-west" 

configuration

• The E/W orientation focuses light further south towards Huntsinger Circle; in this orientation the 
field would be surrounded by developed and disturbed areas

N/S E/WN/S E/W
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Importance to Campus CommunityImportance to Campus Community
• The Campus Life Project provides much needed 

enhancements to on-campus amenities

• The approved Enhanced Recreation Area will provide all 
students with safe recreational space for physical health 
and building community

• Night lighting is critical for all students to enjoy the facility

• Student days are filled with ever expanding class 
loads, volunteering, internships, clubs, jobs, etc.

• The University has a critical need for additional 
recreational field space, and without night lighting, a 
significant percentage of the Campus’s young men 
and woman will lose the already limited opportunity to 
recreate and participate in intramural or club sports

7



Project NeedProject Need
• The existing field at the site of the approved Enhanced 

Recreation Area is Pepperdine’s only lighted 
recreational field space

• This is already significantly deficient when compared 
with peer institutions

• Key objectives of the Campus Life Project include:

• Provide an enhanced recreation facility including a 
lighted field to alleviate the overcrowded conditions

• Provide needed outdoor recreation field within the 
existing developed campus

• Without approval of Part B, Pepperdine would be 
forced to continue using the existing undersized, 
flood-lit field
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Lighted Fields at Peer InstitutionsLighted Fields at Peer Institutions

Institution Lighted Recreational Field Area 
(acres) *

Pepperdine University 0.46

Loyola Marymount University 3.05

University of California Los Angeles 7.33

University of California Santa Barbara 5.32

University of the Pacific 1.93

Saint Mary’s College 1.73

University of San Diego 3.57

University of San Francisco 1.70

Santa Clara University 3.13

University of California San Diego 10.78

University of California Berkeley 5.19

California State University Long Beach 8.63

Stanford University 5.13

* Information compiled by Envicom Corporation August 2013.
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Enhanced Recreation Area Lighting DesignEnhanced Recreation Area Lighting Design
• Proposed lighting features state-of-the-art technology 

designed to prevent or minimize all forms of light pollution 
including glare, light trespass, and sky glow 

• The proposed cutoff, angled, and shielded fixtures 
will direct light onto the field rather than into natural 
areas and the night sky 

• Would utilize the same advanced fixtures approved 
by the Commission for the soccer field in Part A

• Lighting levels would be lower than soccer field 
due to proposed recreational use

• Would improve existing conditions by replacing the 
existing, non-cutoff, non-shielded flood lights
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Existing Recreation Lighting Proposed for ReplacementExisting Recreation Lighting Proposed for Replacement
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Consistency with the LRDP Lighting PolicyConsistency with the LRDP Lighting Policy
• When approving Part A, the Commission proposed a 

comprehensive LRDP "Lighting Policy," which the 
University adopted

• The proposed lights fully comply with the terms and intent 
of the Policy. The lights are:

• "Qualite" or a superior, state-of-the-art technology 
designed to dark-sky-compatible standards

• Minimized, directed downward, and shielded using 
the best available visor technology and pole height 
design to minimize light spill, sky glow, and glare

• Designed to minimize light trespass into adjacent 
non-target areas, and to limit the illumination of 
adjacent open space and sensitive habitat areas
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Reducing Lighting ImpactsReducing Lighting Impacts
• The EIR lighting study determined there would be no significant 

light trespass or glare impacts

• The EIR used a highly conservative 0.1 fc line to measure 
impacts in the vicinity of the proposed filed; Pepperdine’s 
Campus is actually registered as a CEC “Lighting Zone 3,” 
associated with a 0.8 fc threshold level

• For LRDP Amendment 1-11, Pepperdine conducted a 
supplemental analysis finding:

• No light trespass greater than 0.1 fc will occur in 
undisturbed, naturally vegetated or habitat areas

• The 0.1 footcandle (fc) level is the most conservative threshold 
used in past Commission precedent

• Staff Biologist Dr. Engel stated in 2011: “[T]he significance 
threshold for spill light upon sensitive resources is 0.1 [fc] at 
any receptor location”

• Dr. Engel agreed with Pepperdine that the 0.1 fc threshold 
was appropriate during a site visit
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Reducing Sky Glow ImpactsReducing Sky Glow Impacts
• The lighting incorporates principles and 

recommendations provided by the International Dark Sky 
Association and Illuminating Engineering Society of North 
America to prevent or minimize sky glow and protect 
Coastal resources 

• Light emitted between 80 and 100 degrees has the 
greatest effect on sky glow 

• The new fixtures will emit light between 16 and 62 
degrees, which is far less likely to result in sky glow 
than conventional lights

• The existing flood lights emit light at  ~ 80 degrees

• If approved, replacement of the existing recreational field 
lighting along with the Campus globe lights would reduce 
on-campus light with the largest potential to 
contribute to sky glow by approximately 50%
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Protecting Visual ResourcesProtecting Visual Resources

• The light fixtures will not be visible from:

• Malibu Canyon Road 

• Pacific Coast Highway

• Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy-
Owned Malibu Bluffs

• Fixtures are invisible from the vast majority of 
area trails - hikers could see the fixtures 
along less than 4% of the 4.1 miles that 
comprises the combined Coastal Slope and 
Mesa Peak trails

• Limited views of fixtures would be consistent 
with the current views of the developed 
campus and the City of Malibu 
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Proposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from PCHProposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from PCH
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Proposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from Bluffs ParkProposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from Bluffs Park
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Protecting Avian ResourcesProtecting Avian Resources
Nesting Birds

•The proposed east-west orientation focuses light further 
south towards Huntsinger Circle and away from the 
undeveloped campus

• Minimizes potential light trespass and glare impacts 
on nesting birds

Migratory Birds

• Proposed Qualite International fixtures produce "cool" 
white light (not the type of red light found potentially 
impactful to avian behaviors in the majority of reviewed 
studies)

• Only 11.84% of the light produced falls within the red 
spectrum
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ConclusionsConclusions
• The Enhanced Recreation Area lighting is the final piece of the Campus Life Project

• The proposed lights:

• Are consistent with Pepperdine’s Commission-recommended LRDP lighting policy

• Will limit light trespass consistent with the conservative 0.1 fc threshold used in the 
past by the Commission for areas near sensitive resources and consistent with 
IESNA recommendations for areas where light might adversely affect flora and 
fauna

• Provide important additional recreational opportunities on Campus 

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved Enhanced Recreation Area
would result in Pepperdine having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

• Approval of the new lights is the environmentally superior outcome
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• Pepperdine strongly disagrees with the Staff’s 
recommendations

• Pepperdine disagrees with the assertion that the existing 
field and its lights were not permitted

• Staff’s rejection of the 0.1 fc threshold for significant impacts 
breaks from Commission precedent, direction provided to 
Pepperdine during the LRDPA process, and IESNA 
recommendations for areas where light might adversely 
affect flora and fauna

• Staff’s conclusions that the proposed lights would have 
adverse impacts on ESHA and migratory birds are arbitrary 
and do not withstand scientific scrutiny

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved 
Enhanced Recreation Area would result in Pepperdine 
having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

• Approval of the new lights is the environmentally superior 
outcome

The Campus Life Project –
Response to Staff  Report: Overview
The Campus Life Project –
Response to Staff  Report: Overview
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• The existing recreational field (formerly the equestrian 
center) and its lighting have been in place in the same 
location for approximately 30 years

• Pepperdine developed the field and its lights pursuant 
to three CDPs (P-80-7325, CDP 5-81-395A, and CDP 
P-81-7818) in the early 1980s 

• While the permits do not specifically refer to lights, 
the level of permit detail was vastly differently in the 
1980s

• When the Commission certified the LRDP in 1990, 
after the field and lighting had been installed, it also 
certified that “Development at Pepperdine has been 
consistent with the goals, policies, rules and 
regulations of … the California Coastal Commission”

• The LRDP encompassed all on-the-ground 
development at the time of  the LRDP certification in 
1990
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• P-80-7325 (Development Description)
• Dismantling of an equestrian center and construction 

of 116 units of law school and undergraduate student 
housing, parking spaces for 484 cars, staircases to the 
University Annex, an electrical distribution building and 
temporary classroom facility.  Application includes a 
request for approval of allocation of the needed portion 
of the unused sewage treatment capacity to the 
proposed facilities. Project is included in the University 
Land Plan.

