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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document is the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the California State University,

Northridge 2005 Master Plan Update Project, State Clearinghouse Number 2005051008.

1.1 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

In accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA
Guidelines, a draft EIR was prepared by the California State University, Northridge (CSUN or the
University), Office of Facilities Planning, Design & Construction, to address the potential significant
environmental effects associated with the adoption and subsequent implementation of the 2005 Master
Plan (Master Plan or proposed project). The Master Plan encompasses the California State University,

Northridge campus in the City of Los Angeles community of Northridge.

To determine the number, scope and extent of environmental issues to be addressed in this EIR, CSUN
prepared a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and circulated it for 30 days, beginning May 2, 2005 and ending
May 31, 2005, to interested public agencies, organizations, community groups, and individuals in order to
receive input on the proposed project. CSUN also held a Draft EIR scoping meeting on May 19, 2005, in
conjunction with presentation of the final Master Plan, to obtain public input on the proposed scope and

content of this EIR. Interested parties attended the meeting and provided input.

The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period, as required by state law, beginning
November 16 and ending December 30, 2005. At the request of members of the community, the Draft EIR
review period was extended 13 days to January 12, 2006. During this 58-day public review period, the

University received written comments on the Draft EIR.

CSUN also held a meeting November 29, 2005, in conjunction with circulation of the Draft EIR to obtain
public input on the content of the Draft EIR and to address questions regarding the Draft EIR. Interested

parties attended the meeting and provided input.

Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the Lead Agency responsible for the preparation of an
EIR evaluate comments on environmental issues received from parties who reviewed the Draft EIR and
prepare a written response addressing each of the comments. The intent of the Final EIR is to provide a
forum to air and address comments pertaining to the information and analysis contained within the Draft
EIR, and to provide an opportunity for clarifications, corrections, or minor revisions to the Draft EIR as

needed.
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1.0 Introduction

This Final EIR assembles in one document all of the environmental information and analysis prepared for

the proposed project, including comments on the information and analysis contained in the Draft EIR and

responses by the University to those comments.

1.2

CONTENTS OF THE FINAL EIR

Pursuant to Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Final EIR for the 2005 Master Plan consists of

the following:

(a)

(b)

(0

The Draft EIR, including all of its appendices, is incorporated by reference in this Final EIR.

The complete Draft EIR document is on file with, and available for public review at, the following

locations:

* Office of Facilities Planning, Design & Construction, University Hall Room 325, California
State University, Northridge

* Opviatt Library, California State University, Northridge
» City of Los Angeles Public Library, 9051 Darby Avenue, Northridge

The EIR may also be reviewed on the Internet at http:/ /www.csun.edu/envision2035/.
A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.

A list of written comments received is provided on the following page. A total of 17 comment
letters on the Draft EIR were received. The comment letters have been numbered and organized
into the following categories: State Agencies, Local Agencies, Local Organizations, and
Individuals. The sign-in sheet from the November 29, 2005 Draft EIR meeting held at the
California State University, Northridge campus is appended to Section 3, Written Comments

and Responses to Comments.

Copies of all letters received by the University during the Draft EIR public review period and

responses to significant environmental points concerning the Draft EIR raised in the letters.

Section 3.0, Written Comments and Responses to Comments, begins with topical responses that
were prepared in order to systematically and consistently address selected topics raised during
the public comment period for the Draft EIR. The topical responses address comments raised at
the public meeting November 29, 2005 as well as comments made the comment letters. Section
3.0 then provides copies of the comment letters and the University’s responses to the comments.
Individual comments within each letter are numbered and the response is given a matching

number.
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1.0 Introduction

(d) Revisions to the Draft EIR.

For Draft EIR text that has been revised to incorporate additional information as a result of
comments received during the public review process, the resulting changed text is provided in

Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Text.
(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.
A project description and executive summary are provided in Section 2.0, Executive Summary.

A list of the written comment letters on the Draft EIR received by the University is provided below.

State Agencies

1 State of California Department of Fish and Game, November 28, 2005

2 State of California Department of Transportation, December 28, 2005

3. State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, December 6, 2005
4

State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, January 13, 2006

Local Agencies

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, November 30, 2005
City of Los Angeles, City Council, Twelfth District, November 22, 2005

5
6.
7. City of Los Angeles, City Council, Twelfth District, January 11, 2006
8 Southern California Association of Governments, December 13, 2006

Local Organizations

9. Lindley West Coalition, by Robert W. Buckles, January 10, 2006
10. Northridge East Neighborhood Council, by Thomas Baker, December 22, 2005
11. Northridge East Neighborhood Council, by Thomas Baker, January 6, 2006

12. Northridge Townhome Estates Homeowners Association, by Carol A. Brockhouse,
November 29, 2005
Individuals

13. D.H. Dardarian, December 4, 2005

14. Robert D. Galletly, January 9, 2006

15. Ronnie L. Grant, January 12, 2006

16. Patricia LoPresti, November 15, 2005

17. Robert and Patricia LoPresti, January 12, 2006
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

21 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT
2.1.1 Introduction to the Project

California State University, Northridge (CSUN or the University) proposes the adoption and subsequent
implementation of the 2005 Master Plan Update (2005 Master Plan or Master Plan) for its 356-acre
Northridge campus. The 2005 Master Plan represents the first comprehensive update of the campus
master plan since 1998, and is a comprehensive, coordinated series of proposals intended to configure

and guide the physical development of the campus over the next 30 years.

CSUN is one of 23 campuses within the California State University (CSU) system. The University
provides education to nearly 33,000 undergraduate and graduate full-time equivalent students (24,473
FTES) and employs 2,017 faculty members and 1,964 staff members. It is nearly at its current enrollment
cap of 25,000 FTES and campus facilities are reaching capacity. The 2005 Master Plan Update is intended
to allow the University to accommodate projected enrollment increases of up to 10,000 additional FTES,
for a total of 35,000 FTES. The 2005 Master Plan horizon was accordingly set at 30 years to facilitate long-

term planning.

The 2005 Master Plan is a comprehensive series of programs intended to configure and guide the physical
development of the University campus over the next 30 years. The Master Plan addresses land uses and
facilities required to accommodate the projected enrollment increase and the evolving pedagogical needs
of the University’s academic, administrative, student support, and campus support department and

programs.

The University consulted with its academic units in preparation for the master planning process to
determine the implications for campus facilities of increasing the enrollment ceiling. The Master Plan
architects were then asked to determine the capacity of the campus to support the increased enrollment.
At the CSU system average of 115,000 gross square feet (gsf) per 1,000 FTES, a minimum increase of
approximately 1.15 million gsf of new academic and administrative facilities was determined to be
necessary to accommodate the projected additional 10,000 FTES. In addition, 2,688 student-housing beds

are proposed, along with a net increase of approximately 4,500 parking spaces.

California State University, Northridge 2.0-1 2005 Master Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 Executive Summary

The Master Plan addresses six major programs that apply throughout the campus:

¢ Academic and Administrative Facilities;

* Student Support and Recreational Facilities;

* Housing and Campus Support Facilities;

* Landscaping, Open Space, and Pedestrian Circulation;

* Transportation Management, Campus Entry, Vehicular Circulation, and Parking Facilities; and

* Campus Utilities and Infrastructure

The 2005 Master Plan proposes significant changes to the North Campus, including development of a
faculty / staff housing community as the primary use. Instructional/athletic space is also proposed north
of this housing community. Biotechnology development on the northern portion of the North Campus is

limited to the existing 500,000 square feet.

The 2005 Master Plan will be implemented incrementally in four phases (three 5-year phases and a final

15-year phase), as follows:
*  Phase 1: 2005-2009
*  Phase 2: 2010-2014
*  Phase 3: 2015-2019

e Phase 4: 2020-2035

Actual implementation of most Master Plan projects will be influenced by student enrollment, availability
of funding, and changes in academic, administrative, recreational and student-support programs that
necessitate new or modified facilities. However, several projects included in the existing campus master
plan are currently under construction and will become operational during the expected implementation

of the 2005 Master Plan Update.

Detailed discussion of the Master Plan phases, including descriptions of proposed projects and a timeline

for implementation, is contained in the Draft EIR in Section 2.0, Project Description.

2.1.2 Project Location

The CSUN campus is located in the community of Northridge, part of the City of Los Angeles.
Northridge is located in the San Fernando Valley, approximately 22 miles northwest of downtown Los

Angeles. Adjacent communities include Porter Ranch, Knollwood, Granada Hills, San Fernando,

California State University, Northridge 2.0-2 2005 Master Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 Executive Summary

Panorama City, Van Nuys, Chatsworth, and West Hills. Major regional access to Northridge is provided
by the Ronald Reagan Freeway (State Route 118), the San Diego Freeway (I-405), and the Ventura
Freeway (US 101).

The University occupies 356 acres in north-central Northridge. The campus setting is generally suburban,
with single-family and multi-family residential uses and commercial uses adjacent to the campus
perimeter. The campus is irregular in shape and comprises two distinct sub areas known as the north
and south campuses. The north campus is bounded on the north by Devonshire Street; on the south by
Lassen Street; on the east by Zelzah Avenue; and on the west by Lindley Avenue. The south campus is
partially bounded on the north by Halsted Street; on the south by Nordhoff Street; on the east by Zelzah

Avenue; and on the west by Darby Avenue.
2.1.3 Project Background
2.1.3.1 California State University (CSU) Mission and Demographic Projections

The CSU is overseen by the Board of Trustees, a body appointed by the Governor and responsible for
electing the Chancellor, the chief executive officer of the CSU. The Board of Trustees” authority includes
the development of system-wide administrative policies, curriculum development, and the development
of facilities. In 1962, shortly after its establishment, the Board of Trustees mandated that all state college
campuses accommodate a student enrollment of 20,000 FTES. The CSU system is required by the State
Board of Education to accept the top academic one-third of graduating high school students in California,
and each campus within the system is required by the state’s Education Code to accommodate its share of

present and anticipated future enrollment.!

In May 2003, in keeping with its state charter and in response to projections of unprecedented demand
for higher education enrollment, the CSU Board of Trustees adopted a resolution directing each campus
within the CSU to take the necessary steps to accommodate a projected system-wide enrollment increase
of 107,000 FTE students by 2011.2 The resolution was adopted in response to current system-wide
enrollment projects as well as CSU’s mandate concerning the provision of postsecondary education.3 To

comply with the resolution, each CSU campus is required to periodically review and revise its master

1 California Education Code, §66201 through 66207. Website: http:/ / caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/cacodes/ edc/66201-
66207 html. Accessed: July 7, 2005.

Whereas headcount simply accounts for the number of students enrolled, for master planning and academic
planning purposes, the University utilizes the full-time equivalent (FTE), unit of measurement to calculate
enrollment. One FTE is defined as one student taking 15 course units, which represents a full course load.
Students taking fewer course units are considered to constitute a fraction of an FTE (10 course units = .66 FTE),
whereas students taking more than 15 course units constitute more than one FTE (20 units = 1.33 FTES).

California State University Committee on Educational Policy. Campus Options to Achieve California State
University Enrollment and Access Goals (REP 05-03-04). May 13-14, 2003.
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2.0 Executive Summary

plan, in part to ensure that proposed capital improvement programs remain in compliance with those

plans.

Eight campuses within the CSU system, including CSUN, have enrollment caps set at the CSU historic
maximum of 25,000 FTES. The 2003 resolution authorizes campuses to consider increasing enrollment
beyond this limit. This will allow the CSU to comply with its obligation, under the California Education
Code, to “plan that adequate spaces are available to accommodate all California resident students who

are eligible and likely to apply to attend an appropriate place within the system.*

Enrollment at CSUN climbed from 18,052 FTES (25,019 headcount students) in 1995 to 24,296 FTES
(32,406 headcount students) in 2005.5 As a result, enrollment at CSUN is nearly at its ceiling of 25,000

FTES and is expected to continue to climb.

2.1.3.2 2005 CSUN Master Planning Process

To develop its 2005 Master Plan Update, CSUN initiated a collaborative process involving the academic
and administrative campus communities and the local Northridge community to ascertain campus needs
over the next 30 years. In January 2004, University President Jolene Koester appointed a 25-member
Campus Physical Master Planning Committee comprising faculty, staff, student representatives, and
community representatives. The committee participated in a series of four public data-gathering forums
and exercises between October 2004 and May 2005; these meetings were structured for and intended to
solicit input from all interested parties. Announcements of and invitations to these meetings were sent to

a broad mailing list of 23,000 individuals, agencies, and local businesses surrounding the campus.

In 2004, a broad cross-section of the student groups on campus were given cameras and asked to
document their impressions of the physical campus, including open spaces, buildings, interiors,
playfields, roadways, and walkways. Thousands of photographs, together with written commentary,

were received and reviewed by the Master Planning Team.

Regular meetings of the Master Plan Committee were held to provide reports on Master Plan progress
and send feedback to the team responsible for preparing the Master Plan. In addition, regular newsletter
updates were posted on the University’s website for the public. The website provided a way for campus
and surrounding community members to convey comments and questions directly to the Master Plan

Committee.

4 California Education Code §66202.5. Website: http:/ / caselaw lp.findlaw.com / cacodes / edc/66201-66207.html.
Accessed: June 21, 2005.

5 Enrollment figures provided by the California State University, Northridge Office of Facilities Planning, Design
& Construction, July 2005.
California State University, Northridge 2.0-4 2005 Master Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 Executive Summary

2.1.4 Level of Environmental Review

Under CEQA, a program EIR is prepared for a series of actions that can be characterized as one large
project, with related actions forming logical parts in a chain of contemplated actions (CEQA Guidelines
§15168(a)). A program EIR allows the lead agency to consider broad policy alternatives and program-
wide mitigation measures early in the program process; subsequent project-specific activities are
evaluated in light of the program EIR to determine if additional environmental documentation is
required (CEQA Guidelines 15168(b) and (c)). A program-level analysis is intended to provide the public
and decision makers with an overview of the potential environmental impacts associated with one large
project. A project EIR examines the environmental impacts of a specific development project, including

planning, construction, and operations.

The University has developed sufficient detail concerning the following six Master Plan Phase 1 projects
to permit project-level evaluation of potential environmental impacts in the Draft EIR: the TH, Parking
Structure G3, the Science 5 facility, University Park Student Housing, a Student Housing Administration
Building, and 250 Faculty /Staff housing units. Six Master Plan Phase 2 projects are also evaluated in this
EIR: Parking Structure G6; Faculty Offices and Lecture Hall; two Lecture/Laboratory facilities; the
Student Recreation Center; and 100 Faculty /Staff housing units.