• CDP 5-81-395A (Amendment to Permit P-80-7325)
• Relocate existing equestrian center to be dismantled 

for 116 unit housing as approved on P-80-7325.

• CDP P-81-7818 (Development Description)
• Construction of university campus facilities including a 

heritage hall, music wing, and a visiting professors' 
duplex, relocation of an equestrian center and 
expansion of the student housing reception center. 
These proposals are consistent with the University's 
Master Plan, previously reviewed and approved by the 
Commission.24



Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• Staff bases its position on a “haul route plan” in its CDP 5-81-395A file

• The plan identifies four pads (B, C, D and E) that would either generate cut or 
receive fill; but the field was balanced onsite (no cut or fill for transport)

• And each of these four pads correlated to a specific proposed facilities at the 
time of the issuance of CDP 5-81-395A

• Approved County of Los Angeles Grading Plan (1987)

• Shows field as built in its existing location

• Coastal Commission LRDP Staff Report (August 1989)

• .. 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 located just 
northwest of the existing graded campus, music hall, and various parking, 
sports, security, storage, and temporary trailer uses.

• Coastal Commission-Certified LRDP (1990)

• Shows field (as an existing graded facility) on the LRDP Conceptual Grading Map25
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field and
and Lighting
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field and
and Lighting

• The Commission  certified the existing location of the 
recreation area (the former equestrian center) in 1998

• Pepperdine amended its LRDP map to leave the 
recreation area in its current location (as opposed 
to moving the field to an undeveloped area of 
campus)

• In certifying LRDPA 2-97, the Commission 
recognized that this environmentally sensitive 
decision  would “reflect what currently exists”

• Pepperdine transitioned the equestrian center to the 
less intensive recreational/intramural use in 2000

• The Commission approved the enhancement of the 
existing recreational field in LRDPA 1-11, Part A
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Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• Pepperdine used the very conservative 0.1 fc line to 
measure potential light trespass impacts

• Pepperdine is actually registered a CEC “Lighting Zone 
3,” associated with a 0.8 fc threshold level

• Commission biologist Dr. Engel has stated that “[T]he 
significance threshold for spill light upon sensitive 
resources is 0.1 foot-candles at any receptor location”

• The Commission has used the 0.1 fc threshold for other 
projects in the vicinity of sensitive resources

• Staff agreed with Pepperdine that the 0.1 fc threshold 
was appropriate during a site visit

• Staff now, for the first time, rejects the usage of the 0.1 fc 
line and establishes significance threshold that is not 
supported Commission precedent and not appropriate for 
a developed campus setting
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Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• Staff proposes applying a “No Ambient Lighting” threshold 
of 0.01 fc to the natural areas in the vicinity of the field

• To our knowledge, no regulatory agency has ever 
applied this threshold to a project in California

• Only appropriate for undisturbed wilderness and other 
areas where little to no light is expected

• Pepperdine is a developed campus, in a developed area 
where artificial light is expected and continuous

• Ambient conditions in the natural areas near the 
proposed field already exceed the 0.01 fc standard 
by as much as a factor of three (even without taking 
into account the existing field lighting)

• The EIR and Supplemental Analysis’ conservative 0.1 fc 
threshold:
• Is consistent with Commission precedent, staff 

direction provided to Pepperdine, and IESNA 
recommendations for areas where light might 
adversely affect flora and fauna30



Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• The Proposed  Lighting Will Not Result in Adverse 
Impacts to Biological Resources

• The Field is located in the developed campus surrounded 
by disturbed areas; a supplemental site-specific biological 
analysis concluded:

• Light trespass up to 0.01 fc is almost entirely contained 
in developed or disturbed areas

• The limited light spill of between 0.09 and 0.01 fc in the 
0.2 acres of undisturbed area is consistent with 
ambient conditions and will not result in adverse 
impacts to the specific animals, birds and plants in the 
area

• The area has very low to no stop-over value for 
migrating birds 

• Many of the migrating birds that pass the area are only 
active during the day; night migrating birds in the area 
will be unaffected due to flight patterns and careful 
lighting design31
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Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
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Pacific FlywayPacific Flyway
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Response to Staff  Report – Other ConsiderationsResponse to Staff  Report – Other Considerations

• The existing field is the only lighted outdoor 
recreational field on Campus

• Staff’s recommendation would force Pepperdine to 
continue using the existing field and its inferior lighting

• The proposed denial would actually result in greater  
environmental impacts to surrounding areas

• As voluntary mitigation for the Campus Life Project athletic 
field lighting, Pepperdine agreed to replace all existing 
campus globe lights 

• This action would reduce on-campus light with the 
largest potential to contribute to sky glow by 
approximately 50%

• Staff would have the Commission accept this mitigation 
while denying the very project the mitigation was designed 
to address
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The future light trespass value calculated for the same Receptor Points, based on the athletic lighting improvements proposed for the
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(See Campus Life Project Draft Environmental Impact Report Lighting Analysis)
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The Campus Life Project:  The Next Step in Fulfilling our 
Long Range Development Plan

LRDP Amendment 1-11, Part B

1



• Pepperdine strongly disagrees with the Staff’s recommendations that the existing field 
and lights were not permitted

• The existing field and lights were installed pursuant to three CDPs approved by the 
Commission in the early 1980s; the Commission subsequently certified the existing 
facility and its lighting in 1990, 1998, and 2012

• The LRDP encompassed all on-the-ground development at the time of its certification in 
1990

• Staff’s conclusions that the proposed lights would have adverse impacts on ESHA and 
migratory birds do not withstand scientific scrutiny

• Pepperdine used a highly conservative threshold to measure potential impacts; the 
Commission has previously relied on the 0.1 fc threshold previously and it is consistent  
with IESNA recommendations

• The EIR and Pepperdine’s supplemental, site-specific biological analysis concluded that 
the lights would not adversely impact any sensitive resources

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved Enhanced Recreation Area
would result in Pepperdine having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview

2



• By mutual agreement with Staff, Pepperdine divided its 
LRDP Amendment 1-11 into two parts (Part A and Part 
B); the Commission unanimously approved Part A in 
December 2012

• Part B is a focused review of three elements of the 
approved Enhanced Recreation Area:

• Replacement of the existing unshielded "flood 
lights" with state-of the-art, shielded fixtures 

• Confirmation of east-west field configuration as 
requested by Coastal Staff

• Specific location of the approved small 
restroom/storage facility

The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
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Aerial View of  
Approved 
Enhanced 
Recreation Area, 
Proposed 
Light/Restroom 
Locations, and 
Field Orientation

Aerial View of  
Approved 
Enhanced 
Recreation Area, 
Proposed 
Light/Restroom 
Locations, and 
Field Orientation
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Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
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Recreation Field OrientationRecreation Field Orientation
• Pepperdine would agree to orient the proposed Recreation Field in Staff’s preferred "east-west" 

configuration

• The E/W orientation focuses light further south towards Huntsinger Circle; in this orientation the 
field would be surrounded by developed and disturbed areas

N/S E/WN/S E/W
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Importance to Campus CommunityImportance to Campus Community
• The Campus Life Project provides much needed 

enhancements to on-campus amenities

• The approved Enhanced Recreation Area will provide all 
students with safe recreational space for physical health 
and building community

• Night lighting is critical for all students to enjoy the facility

• Student days are filled with ever expanding class 
loads, volunteering, internships, clubs, jobs, etc.