In addition, the University has developed sufficient site detail for the Valley Performing Arts Center,
originally evaluated at the program level in the 1998 Master Plan, to enable its evaluation at the project

level in the Draft EIR.

The remainder of the 2005 Master Plan is evaluated at the program level in the Draft EIR. The University
does not anticipate proceeding with development of all proposed Master Plan projects in the immediate
future, nor has it developed sufficient project detail to enable analysis of project-specific impacts at this
time. Because of the long-term nature of the 2005 Master Plan, the precise nature, size, and location of all
the programs and facilities proposed under the Master Plan cannot be accurately projected at this time.
Additional environmental review of Master Plan project will be undertaken as needed during subsequent

Master Plan implementation.

2.1.5 Topics of Known Concern

To determine the number, scope and extent of environmental issues to be addressed in this EIR, the
University prepared a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and circulated it for 30 days, beginning May 2, 2005
and ending May 31, 2005, to interested public agencies, organizations, community groups, and
individuals in order to receive input on the proposed project. The University also held a Draft EIR
scoping meeting on May 19%, 2005, in conjunction with presentation of the final Master Plan, to obtain

California State University, Northridge 2.0-5 2005 Master Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 Executive Summary

public input on the proposed scope and content of this EIR. Interested parties attended the meeting and
provided input.

Based on the NOP scoping process, the Draft EIR addresses the following topics:
*  Aesthetics

*  Air Quality

* Hazards and Hazardous Materials

* Noise

* Population and Housing

e Public Services: (Police and Fire)

* Recreation

* Transportation/ Traffic

*  Public Utilities: Water Demand and Supply

e Public Utilities: Wastewater

Also based on the NOP scoping process, potential impacts on the following resources were determined to
be less than significant and are not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR: Agricultural Resources; Biological
Resources; Cultural Resources; Geotechnical/Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality; Land Use and
Planning; Mineral Resources; certain Public Services (Libraries, Parks, Schools); and Public Utilities: Solid

Waste Disposal.

California State University, Northridge 2.0-6 2005 Master Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report
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3.0 WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO
COMMENTS

INTRODUCTION

This section begins with topical responses that were prepared to systematically and consistently address
selected topics raised during the public comment period for the Draft EIR. The topical responses address
comments raised at the public meeting November 29, 2005 as well as comments submitted via written
correspondence. The responses contained in this section are referred to, where appropriate, in individual
responses to comments on the Draft EIR. The topical responses are followed by copies of the comment
letters and responses of the California State University, Northridge (CSUN or the University) to the
comment letters. Individual comments within each letter are numbered and responses are numbered

correspondingly.

TOPICAL RESPONSES

Several general issues were raised during the public comment period and are addressed in topical
responses at the beginning of this section. Topical Response 1, Environmental Review Process, clarifies
the scope of the Draft EIR and the role and scope of subsequent environmental review as the Master Plan
is implemented. Topical Response 2, Enrollment Increases, defines the source of the enrollment
projections, addresses the need for the University to accommodate projected enrollment increases, and
clarifies how the Master Plan is intended to facilitate that. Topical Response 3, Faculty/Staff Housing,
provides additional detail about the proposed development of the North Campus with residential uses
and defines the University’s role in this development. Topical Response 4, Master Plan Phasing,

provides additional information regarding the four proposed phases of Master Plan implementation.

The remaining specific environmental topics addressed in this section are presented in the order in which
they appear in the Draft EIR, and include Topical Response 5, Noise (playing fields and parking
structures), Topical Response 6, Recreation (proposed use of playing fields, proposed amenities for
playing fields, lighting and noise), and Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking (pedestrian circulation and
safety; vehicular circulation: campus entries and exits; impacts on street segments; off-site mitigation;
parking: affordability of campus parking permits; parking: on-campus parking demand and supply;

parking: on-campus parking program management; and parking: off-site parking impacts).
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Topical Response 1 Environmental Review Process

Information regarding the environmental review process associated with the 2005 Master Plan EIR is
provided in the Draft EIR in Section 1.0, Executive Summary, Section 1.5, Type of EIR, Level of Analysis
and Standards for EIR Adequacy, on pages 1.0-3 through 1.0-4.

As stated therein, the Master Plan is a comprehensive, coordinated series of proposals intended to
configure and guide the physical development of the CSUN campus over the next 30 years. Developed in
response to the need for the University to accommodate projected local and systemwide enrollment
increases, the Master Plan is intended predominantly as a guide for long-term land and building use, by
identifying what facilities will be needed and where they should be located. As such, the Master Plan
cannot accurately predict, and therefore does not contain, details concerning every project proposed
under all of the Master Plan phases. In turn, the EIR evaluates the campus Master Plan at the
programmatic, or general, level and specific near-term Master Plan projects, for which site-level detail is

available, at the project, or detailed, level.

This EIR is intended as both a “program EIR” and a “project EIR” under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines. CEQA distinguishes between an EIR for a program or
plan and an EIR for a single, specific development project. A program EIR is appropriate for a series of
actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related as logical parts in a chain of
contemplated actions (CEQA Guidelines §15168). It allows the lead agency to consider broad policy
alternatives and program-wide mitigation measures early in the program process; subsequent project-
specific activities are evaluated in light of the program EIR to determine if additional environmental
documentation is required (CEQA Guidelines 15168(b) and (c)). In sum, a program-level analysis is
intended to provide the public and decisionmakers with an overview of the potential environmental
impacts associated with one large project. A project EIR typically focuses on the environmental changes
associated with all phases of a specific, stand-alone development project, including planning,

construction, and operation (CEQA Guidelines §15161).

The comprehensive Master Plan is evaluated at the program level in the 2005 Master Plan EIR. CSUN
does not anticipate proceeding with development of all proposed Master Plan projects in the immediate
future, nor has it developed sufficient project detail to enable analysis of all project-specific impacts at this
time. Because of the long-term nature of the Master Plan, the precise nature, size, and location of all the
proposed programs and facilities cannot be accurately projected at this time and any such projections
would be speculative at best. Actual implementation of projects will be influenced by student
enrollment, availability of funding, and changes in academic, administrative, recreational, and student-

support programs that necessitate new or modified facilities.

California State University, Northridge 3.02 2005 Master Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report
750.001 s February 2006



3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

As the Master Plan is implemented, specific buildings will be designed, and information regarding
building location, size, open space, and circulation and parking will be developed. Additional
environmental review of Master Plan projects will be undertaken as each project proposed under the
Master Plan is implemented, to determine whether the potential exists for any new, significant
environmental impacts. This additional review will comply with the requirements of CEQA and, as
appropriate, will include public noticing and opportunities for public comment on the specific project

proposals.

For example, the design for faculty/staff housing in the North Campus has not yet been developed. At
such time as design development for that project is undertaken, additional environmental review of
potential associated impacts will be required under CEQA. Should that process of environmental review,
or compliance, determine that the potential exists for new, significant impacts not anticipated in the
Master Plan Draft EIR, then the appropriate environmental documentation will be prepared, public
noticing conducted, and public review opportunities provided as required by law. (See Topical

Response 3, Faculty/Staff Housing, for more discussion of this particular Master Plan project).