• The University has a critical need for additional 
recreational field space, and without night lighting, a 
significant percentage of the Campus’s young men 
and woman will lose the already limited opportunity to 
recreate and participate in intramural or club sports
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Project NeedProject Need
• The existing field at the site of the approved Enhanced 

Recreation Area is Pepperdine’s only lighted 
recreational field space

• This is already significantly deficient when compared 
with peer institutions

• Key objectives of the Campus Life Project include:

• Provide an enhanced recreation facility including a 
lighted field to alleviate the overcrowded conditions

• Provide needed outdoor recreation field within the 
existing developed campus

• Without approval of Part B, Pepperdine would be 
forced to continue using the existing undersized, 
flood-lit field
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Lighted Fields at Peer InstitutionsLighted Fields at Peer Institutions

Institution Lighted Recreational Field Area 
(acres) *

Pepperdine University 0.46

Loyola Marymount University 3.05

University of California Los Angeles 7.33

University of California Santa Barbara 5.32

University of the Pacific 1.93

Saint Mary’s College 1.73

University of San Diego 3.57

University of San Francisco 1.70

Santa Clara University 3.13

University of California San Diego 10.78

University of California Berkeley 5.19

California State University Long Beach 8.63

Stanford University 5.13

* Information compiled by Envicom Corporation August 2013.
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Enhanced Recreation Area Lighting DesignEnhanced Recreation Area Lighting Design
• Proposed lighting features state-of-the-art technology 

designed to prevent or minimize all forms of light pollution 
including glare, light trespass, and sky glow 

• The proposed cutoff, angled, and shielded fixtures 
will direct light onto the field rather than into natural 
areas and the night sky 

• Would utilize the same advanced fixtures approved 
by the Commission for the soccer field in Part A

• Lighting levels would be lower than soccer field 
due to proposed recreational use

• Would improve existing conditions by replacing the 
existing, non-cutoff, non-shielded flood lights
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Existing Recreation Lighting Proposed for ReplacementExisting Recreation Lighting Proposed for Replacement
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Consistency with the LRDP Lighting PolicyConsistency with the LRDP Lighting Policy
• When approving Part A, the Commission proposed a 

comprehensive LRDP "Lighting Policy," which the 
University adopted

• The proposed lights fully comply with the terms and intent 
of the Policy. The lights are:

• "Qualite" or a superior, state-of-the-art technology 
designed to dark-sky-compatible standards

• Minimized, directed downward, and shielded using 
the best available visor technology and pole height 
design to minimize light spill, sky glow, and glare

• Designed to minimize light trespass into adjacent 
non-target areas, and to limit the illumination of 
adjacent open space and sensitive habitat areas
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Reducing Lighting ImpactsReducing Lighting Impacts
• The EIR lighting study determined there would be no significant 

light trespass or glare impacts

• The EIR used a highly conservative 0.1 fc line to measure 
impacts in the vicinity of the proposed filed; Pepperdine’s 
Campus is actually registered as a CEC “Lighting Zone 3,” 
associated with a 0.8 fc threshold level

• For LRDP Amendment 1-11, Pepperdine conducted a 
supplemental analysis finding:

• No light trespass greater than 0.1 fc will occur in 
undisturbed, naturally vegetated or habitat areas

• The 0.1 footcandle (fc) level is the most conservative threshold 
used in past Commission precedent

• Staff Biologist Dr. Engel stated in 2011: “[T]he significance 
threshold for spill light upon sensitive resources is 0.1 [fc] at 
any receptor location”

• Dr. Engel agreed with Pepperdine that the 0.1 fc threshold 
was appropriate during a site visit
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Reducing Sky Glow ImpactsReducing Sky Glow Impacts
• The lighting incorporates principles and 

recommendations provided by the International Dark Sky 
Association and Illuminating Engineering Society of North 
America to prevent or minimize sky glow and protect 
Coastal resources 

• Light emitted between 80 and 100 degrees has the 
greatest effect on sky glow 

• The new fixtures will emit light between 16 and 62 
degrees, which is far less likely to result in sky glow 
than conventional lights

• The existing flood lights emit light at  ~ 80 degrees

• If approved, replacement of the existing recreational field 
lighting along with the Campus globe lights would reduce 
on-campus light with the largest potential to 
contribute to sky glow by approximately 50%
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Protecting Visual ResourcesProtecting Visual Resources

• The light fixtures will not be visible from:

• Malibu Canyon Road 

• Pacific Coast Highway

• Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy-
Owned Malibu Bluffs

• Fixtures are invisible from the vast majority of 
area trails - hikers could see the fixtures 
along less than 4% of the 4.1 miles that 
comprises the combined Coastal Slope and 
Mesa Peak trails

• Limited views of fixtures would be consistent 
with the current views of the developed 
campus and the City of Malibu 
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Proposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from PCHProposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from PCH
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Proposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from Bluffs ParkProposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from Bluffs Park
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Protecting Avian ResourcesProtecting Avian Resources
Nesting Birds

•The proposed east-west orientation focuses light further 
south towards Huntsinger Circle and away from the 
undeveloped campus

• Minimizes potential light trespass and glare impacts 
on nesting birds

Migratory Birds

• Proposed Qualite International fixtures produce "cool" 
white light (not the type of red light found potentially 
impactful to avian behaviors in the majority of reviewed 
studies)

• Only 11.84% of the light produced falls within the red 
spectrum
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ConclusionsConclusions
• The Enhanced Recreation Area lighting is the final piece of the Campus Life Project

• The proposed lights:

• Are consistent with Pepperdine’s Commission-recommended LRDP lighting policy

• Will limit light trespass consistent with the conservative 0.1 fc threshold used in the 
past by the Commission for areas near sensitive resources and consistent with 
IESNA recommendations for areas where light might adversely affect flora and 
fauna

• Provide important additional recreational opportunities on Campus 

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved Enhanced Recreation Area
would result in Pepperdine having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

• Approval of the new lights is the environmentally superior outcome
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• Pepperdine strongly disagrees with the Staff’s 
recommendations

• Pepperdine disagrees with the assertion that the existing 
field and its lights were not permitted

• Staff’s rejection of the 0.1 fc threshold for significant impacts 
breaks from Commission precedent, direction provided to 
Pepperdine during the LRDPA process, and IESNA 
recommendations for areas where light might adversely 
affect flora and fauna

• Staff’s conclusions that the proposed lights would have 
adverse impacts on ESHA and migratory birds are arbitrary 
and do not withstand scientific scrutiny

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved 
Enhanced Recreation Area would result in Pepperdine 
having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

• Approval of the new lights is the environmentally superior 
outcome

The Campus Life Project –
Response to Staff  Report: Overview
The Campus Life Project –
Response to Staff  Report: Overview
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• The existing recreational field (formerly the equestrian 
center) and its lighting have been in place in the same 
location for approximately 30 years

• Pepperdine developed the field and its lights pursuant 
to three CDPs (P-80-7325, CDP 5-81-395A, and CDP 
P-81-7818) in the early 1980s 

• While the permits do not specifically refer to lights, 
the level of permit detail was vastly differently in the 
1980s

• When the Commission certified the LRDP in 1990, 
after the field and lighting had been installed, it also 
certified that “Development at Pepperdine has been 
consistent with the goals, policies, rules and 
regulations of … the California Coastal Commission”

• The LRDP encompassed all on-the-ground 
development at the time of  the LRDP certification in 
1990
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• P-80-7325 (Development Description)
• Dismantling of an equestrian center and construction 

of 116 units of law school and undergraduate student 
housing, parking spaces for 484 cars, staircases to the 
University Annex, an electrical distribution building and 
temporary classroom facility.  Application includes a 
request for approval of allocation of the needed portion 
of the unused sewage treatment capacity to the 
proposed facilities. Project is included in the University 
Land Plan.

• CDP 5-81-395A (Amendment to Permit P-80-7325)
• Relocate existing equestrian center to be dismantled 

for 116 unit housing as approved on P-80-7325.

• CDP P-81-7818 (Development Description)
• Construction of university campus facilities including a 

heritage hall, music wing, and a visiting professors' 
duplex, relocation of an equestrian center and 
expansion of the student housing reception center. 
These proposals are consistent with the University's 
Master Plan, previously reviewed and approved by the 
Commission.24



Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• Staff bases its position on a “haul route plan” in its CDP 5-81-395A file

• The plan identifies four pads (B, C, D and E) that would either generate cut or 
receive fill; but the field was balanced onsite (no cut or fill for transport)

• And each of these four pads correlated to a specific proposed facilities at the 
time of the issuance of CDP 5-81-395A

• Approved County of Los Angeles Grading Plan (1987)

• Shows field as built in its existing location

• Coastal Commission LRDP Staff Report (August 1989)

• .. 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 located just 
northwest of the existing graded campus, music hall, and various parking, 
sports, security, storage, and temporary trailer uses.

• Coastal Commission-Certified LRDP (1990)

• Shows field (as an existing graded facility) on the LRDP Conceptual Grading Map25
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field and
and Lighting
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field and
and Lighting

• The Commission  certified the existing location of the 
recreation area (the former equestrian center) in 1998

• Pepperdine amended its LRDP map to leave the 
recreation area in its current location (as opposed 
to moving the field to an undeveloped area of 
campus)

• In certifying LRDPA 2-97, the Commission 
recognized that this environmentally sensitive 
decision  would “reflect what currently exists”

• Pepperdine transitioned the equestrian center to the 
less intensive recreational/intramural use in 2000

• The Commission approved the enhancement of the 
existing recreational field in LRDPA 1-11, Part A
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Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• Pepperdine used the very conservative 0.1 fc line to 
measure potential light trespass impacts

• Pepperdine is actually registered a CEC “Lighting Zone 
3,” associated with a 0.8 fc threshold level

• Commission biologist Dr. Engel has stated that “[T]he 
significance threshold for spill light upon sensitive 
resources is 0.1 foot-candles at any receptor location”

• The Commission has used the 0.1 fc threshold for other 
projects in the vicinity of sensitive resources

• Staff agreed with Pepperdine that the 0.1 fc threshold 
was appropriate during a site visit

• Staff now, for the first time, rejects the usage of the 0.1 fc 
line and establishes significance threshold that is not 
supported Commission precedent and not appropriate for 
a developed campus setting
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Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• Staff proposes applying a “No Ambient Lighting” threshold 
of 0.01 fc to the natural areas in the vicinity of the field

• To our knowledge, no regulatory agency has ever 
applied this threshold to a project in California

• Only appropriate for undisturbed wilderness and other 
areas where little to no light is expected

• Pepperdine is a developed campus, in a developed area 
where artificial light is expected and continuous

• Ambient conditions in the natural areas near the 
proposed field already exceed the 0.01 fc standard 
by as much as a factor of three (even without taking 
into account the existing field lighting)

• The EIR and Supplemental Analysis’ conservative 0.1 fc 
threshold:
• Is consistent with Commission precedent, staff 

direction provided to Pepperdine, and IESNA 
recommendations for areas where light might 
adversely affect flora and fauna30



Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• The Proposed  Lighting Will Not Result in Adverse 
Impacts to Biological Resources

• The Field is located in the developed campus surrounded 
by disturbed areas; a supplemental site-specific biological 
analysis concluded:

• Light trespass up to 0.01 fc is almost entirely contained 
in developed or disturbed areas

• The limited light spill of between 0.09 and 0.01 fc in the 
0.2 acres of undisturbed area is consistent with 
ambient conditions and will not result in adverse 
impacts to the specific animals, birds and plants in the 
area

• The area has very low to no stop-over value for 
migrating birds 

• Many of the migrating birds that pass the area are only 
active during the day; night migrating birds in the area 
will be unaffected due to flight patterns and careful 
lighting design31
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Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
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Pacific FlywayPacific Flyway
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Response to Staff  Report – Other ConsiderationsResponse to Staff  Report – Other Considerations

• The existing field is the only lighted outdoor 
recreational field on Campus

• Staff’s recommendation would force Pepperdine to 
continue using the existing field and its inferior lighting

• The proposed denial would actually result in greater  
environmental impacts to surrounding areas

• As voluntary mitigation for the Campus Life Project athletic 
field lighting, Pepperdine agreed to replace all existing 
campus globe lights 

• This action would reduce on-campus light with the 
largest potential to contribute to sky glow by 
approximately 50%

• Staff would have the Commission accept this mitigation 
while denying the very project the mitigation was designed 
to address
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The Campus Life Project:  The Next Step in Fulfilling our 
Long Range Development Plan

LRDP Amendment 1-11, Part B

1



• Pepperdine strongly disagrees with the Staff’s recommendations that the existing field 
and lights were not permitted

• The existing field and lights were installed pursuant to three CDPs approved by the 
Commission in the early 1980s; the Commission subsequently certified the existing 
facility and its lighting in 1990, 1998, and 2012

• The LRDP encompassed all on-the-ground development at the time of its certification in 
1990

• Staff’s conclusions that the proposed lights would have adverse impacts on ESHA and 
migratory birds do not withstand scientific scrutiny

• Pepperdine used a highly conservative threshold to measure potential impacts; the 
Commission has previously relied on the 0.1 fc threshold previously and it is consistent  
with IESNA recommendations

• The EIR and Pepperdine’s supplemental, site-specific biological analysis concluded that 
the lights would not adversely impact any sensitive resources

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved Enhanced Recreation Area
would result in Pepperdine having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
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• By mutual agreement with Staff, Pepperdine divided its 
LRDP Amendment 1-11 into two parts (Part A and Part 
B); the Commission unanimously approved Part A in 
December 2012

• Part B is a focused review of three elements of the 
approved Enhanced Recreation Area:

• Replacement of the existing unshielded "flood 
lights" with state-of the-art, shielded fixtures 

• Confirmation of east-west field configuration as 
requested by Coastal Staff

• Specific location of the approved small 
restroom/storage facility

The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
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Aerial View of  
Approved 
Enhanced 
Recreation Area, 
Proposed 
Light/Restroom 
Locations, and 
Field Orientation

Aerial View of  
Approved 
Enhanced 
Recreation Area, 
Proposed 
Light/Restroom 
Locations, and 
Field Orientation
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Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
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Recreation Field OrientationRecreation Field Orientation
• Pepperdine would agree to orient the proposed Recreation Field in Staff’s preferred "east-west" 

configuration

• The E/W orientation focuses light further south towards Huntsinger Circle; in this orientation the 
field would be surrounded by developed and disturbed areas

N/S E/WN/S E/W
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Importance to Campus CommunityImportance to Campus Community
• The Campus Life Project provides much needed 

enhancements to on-campus amenities

• The approved Enhanced Recreation Area will provide all 
students with safe recreational space for physical health 
and building community

• Night lighting is critical for all students to enjoy the facility

• Student days are filled with ever expanding class 
loads, volunteering, internships, clubs, jobs, etc.

• The University has a critical need for additional 
recreational field space, and without night lighting, a 
significant percentage of the Campus’s young men 
and woman will lose the already limited opportunity to 
recreate and participate in intramural or club sports
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Project NeedProject Need
• The existing field at the site of the approved Enhanced 

Recreation Area is Pepperdine’s only lighted 
recreational field space

• This is already significantly deficient when compared 
with peer institutions

• Key objectives of the Campus Life Project include:

• Provide an enhanced recreation facility including a 
lighted field to alleviate the overcrowded conditions

• Provide needed outdoor recreation field within the 
existing developed campus

• Without approval of Part B, Pepperdine would be 
forced to continue using the existing undersized, 
flood-lit field
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Lighted Fields at Peer InstitutionsLighted Fields at Peer Institutions

Institution Lighted Recreational Field Area 
(acres) *

Pepperdine University 0.46

Loyola Marymount University 3.05

University of California Los Angeles 7.33

University of California Santa Barbara 5.32

University of the Pacific 1.93

Saint Mary’s College 1.73

University of San Diego 3.57

University of San Francisco 1.70

Santa Clara University 3.13

University of California San Diego 10.78

University of California Berkeley 5.19

California State University Long Beach 8.63

Stanford University 5.13

* Information compiled by Envicom Corporation August 2013.
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Enhanced Recreation Area Lighting DesignEnhanced Recreation Area Lighting Design
• Proposed lighting features state-of-the-art technology 

designed to prevent or minimize all forms of light pollution 
including glare, light trespass, and sky glow 

• The proposed cutoff, angled, and shielded fixtures 
will direct light onto the field rather than into natural 
areas and the night sky 

• Would utilize the same advanced fixtures approved 
by the Commission for the soccer field in Part A

• Lighting levels would be lower than soccer field 
due to proposed recreational use

• Would improve existing conditions by replacing the 
existing, non-cutoff, non-shielded flood lights
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Existing Recreation Lighting Proposed for ReplacementExisting Recreation Lighting Proposed for Replacement
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Consistency with the LRDP Lighting PolicyConsistency with the LRDP Lighting Policy
• When approving Part A, the Commission proposed a 

comprehensive LRDP "Lighting Policy," which the 
University adopted

• The proposed lights fully comply with the terms and intent 
of the Policy. The lights are:

• "Qualite" or a superior, state-of-the-art technology 
designed to dark-sky-compatible standards

• Minimized, directed downward, and shielded using 
the best available visor technology and pole height 
design to minimize light spill, sky glow, and glare

• Designed to minimize light trespass into adjacent 
non-target areas, and to limit the illumination of 
adjacent open space and sensitive habitat areas
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Reducing Lighting ImpactsReducing Lighting Impacts
• The EIR lighting study determined there would be no significant 

light trespass or glare impacts

• The EIR used a highly conservative 0.1 fc line to measure 
impacts in the vicinity of the proposed filed; Pepperdine’s 
Campus is actually registered as a CEC “Lighting Zone 3,” 
associated with a 0.8 fc threshold level

• For LRDP Amendment 1-11, Pepperdine conducted a 
supplemental analysis finding:

• No light trespass greater than 0.1 fc will occur in 
undisturbed, naturally vegetated or habitat areas

• The 0.1 footcandle (fc) level is the most conservative threshold 
used in past Commission precedent

• Staff Biologist Dr. Engel stated in 2011: “[T]he significance 
threshold for spill light upon sensitive resources is 0.1 [fc] at 
any receptor location”

• Dr. Engel agreed with Pepperdine that the 0.1 fc threshold 
was appropriate during a site visit
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Reducing Sky Glow ImpactsReducing Sky Glow Impacts
• The lighting incorporates principles and 

recommendations provided by the International Dark Sky 
Association and Illuminating Engineering Society of North 
America to prevent or minimize sky glow and protect 
Coastal resources 

• Light emitted between 80 and 100 degrees has the 
greatest effect on sky glow 

• The new fixtures will emit light between 16 and 62 
degrees, which is far less likely to result in sky glow 
than conventional lights

• The existing flood lights emit light at  ~ 80 degrees

• If approved, replacement of the existing recreational field 
lighting along with the Campus globe lights would reduce 
on-campus light with the largest potential to 
contribute to sky glow by approximately 50%
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Protecting Visual ResourcesProtecting Visual Resources

• The light fixtures will not be visible from:

• Malibu Canyon Road 

• Pacific Coast Highway

• Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy-
Owned Malibu Bluffs

• Fixtures are invisible from the vast majority of 
area trails - hikers could see the fixtures 
along less than 4% of the 4.1 miles that 
comprises the combined Coastal Slope and 
Mesa Peak trails

• Limited views of fixtures would be consistent 
with the current views of the developed 
campus and the City of Malibu 
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Proposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from PCHProposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from PCH
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Proposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from Bluffs ParkProposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from Bluffs Park
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Protecting Avian ResourcesProtecting Avian Resources
Nesting Birds

•The proposed east-west orientation focuses light further 
south towards Huntsinger Circle and away from the 
undeveloped campus

• Minimizes potential light trespass and glare impacts 
on nesting birds

Migratory Birds

• Proposed Qualite International fixtures produce "cool" 
white light (not the type of red light found potentially 
impactful to avian behaviors in the majority of reviewed 
studies)

• Only 11.84% of the light produced falls within the red 
spectrum
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ConclusionsConclusions
• The Enhanced Recreation Area lighting is the final piece of the Campus Life Project

• The proposed lights:

• Are consistent with Pepperdine’s Commission-recommended LRDP lighting policy

• Will limit light trespass consistent with the conservative 0.1 fc threshold used in the 
past by the Commission for areas near sensitive resources and consistent with 
IESNA recommendations for areas where light might adversely affect flora and 
fauna

• Provide important additional recreational opportunities on Campus 

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved Enhanced Recreation Area
would result in Pepperdine having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

• Approval of the new lights is the environmentally superior outcome
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• Pepperdine strongly disagrees with the Staff’s 
recommendations

• Pepperdine disagrees with the assertion that the existing 
field and its lights were not permitted

• Staff’s rejection of the 0.1 fc threshold for significant impacts 
breaks from Commission precedent, direction provided to 
Pepperdine during the LRDPA process, and IESNA 
recommendations for areas where light might adversely 
affect flora and fauna