Information regarding Master Plan phases is provided in the Draft EIR in Section 2.0, Project Description,
Section 2.6, Project Characteristics, on pages 2.0-17 through 2.0-49. The University has developed
sufficient detail for the following Phase 1 and 2 Master Plan development projects to enable project-
specific evaluation of potential environmental impacts: a Transit Center; Parking Structures G3 and G6; a
Student Housing Administration Building; a Faculty Offices/Lecture Hall facility; two
Lecture/Laboratory facilities; the Science 5 facility; the Student Recreation Center; two components of
Faculty /Staff housing; and two components of Student Housing. The University has also developed
sufficient detail regarding the Valley Performing Arts Center, originally evaluated at the program level in
the 1998 Master Plan EIR, to enable project-specific evaluation of impacts. Accordingly, this EIR
evaluates these near-term Phase 1 and 2 Master Plan development projects at the project level.
Information regarding the projects and timing of Phase 1 and 2 projects is provided in the Draft EIR in
Section 2.0, Project Description, Section 2.6.11, Phasing of Master Plan Implementation, on pages 2.0.39
through 2.0-48.

As Phase 1 and 2 projects are developed, specific buildings will be designed and information regarding

building location, size, open space, and circulation and parking will be developed.

Topical Response 2 Enrollment Increases

Information regarding projected CSU systemwide enrollment increases is summarized in the Draft EIR in

Section 1.0, Executive Summary, Section 1.2, Introduction, on pages 1.0-1 and 1.0-2. Detailed discussion
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

of this topic is provided in the Draft EIR in Section 2.0, Project Description, Sections 2.4.4, Statewide and
Regional Demographic Projections, on pages 2.0-11 and 2.0-12, and 2.4.5, CSU Enrollment Projections, on
pages 2.0-12 and 2.0-13.

The CSU system is required by the State Board of Education to accept the top academic one-third of
graduating high school students in California, and each campus within the system is required by the
state’s Education Code to accommodate its share of present and anticipated future enrollment.! In 2003,
the Board of Trustees took into consideration state policy direction regarding educational equity and
access in addition to a number of demographic, economic, social, and educational trends expected to
influence future demand for postsecondary education and directed each campus within the CSU to plan
for a projected systemwide enrollment increase of 107,000 FTES by 2011. The Board of Trustees also
directed campuses to review their campus master plans and consider increasing enrollment ceilings. For
those campuses, like CSUN, that are at or near the historic CSU systemwide enrollment cap of 25,000, the
Board of Trustees authorized consideration of exceedance of the enrollment cap, and the preparation and

presentation to the Board of campus master plans that would facilitate doing so.

The Board of Trustee’s actions were based, in part, on the findings of its Committee on Educational

Policy, reported in the minutes of the May 2003 meeting as follows:

“...[S]everal years ago, CPEC, using Department of Finance data, projected that the CSU would
add 130,000 new students between 1998 and 2010. ...[Alctual enrollments this past fall are
already 20,000 over where CPEC estimated enrollment. The Department of Finance now projects
CSU 2011 enrollment to exceed 513,000. ...CSU enrollments are beginning to exceed the physical
capacity, and the projected gap between enrollment and capacity is increasing. ... The resolution
proposed for action in May restates the Board’s commitment to accommodate the projected
enrollment, given appropriate state support, and adopts as policy the use of several options
available to campuses to expand enrollment recognizing that the mix of options will vary from
campus to campus.

For many years, projections of enrollments in higher education in California have warned of a vast
increase during the first decade of the 21°" [c]entury. However, not only are enrollments
increasing, the projections themselves are increasing. For example, in 1995, the California
Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit, projected that the CSU would enroll
406,317 headcount students in the fall 2004. By 2000, the Department of Finance’s projection of
CSU enrollment for fall 2004 had been revised upward to 414,091 headcount students. The most
recent Department of Finance projections of CSU enrollment for fall 2004 have now reached
436,172 headcount students...

The current Department of Finance projections indicate that over the next eight years, by fall
2011, CSU enrollment will have grown to 513,550 headcount students, an increase of 26 percent
over the 406,684 enrolled in fall 2002. This enrollment increase of nearly 107,000 students
presents a significant challenge for the CSU in that many campuses are rapidly approaching their
physical capacity as measured in lecture hall, classroom, and laboratory space. Indeed across the
system, in AY [academic year] 2003-04, enrollments will exceed physical capacity space...
However, the impact of enrollment upon physical capacity will be felt differentially across the

1 California Education Code, §66201 through 66207.  Website: http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/cacodes/
edc/66201-66207.html. Accessed: July 7, 2005.
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state. It is clear that the state will not be able to address this projected enrollment increase as it
did during the surge of the 1960°s by building new campuses.”?

The Board of Trustees authorized the CSU campuses to consider increasing enrollment capacity as part of
its May 2003 Resolution in order to allow the CSU to comply with its obligation, under the California
Education Code, to “plan that adequate spaces are available to accommodate all California resident

students who are eligible and likely to apply to attend an appropriate place within the system.3

The 2005 California State University, Northridge 2005 Master Plan proposes an enrollment increase in
response to the Board of Trustees directive to each CSU campus to accommodate its share of the projected
systemwide enrollment increase, in compliance with the California Education Code. To accommodate
the enrollment increase, the 2005 Master Plan identifies academic facilities and programs, housing,
parking, infrastructure improvements and other resources to adequately serve an increase in enrollment

capacity from 25,000 to 35,000 FTES by the year 2035.

With 356 acres, the campus has the physical capacity for growth. The Master Plan has focused on a more
balance use of campus land resources. By introducing significant roadway revisions in the eastern and
southern section of campus, future campus development in this underutilized area can be intensified.
This allows the campus to meet facility growth needs while maintaining the pastoral, pedestrian oriented

nature of the campus core.

The addition of approximately 2,500 student housing beds and 600 on-campus faculty/staff housing units
will help to transform CSUN into a more residential campus, thereby reducing peak hour vehicle trips to
and from campus. Future parking structure development will balance the parking load between the east
and west sides of the campus, resulting in improved traffic conditions on the major roadways
surrounding campus. In addition, the master plan proposes significant improvements in mass transit
access for faculty, staff, and students that will reduce the percentage of commuters using private vehicles
in the future. A transit center proposed at the main western entry to campus will serve local MTA
(Metropolitan Transportation Authority) buses and commuter shuttles. An expanded campus tram

system will link student housing, faculty/staff housing, and MTA rapid bus stops with the transit center.

California State University, Committee on Educational Policy. Agenda minutes (revised), May 13-14, 2003.
Website: http:/ / www.calstate.edu/BOT / Agendas/May03/EdPol.pdf. Accessed: June 21, 2005.

3 California Education Code §66202.5. Website: http:/ / caselaw lp.findlaw.com / cacodes / edc/66201-66207.html.
Accessed: June 21, 2005.
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Topical Response 3 Faculty/Staff Housing

Information regarding proposed faculty/staff housing is provided in the Draft EIR in Section 2.0, Project
Description, Section 2.6.10, Master Plan campus Precincts, under the subheading for Precinct 8: North
campus Faculty /Staff Housing Village, on page 2.0-34. The proposed locations of faculty/staff housing
are shown in Figure 2.0-16 and Figures 2.0-17 through 2.0-20, which show proposed Master Plan phasing

for the implementation of housing and other Master Plan projects.
Proposed Faculty/Staff Housing Mix and Location.

As stated in the Draft EIR in Section 2.0, Project Description, as part of its 2005 Master Plan, CSUN
proposes the development of faculty/staff housing in two locations on the campus. One area determined
to be suitable for housing is in the campus’s Northwest Precinct at the intersection of Darby Avenue and
Halsted Street. A second, larger faculty /staff-housing village is proposed for the area of campus north of
Lassen, and would include a neighborhood retail component. Adequate parking for faculty/staff
housing and associated retail uses would be integrated into the housing developments and would be

entirely contained on campus.

The precise number and configuration of housing units and the mix of housing types to be built in these
two locations have not yet been finalized. As part of Phase 1 (to be completed between 2005-2009), the
University proposes constructing up to 250 housing units on 15 acres at the southern end of the North
campus Faculty/Staff Housing Village Precinct, in the area bordered by Lindley Avenue on the west and
Lassen Street on the south. At this time, the housing mix is anticipated to include 150 “for sale”

townhomes and duplexes and 100 rental condominiums.

As part of Phase 2 (to be completed between 2010-2014), approximately 150 “for sale” townhomes and
condominiums are proposed adjacent to Phase 1 housing, in the area bordered by Zelzah Avenue on the
east and Lassen Street on the south. Approximately 15,000 square feet of neighborhood retail space is
proposed for construction simultaneously with this phase of faculty/staff housing, and is envisioned to
include such uses as a coffeehouse, dry cleaners (with off-site plant), delicatessen, or similar tenants.
Parking for these commercial uses would be contained on campus within the faculty/staff-housing
village. Ultimately (through Phase 4), approximately 550 faculty staff units are proposed in the North
Campus Faculty /Staff Housing Village Precinct.

Up to 50 units are proposed in the Northwest Precinct location under Phase 4 of the Master Plan (to be
implemented between the years 2020 and 2035) and are expected to be a mix of for-sale and rental
townhomes, duplexes, or condominiums, similar to the mix proposed for the North Campus
Faculty /Staff Housing Village north of Lassen Street.
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Environmental Review for Proposed Faculty/Staff Housing

Please see Topical Response 1, Environmental Review, in this Final EIR for details about the
environmental review process undertaken for the Master Plan, including discussion of the reasons for

program-level analysis and project-level analysis in the Draft EIR.

As stated therein, the comprehensive Master Plan, including all four proposed Master Plan phases, is
evaluated at the program level in the 2005 Master Plan EIR. The Master Plan is intended predominantly
as a guide for long-term land and building use; toward this end, it identifies what facilities will be needed

and where they should be located.

CSUN does not anticipate proceeding with development of all proposed Master Plan projects in the
immediate future, nor has it developed sufficient project detail to enable analysis of all project-specific
impacts at this time. Because of the long-term nature of the Master Plan, the precise nature, size, and
location of all the proposed programs and facilities cannot be accurately projected at this time and any
such projections would be speculative at best. Future phase project implementation will be influenced by

future student enrollment, availability of funding, and a variety of other variables.

With respect to proposed faculty/staff housing, the 2005 Master Plan EIR is intended to provide
environmental clearance at this time for the program-level Master Plan recommendations concerning
faculty / staff housing, which identify only the approximate locations for such housing, the general mix of
housing types, and the approximate number of units. When planning for the faculty/staff housing
developments is undertaken, specific buildings will be designed and information regarding building
location, size, associated open space, and circulation and parking will be developed. Additional
environmental review will be undertaken as design development commences for each housing
component, as well as the retail component, to determine whether the potential exists for any new,
significant environmental impacts that were not evaluated at the project level in the 2005 Master Plan

EIR.

Should that process of environmental review, or compliance, determine that the potential exists for new,
significant impacts not anticipated in the Master Plan Draft EIR, then the appropriate environmental
documentation will be prepared, public noticing conducted, and public review opportunities provided
for specific development proposals, as required by law. Since the first two components of housing in the
North Campus Faculty/Staff Housing Village are proposed as part of Master Plan Phases 1 and 2,
additional environmental review for those phases will be undertaken during implementation of those

phases.
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Legal Authority and Precedent for CSU Housing

Faculty-staff housing has been found to be a permitted, desirable, and increasingly necessary function for
California higher-education institutions, including the CSU, as evidenced by several examples from the

CSU hierarchy, legislature, and courts.

The CSU Chancellor’s Office commissioned a systemwide survey of faculty-staff housing needs in 2001,
which concluded that high housing costs in California constituted a primary obstacle in faculty
recruitment. As a result, the Chancellor’s Office is currently sponsoring official workshops on
development of faculty-staff housing for campuses. CSU’s Chief of Land Use Planning & Environmental
Review recently described “affordable faculty staff housing” as “much needed” (Business & Finance
News, May 2005). In addition to the five CSU faculty-staff projects that are completed or under
construction (Monterey Bay, Channel Islands, Cal Poly San Luis Obispo, and two at Cal State Fullerton), a
number of other CSU campuses are pursuing projects; Sacramento State recently purchased 25 acres for
this purpose. Implementation of a faculty-staff housing project requires review and approval by the CSU

Chancellor’s Office and Trustees, and all of the projects reviewed thus far have been approved.

The California Code of Regulations governing CSU auxiliary organizations (i.e., the entities that develop
CSU faculty-staff housing) state that those entities are formed “to provide essential functions which are
an integral part of the educational mission of a campus and the CSU.” The regulations identify housing

as one of the appropriate function of the auxiliaries (5 Cal. Code Regs §42500).

The California legislature has also authorized and supported CSU faculty-staff housing initiatives. For
example, the legislature supported affordable groundleased housing for CSU employees by passing a
special law in 1997 to enable CSU Monterey Bay to sell pre-existing CSU-owned housing to campus
employees. Subsequently, the legislature enacted laws enabling CSU Channel Islands to establish a
special redevelopment authority for which the provision of housing is a fundamental purpose and to set

aside tax revenues for a fund for on-site faculty and staff housing.

The statutory regime creating the CSU specifically mentions faculty and staff housing (Education Code
§89038, authorizing the Trustees to contract with the federal government for construction and subsidies

for such facilities).

The California courts have recognized that faculty-staff housing is an integral academic function since the
first case raising the question almost 50 years ago. The initial court facing the issue whether faculty
housing qualified as an exclusively educational use concluded that such housing met the applicable

judicial test of being “reasonably necessary for the fulfillment of a generally recognized function of a
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complete modern college.” Church Divinity School of the Pacific v. County of Alameda (152 Cal. App. 2d
496, 314 P.2d 209 (1957).

In a more recent case addressing affordable faculty-staff housing development by a California public
university, the court stated that “...securing the services of outstanding faculty and staff who might
otherwise decline to accept or continue employment, is at the heart of UC’s educational function” and
held that the project involved matters “vital to its core educational function.” Regents v. Director of the

Department of Industrial Relations, 42 Cal. App. 4™ 579, 49 Cal Rptr. 2d 703 (1996).

Structure of For-Sale and Rental Housing Agreement.

The faculty/ staff housing community will support the University’s Academic Mission by providing high
quality for-sale and rental housing on the CSUN campus that will assist in recruitment and retention of
faculty and staff. The structure of the for-sale housing agreement will provide for homebuyer ownership
of the building, with the University maintaining ownership of the land. A long-term ground lease of the
land will be utilized with appropriate restriction to ensure that the University maintains long-term
control of the homes and community. The University will fulfill the property management functions
customarily undertaken by a homeowner association. This ensures that the University can maintain
quality control with regard to community appearance, maintenance, and repairs, thereby ensuring the

community continues to serve its function as a recruitment and retention tool.