• Staff’s conclusions that the proposed lights would have 
adverse impacts on ESHA and migratory birds are arbitrary 
and do not withstand scientific scrutiny

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved 
Enhanced Recreation Area would result in Pepperdine 
having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

• Approval of the new lights is the environmentally superior 
outcome

The Campus Life Project –
Response to Staff  Report: Overview
The Campus Life Project –
Response to Staff  Report: Overview
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• The existing recreational field (formerly the equestrian 
center) and its lighting have been in place in the same 
location for approximately 30 years

• Pepperdine developed the field and its lights pursuant 
to three CDPs (P-80-7325, CDP 5-81-395A, and CDP 
P-81-7818) in the early 1980s 

• While the permits do not specifically refer to lights, 
the level of permit detail was vastly differently in the 
1980s

• When the Commission certified the LRDP in 1990, 
after the field and lighting had been installed, it also 
certified that “Development at Pepperdine has been 
consistent with the goals, policies, rules and 
regulations of … the California Coastal Commission”

• The LRDP encompassed all on-the-ground 
development at the time of  the LRDP certification in 
1990
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• P-80-7325 (Development Description)
• Dismantling of an equestrian center and construction 

of 116 units of law school and undergraduate student 
housing, parking spaces for 484 cars, staircases to the 
University Annex, an electrical distribution building and 
temporary classroom facility.  Application includes a 
request for approval of allocation of the needed portion 
of the unused sewage treatment capacity to the 
proposed facilities. Project is included in the University 
Land Plan.

• CDP 5-81-395A (Amendment to Permit P-80-7325)
• Relocate existing equestrian center to be dismantled 

for 116 unit housing as approved on P-80-7325.

• CDP P-81-7818 (Development Description)
• Construction of university campus facilities including a 

heritage hall, music wing, and a visiting professors' 
duplex, relocation of an equestrian center and 
expansion of the student housing reception center. 
These proposals are consistent with the University's 
Master Plan, previously reviewed and approved by the 
Commission.24



Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• Staff bases its position on a “haul route plan” in its CDP 5-81-395A file

• The plan identifies four pads (B, C, D and E) that would either generate cut or 
receive fill; but the field was balanced onsite (no cut or fill for transport)

• And each of these four pads correlated to a specific proposed facilities at the 
time of the issuance of CDP 5-81-395A

• Approved County of Los Angeles Grading Plan (1987)

• Shows field as built in its existing location

• Coastal Commission LRDP Staff Report (August 1989)

• .. 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 located just 
northwest of the existing graded campus, music hall, and various parking, 
sports, security, storage, and temporary trailer uses.

• Coastal Commission-Certified LRDP (1990)

• Shows field (as an existing graded facility) on the LRDP Conceptual Grading Map25
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field and
and Lighting
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field and
and Lighting

• The Commission  certified the existing location of the 
recreation area (the former equestrian center) in 1998

• Pepperdine amended its LRDP map to leave the 
recreation area in its current location (as opposed 
to moving the field to an undeveloped area of 
campus)

• In certifying LRDPA 2-97, the Commission 
recognized that this environmentally sensitive 
decision  would “reflect what currently exists”

• Pepperdine transitioned the equestrian center to the 
less intensive recreational/intramural use in 2000

• The Commission approved the enhancement of the 
existing recreational field in LRDPA 1-11, Part A
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Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• Pepperdine used the very conservative 0.1 fc line to 
measure potential light trespass impacts

• Pepperdine is actually registered a CEC “Lighting Zone 
3,” associated with a 0.8 fc threshold level

• Commission biologist Dr. Engel has stated that “[T]he 
significance threshold for spill light upon sensitive 
resources is 0.1 foot-candles at any receptor location”

• The Commission has used the 0.1 fc threshold for other 
projects in the vicinity of sensitive resources

• Staff agreed with Pepperdine that the 0.1 fc threshold 
was appropriate during a site visit

• Staff now, for the first time, rejects the usage of the 0.1 fc 
line and establishes significance threshold that is not 
supported Commission precedent and not appropriate for 
a developed campus setting
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Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• Staff proposes applying a “No Ambient Lighting” threshold 
of 0.01 fc to the natural areas in the vicinity of the field

• To our knowledge, no regulatory agency has ever 
applied this threshold to a project in California

• Only appropriate for undisturbed wilderness and other 
areas where little to no light is expected

• Pepperdine is a developed campus, in a developed area 
where artificial light is expected and continuous

• Ambient conditions in the natural areas near the 
proposed field already exceed the 0.01 fc standard 
by as much as a factor of three (even without taking 
into account the existing field lighting)

• The EIR and Supplemental Analysis’ conservative 0.1 fc 
threshold:
• Is consistent with Commission precedent, staff 

direction provided to Pepperdine, and IESNA 
recommendations for areas where light might 
adversely affect flora and fauna30



Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• The Proposed  Lighting Will Not Result in Adverse 
Impacts to Biological Resources

• The Field is located in the developed campus surrounded 
by disturbed areas; a supplemental site-specific biological 
analysis concluded:

• Light trespass up to 0.01 fc is almost entirely contained 
in developed or disturbed areas

• The limited light spill of between 0.09 and 0.01 fc in the 
0.2 acres of undisturbed area is consistent with 
ambient conditions and will not result in adverse 
impacts to the specific animals, birds and plants in the 
area

• The area has very low to no stop-over value for 
migrating birds 

• Many of the migrating birds that pass the area are only 
active during the day; night migrating birds in the area 
will be unaffected due to flight patterns and careful 
lighting design31
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Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
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Pacific FlywayPacific Flyway
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Response to Staff  Report – Other ConsiderationsResponse to Staff  Report – Other Considerations

• The existing field is the only lighted outdoor 
recreational field on Campus

• Staff’s recommendation would force Pepperdine to 
continue using the existing field and its inferior lighting

• The proposed denial would actually result in greater  
environmental impacts to surrounding areas

• As voluntary mitigation for the Campus Life Project athletic 
field lighting, Pepperdine agreed to replace all existing 
campus globe lights 

• This action would reduce on-campus light with the 
largest potential to contribute to sky glow by 
approximately 50%

• Staff would have the Commission accept this mitigation 
while denying the very project the mitigation was designed 
to address
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The Campus Life Project:  The Next Step in Fulfilling our 
Long Range Development Plan

LRDP Amendment 1-11, Part B

1



• Pepperdine strongly disagrees with the Staff’s recommendations that the existing field 
and lights were not permitted

• The existing field and lights were installed pursuant to three CDPs approved by the 
Commission in the early 1980s; the Commission subsequently certified the existing 
facility and its lighting in 1990, 1998, and 2012

• The LRDP encompassed all on-the-ground development at the time of its certification in 
1990

• Staff’s conclusions that the proposed lights would have adverse impacts on ESHA and 
migratory birds do not withstand scientific scrutiny

• Pepperdine used a highly conservative threshold to measure potential impacts; the 
Commission has previously relied on the 0.1 fc threshold previously and it is consistent  
with IESNA recommendations

• The EIR and Pepperdine’s supplemental, site-specific biological analysis concluded that 
the lights would not adversely impact any sensitive resources

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved Enhanced Recreation Area
would result in Pepperdine having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
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• By mutual agreement with Staff, Pepperdine divided its 
LRDP Amendment 1-11 into two parts (Part A and Part 
B); the Commission unanimously approved Part A in 
December 2012