Homeowner future resale value will be tied to an income-related cost of living index. The University will
maintain the first right of refusal to purchase the home. Provisions for recovery of the home by the
University in the case of severance of employment will also be included in the purchase agreement. The
homes will be sold on a prioritized basis in the following order: (1) new faculty recruits, (2) existing

faculty members, (3) new management recruits, and 4) existing management.

A demand study conducted by the campus in late 2005 projected demand for for-sale and rental housing
in 2007/2008 at approximately 370 units. Phase 1 of the faculty staff housing community will include a
total of 250 units, including 150 for-sale units and 100 rental units. Future phases will be developed

based on updated demand projections to ensure that demand exceeds supply at any given time.

Upon completion of conceptual design documents, the University will update interested community
members, including the Northridge East Neighborhood Council, on the status and details of the Phase 1
project. In addition, the University will evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the project with

respect to the findings of this EIR and process any additional CEQA documentation deemed necessary at

that time.
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Topical Response 4 Master Plan Phasing

Information regarding the four proposed phases of Master Plan implementation is provided in the Draft
EIR in Section 2.0, Project Description, Section 2.6.11, Phasing of Master Plan Implementation, on pages

2.0.39 through 2.0-48.

See also Topical Response 1, Environmental Review, in this Final EIR for details about the
environmental review process undertaken for the Master Plan, including discussion of the reasons for

program-level analysis and project-level analysis in the Draft EIR.

As stated in the Draft EIR in Section 2.0, Project Description, the Master Plan is a comprehensive,
coordinated series of proposals intended to configure and guide the physical development of the CSUN
campus over the next 30 years. Developed in response to the need for the University to accommodate
projected local and systemwide enrollment increases, the Master Plan is intended predominantly as a
guide for long-term land and building use and identifies what facilities will be needed and where they

should be located.

Because of the long-term nature of the Master Plan, the precise nature, size, and location of all the
proposed programs and facilities cannot be accurately projected at this time. Moreover, the University
does not anticipate proceeding with development of all proposed Master Plan projects in the immediate
future. Accordingly, the EIR evaluates the campus Master Plan at the programmatic, or general, level,
and specific near-term Master Plan projects, for which site-level detail is available, at the project, or
detailed, level. Phased implementation of projects will be influenced by student enrollment, availability
of funding, and changes in academic, administrative, recreational, and student-support programs that

necessitate new or modified facilities.

The University has developed sufficient detail for the following Master Plan Phase 1 and Phase 2 projects
to enable project-specific evaluation of potential environmental impacts: a Transit Center; Parking
Structures G3 and G6; a Student Housing Administration Building; a Faculty Offices/Lecture Hall
facility; two Lecture/Laboratory facilities; the Science 5 facility; the Student Recreation Center; two
components of Student Housing; and two components of Faculty /Staff housing. The University has also
developed sufficient detail regarding the Valley Performing Arts Center, originally evaluated at the

program level in the 1998 Master Plan EIR, to enable project-specific evaluation of impacts.

As subsequent Master Plan phases are implemented, specific facilities will be designed and information
regarding building location, size, open space, and circulation and parking will be developed. Additional
environmental review of Master Plan projects will be undertaken at the time planning for each project
commences, to determine whether the potential exists for any new, significant environmental impacts.
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This additional review will comply with the requirements of CEQA and, as appropriate, will include

public noticing and opportunities for public comment on specific project proposals.

The Master Plan document contains detailed discussion, diagrams, sketches, and charts for the proposed
Phase 1 and Phase 2 projects evaluated at the project level in the Draft EIR. Below is a summary of the
proposed near-term projects; Phase 1 projects are presented first, followed by Phase 2 projects. Pertinent

Master Plan chapter references are provided for each project.

Transit Center (TH)

Chapter 4: 2005 Master Plan: Illustrative Plan

. 4.2.2 Transportation Management, Campus Entry, Vehicle Circulation and Parking Facilities
. 4.3.3 West Gateway Precinct
. 4.4 Campus Utilities and Infrastructure

Chapter 6: Campus Design Guidelines

. 6.2.5 West Gateway Precinct

Chapter 7: Implementation and Phasing
. 7.1 Phase 1: 2005-2009

Parking Structure PS-G3

Chapter 4: 2005 Master Plan: Illustrative Plan

. 4.2.2 Transportation Management, Campus Entry, Vehicle Circulation and Parking Facilities
. 4.3.1 South Campus Arts Precinct

. 4.3.4 East Gateway Precinct

. 4.4 Campus Utilities and Infrastructure

Chapter 6: Campus Design Guidelines

. 6.2.4 East Gateway Precinct

. 6.3 Campus Circulation and Parking

Chapter 7: Implementation and Phasing

. 7.1 Phase 1: 2005-2009
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Science 5 Facility (Building V
Chapter 4: 2005 Master Plan: Illustrative Plan

. 4.3.4 East Gateway

. 4.4 Campus Utilities and Infrastructure

Chapter 6: Campus Design Guidelines

. 6.2.4 East Gateway Precinct

Chapter 7: Implementation and Phasing
. 7.1 Phase 1: 2005-2009

University Park Student Housing Expansion (SH1)

Chapter 4: 2005 Master Plan: Illustrative Plan

. 4.3.6 University Park Student Housing Precinct

. 4.4 Campus Utilities and Infrastructure

Chapter 6: Campus Design Guidelines

. 6.2.8 University Park Student Housing

Chapter 7: Implementation and Phasing

. 7.1 Phase 1: 2005-2009
Housing Administration Facility (Building A)
Chapter 4: 2005 Master Plan: Illustrative Plan

. 4.3.5 Instructional / Athletics / Recreation Precinct

. 4.4 Campus Utilities and Infrastructure

Chapter 6: Campus Design Guidelines

. 6.2.6 Instructional / Athletics/ Recreation Precinct

Chapter 7: Implementation and Phasing

. 7.1 Phase 1: 2005-2009

California State University, Northridge
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Faculty/Staff Housing (FH1)

Chapter 4: 2005 Master Plan: Illustrative Plan

. 4.3.8 North Campus Faculty/Staff Housing Village

. 4.4 Campus Utilities and Infrastructure

Chapter 6: Campus Design Guidelines

. 6.2.9 North Campus Faculty /Staff Housing Village

Chapter 7: Implementation and Phasing

. 7.1 Phase 1: 2005-2009

Valley Performing Arts Center

Chapter 4: 2005 Master Plan: Illustrative Plan

. 4.3.1 South Campus Arts Precinct

. 4.4 Campus Utilities and Infrastructure

Chapter 6: Campus Design Guidelines

. 6.2.3 South Campus Arts Precinct

Chapter 7: Implementation and Phasing
. 7.1- Phase 1: 2005-2009

Parking Structure PS-G6

Chapter 4: 2005 Master Plan: Illustrative Plan

. 4.2.2 Transportation Management, Campus Entry, Vehicle Circulation and Parking Facilities
. 4.3.5 Instructional / Athletics / Recreation Precinct
. 4.4 Campus Utilities and Infrastructure

Chapter 6: Campus Design Guidelines

. 6.2.6 Instructional / Athletics/ Recreation Precinct

. 6.3 Campus Parking and Circulation

Chapter 7: Implementation and Phasing

. 7.2 Phase 2: 2010-2014
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Chapter 4: 2005 Master Plan: Illustrative Plan

. 4.3.4 East Gateway Precinct

. 4.4 Campus Utilities and Infrastructure

Chapter 6: Campus Design Guidelines

. 6.2.4 East Gateway Precinct

Chapter 7: Implementation and Phasing
. 7.2 Phase 2: 2010-2014

Lecture/Laboratory Facility (Buildin

Chapter 4: 2005 Master Plan: Illustrative Plan

. 4.3.1 South Campus Arts Precinct

. 4.4 Campus Utilities and Infrastructure

Chapter 6: Campus Design Guidelines

. 6.2.3 South Campus Arts Precinct

Chapter 7: Implementation and Phasing
. 7.2 Phase 2: 2010-2014

Laboratory/Lecture Facility (Building U

Chapter 4: 2005 Master Plan: Illustrative Plan

. 4.3.4 East Gateway Precinct

. 4.4 Campus Utilities and Infrastructure

Chapter 6: Campus Design Guidelines

. 6.2.4 East Gateway Precinct

Chapter 7: Implementation and Phasing

. 7.2 Phase 2: 2010-2014
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University Park Student Housing Expansion (SH2 and SH3)

Chapter 4: 2005 Master Plan: Illustrative Plan

. 4.3.6 University Park Student Housing Precinct

. 4. Campus Utilities and Infrastructure

Chapter 6: Campus Design Guidelines

. 6.2.8 University Park Student Housing

Chapter 7: Implementation and Phasing
. 7.2 Phase 2: 2010-2014

Faculty/Staff Housing (FH2 and FH3)

Chapter 4: 2005 Master Plan: Illustrative Plan

. 4.3.8 North Campus Faculty/Staff Housing Village

. 4.4 Campus Utilities and Infrastructure

Chapter 6: Campus Design Guidelines

. 6.2.9 North Campus Faculty /Staff Housing Village

Chapter 7: Implementation and Phasing

. 7.2 Phase 2: 2010-2014

Topical Response 5 Noise

Information regarding potential noise impacts associated with the 2005 Master Plan EIR is provided in
the Draft EIR in Section 3.4, Executive Summary, Section 3.4.6 Environmental Impacts, on pages 3.4-14

through 3.4-36.
Playing Fields.

As part of Phases 3 and 4, the 2005 Master Plan proposes the construction and use of four playfields on
the eastern side of campus, near the campus boundary along Zelzah Avenue. Two of the playfields, PF-
G3 and PF-G4, would be located in the area referred to in the Master Plan as the East Gateway Precinct,
and would replace surface parking lots G3 and G4 near the southern end of campus. The third playfield,
PF-G6, would be located in the Instructional, Athletics, and Recreational Precinct, near the LAUSD high
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school. The fourth playfield, PF-G12, is proposed north of the North Campus Faculty/Staff Housing

Precinct, in an area already occupied by a playfield.

The playfields refers to outdoor field space to be shared by the University’s Kinesiology and Athletics
Departments and campus recreational programs. The athletic/instructional fields depicted in the Master
Plan have been planned to provide the instructional, intercollegiate athletic and student recreational
space required as a result of long-term projected enrollment growth. Field lighting has been included to
provide for extended daily use, thereby making more efficient use of land resources to better serve
campus instructional and athletic programs. The master planning process was concerned only with
providing adequate facilities to meet the above stated needs; use of the spaces for other specific purposes
was not considered. The campus has traditionally rented or leased a variety of campus spaces, including
spaces within buildings and exterior spaces, to outside groups. It is anticipated that this will continue in

a similar manner in the future.

Given the proposed uses of the playfields, the distance between the fields and residences east of Zelzah,
and the presence of intervening traffic, playfield activities are not anticipated at this time to result in
significant off-site noise impacts. However, because of the long-term nature of the Master Plan, the
precise size and configuration of the playfields, as well as details concerning associated facilities and
amenities such as bleachers, storage buildings, and lighting, cannot be accurately determined at this time
and any such projections would be speculative at best. Actual implementation of Master Plan Phase 3
and 4 projects, including these playfields, will be influenced by student enrollment, availability of
funding, and changes in academic, administrative, recreational, and student-support programs that
necessitate new or modified facilities. As stated in the Draft EIR, as the Master Plan is implemented,
specific buildings and playfields will be designed and information regarding building location, size,

location and configuration of open space, and circulation and parking will be developed.

Additional environmental review of Master Plan projects will be undertaken as each playfield proposed
under the Master Plan is implemented, to determine whether the potential exists for any new, significant
environmental impacts not already evaluated in the 2005 Master Plan Draft EIR. This additional review
will comply with the requirements of CEQA and, as appropriate, will include public noticing and
opportunities for public comment on the specific project proposals. See Topical Response 1,
Environmental Review, for additional discussion of future Master Plan project environmental

compliance requirements and associated public review and comment opportunities.
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Parking Structures

The thresholds of significance used in the EIR for the determination of potential Master Plan-related noise
impacts on off-site land uses were derived from the City of Los Angeles Draft CEQA Thresholds Guide and
from applicable policies cited in the EIR in Section 3.4, Noise. As stated in Section 3.4.5, Significance
Criteria, a significant off-site noise impact would occur if project-related operational (i.e., non-roadway)
noise sources increase off-campus ambient noise levels by 5 decibels measured on an A-weighted scale

(dB(A)), thereby causing a violation of the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance.

To assess noise impacts, the City of Los Angeles Draft CEQA Thresholds Guide uses “Community Noise
Equivalent Level” (CNEL) noise categories, which determine acceptable noise levels based on the affected
land use. CNELs are a measure of sound levels averaged over a 24-hour period and weighted, or
adjusted, to account for the increased sensitivity of certain land uses to noise during evening and
nighttime hours. A CNEL noise measurement is obtained by adding five decibels to averaged sound
levels occurring during the evening from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., and 10 decibels to sound levels
occurring during the nighttime from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.. The logarithmic effect of these increases is

that a 60 dB(A), 24-hour L., would result in a measurement of 66.7 dB(A) CNEL.

In general, noise generated by the use of parking structures at the perimeter of campus is not of sufficient
volume to exceed community standards, as measured using the time-weighted CNEL scale. Although
parking structure-related noise can be a source of annoyance, caused by periodic automobile engine start-
ups and acceleration, doors slamming, and accidental activation of car alarms. Although such single
noise events may be an annoyance to residents, a number of such events generated in a parking lot over a
24-hour period would not constitute a quantifiable increase in the off-site ambient noise levels (i.e. less
than 0.1 dB[A]). Therefore, the Draft EIR concluded that the predicted noise level increase caused by
activity within the parking structure would not cause a 5 dB(A) increase over the ambient noise level at
the nearest sensitive receptor because of attenuation caused by the distance between proposed parking

structures near the perimeter of campus and the nearest residences.

Moreover, as a matter of standard practice, the University installs signage in its parking structures
identifying applicable parking regulations, posted speed limits, and for future parking structures, signage

indicating that motorists will be cited for false car alarms sounding will be incorporated.

Topical Response 6 Recreation

Information regarding the future uses of playfields proposed on the CSUN campus under the 2005
Master Plan EIR is provided in the Draft EIR in Section 3.7, Recreation.
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The athletic/instructional playfields in the Master Plan, including the playfield at the north end of
campus and the athletic/instructional playfields located near the campus boundary along Zelzah
Avenue, in the Instructional, Athletics, and Recreational Precinct and the East Gateway Precinct, have
been planned to provide the instructional, intercollegiate athletic and student recreational space required
as a result of long-term projected enrollment growth. Field lighting has been included to provide for
extended daily use, thereby making more efficient use of land resources to better serve campus
instructional and athletic programs. The master planning process was concerned only with providing
adequate facilities to meet the above stated needs; use of the spaces for other specific purposes was not
considered. The campus has traditionally rented or leased a variety of campus spaces, including spaces
within buildings and exterior spaces, to outside groups. The University anticipates that this will continue
in a similar manner in the future. Field amenities are expected to include lighting, equipment storage,

and restrooms.