• Part B is a focused review of three elements of the 
approved Enhanced Recreation Area:

• Replacement of the existing unshielded "flood 
lights" with state-of the-art, shielded fixtures 

• Confirmation of east-west field configuration as 
requested by Coastal Staff

• Specific location of the approved small 
restroom/storage facility

The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
The Campus Life Project –
LRDP Amendment  1-11 Part B Overview
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Aerial View of  
Approved 
Enhanced 
Recreation Area, 
Proposed 
Light/Restroom 
Locations, and 
Field Orientation

Aerial View of  
Approved 
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Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
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Recreation Field OrientationRecreation Field Orientation
• Pepperdine would agree to orient the proposed Recreation Field in Staff’s preferred "east-west" 

configuration

• The E/W orientation focuses light further south towards Huntsinger Circle; in this orientation the 
field would be surrounded by developed and disturbed areas

N/S E/WN/S E/W
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Importance to Campus CommunityImportance to Campus Community
• The Campus Life Project provides much needed 

enhancements to on-campus amenities

• The approved Enhanced Recreation Area will provide all 
students with safe recreational space for physical health 
and building community

• Night lighting is critical for all students to enjoy the facility

• Student days are filled with ever expanding class 
loads, volunteering, internships, clubs, jobs, etc.

• The University has a critical need for additional 
recreational field space, and without night lighting, a 
significant percentage of the Campus’s young men 
and woman will lose the already limited opportunity to 
recreate and participate in intramural or club sports
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Project NeedProject Need
• The existing field at the site of the approved Enhanced 

Recreation Area is Pepperdine’s only lighted 
recreational field space

• This is already significantly deficient when compared 
with peer institutions

• Key objectives of the Campus Life Project include:

• Provide an enhanced recreation facility including a 
lighted field to alleviate the overcrowded conditions

• Provide needed outdoor recreation field within the 
existing developed campus

• Without approval of Part B, Pepperdine would be 
forced to continue using the existing undersized, 
flood-lit field
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Lighted Fields at Peer InstitutionsLighted Fields at Peer Institutions

Institution Lighted Recreational Field Area 
(acres) *

Pepperdine University 0.46

Loyola Marymount University 3.05

University of California Los Angeles 7.33

University of California Santa Barbara 5.32

University of the Pacific 1.93

Saint Mary’s College 1.73

University of San Diego 3.57

University of San Francisco 1.70

Santa Clara University 3.13

University of California San Diego 10.78

University of California Berkeley 5.19

California State University Long Beach 8.63

Stanford University 5.13

* Information compiled by Envicom Corporation August 2013.
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Enhanced Recreation Area Lighting DesignEnhanced Recreation Area Lighting Design
• Proposed lighting features state-of-the-art technology 

designed to prevent or minimize all forms of light pollution 
including glare, light trespass, and sky glow 

• The proposed cutoff, angled, and shielded fixtures 
will direct light onto the field rather than into natural 
areas and the night sky 

• Would utilize the same advanced fixtures approved 
by the Commission for the soccer field in Part A

• Lighting levels would be lower than soccer field 
due to proposed recreational use

• Would improve existing conditions by replacing the 
existing, non-cutoff, non-shielded flood lights
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Existing Recreation Lighting Proposed for ReplacementExisting Recreation Lighting Proposed for Replacement
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Consistency with the LRDP Lighting PolicyConsistency with the LRDP Lighting Policy
• When approving Part A, the Commission proposed a 

comprehensive LRDP "Lighting Policy," which the 
University adopted

• The proposed lights fully comply with the terms and intent 
of the Policy. The lights are:

• "Qualite" or a superior, state-of-the-art technology 
designed to dark-sky-compatible standards

• Minimized, directed downward, and shielded using 
the best available visor technology and pole height 
design to minimize light spill, sky glow, and glare

• Designed to minimize light trespass into adjacent 
non-target areas, and to limit the illumination of 
adjacent open space and sensitive habitat areas
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Reducing Lighting ImpactsReducing Lighting Impacts
• The EIR lighting study determined there would be no significant 

light trespass or glare impacts

• The EIR used a highly conservative 0.1 fc line to measure 
impacts in the vicinity of the proposed filed; Pepperdine’s 
Campus is actually registered as a CEC “Lighting Zone 3,” 
associated with a 0.8 fc threshold level

• For LRDP Amendment 1-11, Pepperdine conducted a 
supplemental analysis finding:

• No light trespass greater than 0.1 fc will occur in 
undisturbed, naturally vegetated or habitat areas

• The 0.1 footcandle (fc) level is the most conservative threshold 
used in past Commission precedent

• Staff Biologist Dr. Engel stated in 2011: “[T]he significance 
threshold for spill light upon sensitive resources is 0.1 [fc] at 
any receptor location”

• Dr. Engel agreed with Pepperdine that the 0.1 fc threshold 
was appropriate during a site visit
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Reducing Sky Glow ImpactsReducing Sky Glow Impacts
• The lighting incorporates principles and 

recommendations provided by the International Dark Sky 
Association and Illuminating Engineering Society of North 
America to prevent or minimize sky glow and protect 
Coastal resources 

• Light emitted between 80 and 100 degrees has the 
greatest effect on sky glow 

• The new fixtures will emit light between 16 and 62 
degrees, which is far less likely to result in sky glow 
than conventional lights

• The existing flood lights emit light at  ~ 80 degrees

• If approved, replacement of the existing recreational field 
lighting along with the Campus globe lights would reduce 
on-campus light with the largest potential to 
contribute to sky glow by approximately 50%
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Protecting Visual ResourcesProtecting Visual Resources

• The light fixtures will not be visible from:

• Malibu Canyon Road 

• Pacific Coast Highway

• Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy-
Owned Malibu Bluffs

• Fixtures are invisible from the vast majority of 
area trails - hikers could see the fixtures 
along less than 4% of the 4.1 miles that 
comprises the combined Coastal Slope and 
Mesa Peak trails

• Limited views of fixtures would be consistent 
with the current views of the developed 
campus and the City of Malibu 
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Proposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from PCHProposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from PCH
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Proposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from Bluffs ParkProposed Light Fixtures are not Visible from Bluffs Park
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Protecting Avian ResourcesProtecting Avian Resources
Nesting Birds

•The proposed east-west orientation focuses light further 
south towards Huntsinger Circle and away from the 
undeveloped campus

• Minimizes potential light trespass and glare impacts 
on nesting birds

Migratory Birds

• Proposed Qualite International fixtures produce "cool" 
white light (not the type of red light found potentially 
impactful to avian behaviors in the majority of reviewed 
studies)

• Only 11.84% of the light produced falls within the red 
spectrum
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ConclusionsConclusions
• The Enhanced Recreation Area lighting is the final piece of the Campus Life Project

• The proposed lights:

• Are consistent with Pepperdine’s Commission-recommended LRDP lighting policy

• Will limit light trespass consistent with the conservative 0.1 fc threshold used in the 
past by the Commission for areas near sensitive resources and consistent with 
IESNA recommendations for areas where light might adversely affect flora and 
fauna

• Provide important additional recreational opportunities on Campus 

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved Enhanced Recreation Area
would result in Pepperdine having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

• Approval of the new lights is the environmentally superior outcome
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• Pepperdine strongly disagrees with the Staff’s 
recommendations

• Pepperdine disagrees with the assertion that the existing 
field and its lights were not permitted

• Staff’s rejection of the 0.1 fc threshold for significant impacts 
breaks from Commission precedent, direction provided to 
Pepperdine during the LRDPA process, and IESNA 
recommendations for areas where light might adversely 
affect flora and fauna

• Staff’s conclusions that the proposed lights would have 
adverse impacts on ESHA and migratory birds are arbitrary 
and do not withstand scientific scrutiny

• Failure to approve the replacement lights at the approved 
Enhanced Recreation Area would result in Pepperdine 
having NO lighted outdoor recreational field and force it to 
continue using its existing, flood-lit field

• Approval of the new lights is the environmentally superior 
outcome

The Campus Life Project –
Response to Staff  Report: Overview
The Campus Life Project –
Response to Staff  Report: Overview
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• The existing recreational field (formerly the equestrian 
center) and its lighting have been in place in the same 
location for approximately 30 years

• Pepperdine developed the field and its lights pursuant 
to three CDPs (P-80-7325, CDP 5-81-395A, and CDP 
P-81-7818) in the early 1980s 

• While the permits do not specifically refer to lights, 
the level of permit detail was vastly differently in the 
1980s

• When the Commission certified the LRDP in 1990, 
after the field and lighting had been installed, it also 
certified that “Development at Pepperdine has been 
consistent with the goals, policies, rules and 
regulations of … the California Coastal Commission”

• The LRDP encompassed all on-the-ground 
development at the time of  the LRDP certification in 
1990
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• P-80-7325 (Development Description)
• Dismantling of an equestrian center and construction 

of 116 units of law school and undergraduate student 
housing, parking spaces for 484 cars, staircases to the 
University Annex, an electrical distribution building and 
temporary classroom facility.  Application includes a 
request for approval of allocation of the needed portion 
of the unused sewage treatment capacity to the 
proposed facilities. Project is included in the University 
Land Plan.

• CDP 5-81-395A (Amendment to Permit P-80-7325)
• Relocate existing equestrian center to be dismantled 

for 116 unit housing as approved on P-80-7325.

• CDP P-81-7818 (Development Description)
• Construction of university campus facilities including a 

heritage hall, music wing, and a visiting professors' 
duplex, relocation of an equestrian center and 
expansion of the student housing reception center. 
These proposals are consistent with the University's 
Master Plan, previously reviewed and approved by the 
Commission.24



Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field 
and Lighting Approvals

• Staff bases its position on a “haul route plan” in its CDP 5-81-395A file

• The plan identifies four pads (B, C, D and E) that would either generate cut or 
receive fill; but the field was balanced onsite (no cut or fill for transport)

• And each of these four pads correlated to a specific proposed facilities at the 
time of the issuance of CDP 5-81-395A

• Approved County of Los Angeles Grading Plan (1987)

• Shows field as built in its existing location

• Coastal Commission LRDP Staff Report (August 1989)

• .. 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 located just 
northwest of the existing graded campus, music hall, and various parking, 
sports, security, storage, and temporary trailer uses.

• Coastal Commission-Certified LRDP (1990)

• Shows field (as an existing graded facility) on the LRDP Conceptual Grading Map25
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Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field and
and Lighting
Response to Staff  Report – Existing Field and
and Lighting

• The Commission  certified the existing location of the 
recreation area (the former equestrian center) in 1998

• Pepperdine amended its LRDP map to leave the 
recreation area in its current location (as opposed 
to moving the field to an undeveloped area of 
campus)

• In certifying LRDPA 2-97, the Commission 
recognized that this environmentally sensitive 
decision  would “reflect what currently exists”

• Pepperdine transitioned the equestrian center to the 
less intensive recreational/intramural use in 2000

• The Commission approved the enhancement of the 
existing recreational field in LRDPA 1-11, Part A
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Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• Pepperdine used the very conservative 0.1 fc line to 
measure potential light trespass impacts

• Pepperdine is actually registered a CEC “Lighting Zone 
3,” associated with a 0.8 fc threshold level

• Commission biologist Dr. Engel has stated that “[T]he 
significance threshold for spill light upon sensitive 
resources is 0.1 foot-candles at any receptor location”

• The Commission has used the 0.1 fc threshold for other 
projects in the vicinity of sensitive resources

• Staff agreed with Pepperdine that the 0.1 fc threshold 
was appropriate during a site visit

• Staff now, for the first time, rejects the usage of the 0.1 fc 
line and establishes significance threshold that is not 
supported Commission precedent and not appropriate for 
a developed campus setting
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Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• Staff proposes applying a “No Ambient Lighting” threshold 
of 0.01 fc to the natural areas in the vicinity of the field

• To our knowledge, no regulatory agency has ever 
applied this threshold to a project in California

• Only appropriate for undisturbed wilderness and other 
areas where little to no light is expected

• Pepperdine is a developed campus, in a developed area 
where artificial light is expected and continuous

• Ambient conditions in the natural areas near the 
proposed field already exceed the 0.01 fc standard 
by as much as a factor of three (even without taking 
into account the existing field lighting)

• The EIR and Supplemental Analysis’ conservative 0.1 fc 
threshold:
• Is consistent with Commission precedent, staff 

direction provided to Pepperdine, and IESNA 
recommendations for areas where light might 
adversely affect flora and fauna30



Response to Staff  Report – Lighting ImpactsResponse to Staff  Report – Lighting Impacts

• The Proposed  Lighting Will Not Result in Adverse 
Impacts to Biological Resources

• The Field is located in the developed campus surrounded 
by disturbed areas; a supplemental site-specific biological 
analysis concluded:

• Light trespass up to 0.01 fc is almost entirely contained 
in developed or disturbed areas

• The limited light spill of between 0.09 and 0.01 fc in the 
0.2 acres of undisturbed area is consistent with 
ambient conditions and will not result in adverse 
impacts to the specific animals, birds and plants in the 
area

• The area has very low to no stop-over value for 
migrating birds 

• Many of the migrating birds that pass the area are only 
active during the day; night migrating birds in the area 
will be unaffected due to flight patterns and careful 
lighting design31
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Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
Aerial View of  the Proposed Lights Within the Developed 
Campus Core
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Pacific FlywayPacific Flyway
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Response to Staff  Report – Other ConsiderationsResponse to Staff  Report – Other Considerations

• The existing field is the only lighted outdoor 
recreational field on Campus

• Staff’s recommendation would force Pepperdine to 
continue using the existing field and its inferior lighting

• The proposed denial would actually result in greater  
environmental impacts to surrounding areas

• As voluntary mitigation for the Campus Life Project athletic 
field lighting, Pepperdine agreed to replace all existing 
campus globe lights 

• This action would reduce on-campus light with the 
largest potential to contribute to sky glow by 
approximately 50%

• Staff would have the Commission accept this mitigation 
while denying the very project the mitigation was designed 
to address
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Furthest extent of future 0.1 foot-candle (fc) light trespass value.  A 0.1 fc light level is equivalent to the natural light level encountered on a
moon-lit night – a standard applied in National Parks.

The existing light trespass readings were made in the field at the mapped Receptor Points. 

The future light trespass value calculated for the same Receptor Points, based on the athletic lighting improvements proposed for the
Enhanced Recreation Area.

Locations of the mapped Receptor Points and light measurement orientations. 
(See Campus Life Project Draft Environmental Impact Report Lighting Analysis)
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