The playing field at the north end of campus is intended for use primarily for instructional purposes and
intercollegiate athletic events. Such uses and intercollegiate events would be consistent with instructional
and intercollegiate athletic events that currently take place at this location and elsewhere on campus.
Permanent seating in the form of bleachers currently exists at this location. However, a new stadium is

not proposed for this location.

Parking for the field at the north end of campus would be provided in the existing surface parking lot
located east of the field, as shown in Figure 3.8-11, Vehicle Circulation and Parking Plan, on page 3.8-2 of
the Draft EIR. This lot provides approximately 140 parking stalls, and is accessible from Zelzah Avenue.
During intercollegiate athletic events, parking would be available in other on-campus surface lots and
structures, including the surface lot west of the fields that is currently used, and an on-campus shuttle

may be utilized to transport attendees between the field and the parking areas.

With regard to parking and access to the tennis courts at PF-F7 from Lindley Avenue, the University
anticipates that the primary parking for the tennis courts at PF-F7 would be located at parking structure
PS-G6. Vehicular access to parking structure PS-G6 would be from Zelzah Avenue, while primary
pedestrian entrance to the tennis courts would be on the east side of the courts, internal to the campus.
Parking structure PS-G6 is shown in the California State University, Northridge, 2005 Master Plan Update
in Chapter 4, Master Plan, in Figure 4], Vehicle Circulation and Parking Plan, on page 89 and in Figure
4FF, University Park Student Housing on page 116, and in the Draft EIR in Section 3.8,
Transportation/ Traffic, in Figure 3.8-11, Vehicle Circulation and Parking Plan, on page 3.8-11.

Please refer to Topical Response 1, Environmental Review, regarding analysis of the Master Plan at the

program level versus the project level. As stated therein, the Master Plan is intended predominantly as a
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guide for long-term land and building use; it identifies what facilities will be needed to accommodate
growth over the next 30 years and where those facilities should be located. As such, the Master Plan
cannot accurately predict, and therefore does not contain, details concerning every project proposed
under all of the Master Plan phases. Because of the long-term nature of the Master Plan, the precise
nature, size, and location of all the proposed programs and facilities cannot be accurately projected at this
time and any such projections would be speculative at best. For this reason, the EIR evaluates the
campus Master Plan at the programmatic, or general, level and specific near-term Master Plan projects,
for which site-level detail is available, at the project, or detailed, level. Actual implementation of projects
will be influenced by student enrollment, availability of funding, and changes in academic,

administrative, recreational, and student-support programs that necessitate new or modified facilities.

As the Master Plan is implemented, specific buildings and facilities, including playfields and other
recreational facilities, will be designed, and information regarding building location, size, open space,
lighting, and circulation and parking will be developed. Additional environmental review of Master Plan
projects will be undertaken as each project proposed under the Master Plan is implemented, to determine
whether the potential exists for any new, significant environmental impacts, including light spillage and
noise from the athletic fields. This additional review will comply with the requirements of CEQA and, as
appropriate, will include public noticing and opportunities for public comment on the specific project

proposals.

Mitigation Measures AES-1 through AES-5 provided in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, on page 3.1-34 of the Draft
EIR regarding lighting at fields along Zelzah Avenue, PF-G3, PF-G4, and PF-G6, would assure
compliance with applicable state and local ordinances. Mitigation Measure AES-5 specifically states that
field lighting associated with all playfields along Zelzah Avenue shall be used only when the fields are
being utilized during nighttime hours. Because these fields are proposed as part of the long-term Master
Plan phases, lighting at these fields will be designed and evaluated when specific projects are proposed,

as discussed above.

With regard to noise at the fields on Zelzah Avenue, PF-G3, PF-G4, and PF-G6, those fields are proposed
as part of Phase 3, as shown in the Draft EIR in Section 2.0, Project Description, in Figure 2.0-19, Phase 3,
on page 2.0-43. Additional environmental review will be undertaken as each playfield proposed under
the Master Plan is implemented, to determine whether the potential exists for any new, significant
environmental impacts not already evaluated in the 2005 Master Plan Draft EIR. This additional review
will comply with the requirements of CEQA and, as appropriate, will include public noticing and
opportunities for public comment on the specific project proposals. See Topical Response 1,
Environmental Review, for additional discussion of future Master Plan project environmental

compliance requirements and associated public review and comment opportunities.
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More information regarding the analysis of potential noise impacts at the athletic fields is provided in

Topical Response 5, Noise.

Topical Response 7 Traffic/Parking

Vehicle Circulation

Information regarding potential traffic impacts associated with the 2005 Master Plan EIR is provided in

the Draft EIR in Section 3.8, Traffic.

The study area for the traffic study prepared for the Draft EIR was developed in conjunction with the Los
Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) through evaluation of the streets and intersections that
were considered to be likely travel routes to/from the future campus access points and parking locations.
The 2005 Master Plan is designed to reduce campus impacts on the residential neighborhood north of
Halsted Street and west of Lindley Avenue, primarily through vacation and closure of the portion of
Etiwanda Avenue immediately south of Halsted Street as well as the elimination of future extensions of

Darby Avenue and Lindley Avenue between Plummer Street and Halsted Street.
Parking

Information regarding potential parking impacts associated with the 2005 Master Plan EIR is provided in
the Draft EIR in Section 3.8, Traffic.

The Master Plan parking supply is designed to provide sufficient parking to accommodate all campus-
generated needs (students, faculty, staff, visitors) on campus and perimeter streets immediately fronting
the campus. Parking availability on neighborhood streets is not included in the parking supply outlined
in the Master Plan. Future parking demand was estimated using peak parking demand ratios empirically
developed specifically for the CSUN campus. The Master Plan will be implemented in phases over a 30-
year period. The demand reduction program will be monitored over the course of Master Plan
implementation, with periodic parking studies to assess progress towards reducing the peak parking
demand ratio. If it is determined that sufficient progress is not being made, the University will take

additional steps to encourage further demand reduction and/ or to provide additional parking supply.

As stated on page 2.0-17 of Section 2.0, Project Description, in the Draft EIR, in regards to Master Plan
implementation, actual implementation will be influenced by student enrollment, availability of funding,
and changes in academic, administrative, recreational and student-support programs that necessitate new
or modified facilities. As each phase of the Master Plan is implemented, the need for individual proposed

parking components to serve proposed student housing will be evaluated. This will be determined
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through additional environmental review and the planning process within the University. Construction
of parking lots and structures will be timed to ensure that sufficient parking will be provided to serve

new student housing uses.
Off-Site Roadway Improvements

Information regarding the limitations of the CSU to implement mitigation measures associated with the
2005 Master Plan is provided in the Draft EIR in Section 1.0, Executive Summary, Section 1.13 CSU
Mitigation Limitations on pages 1.0-10 through 1.0-13.

While the CSU Board of Trustees is vested with “full power and responsibility in the construction and
development of any state University campus, and any buildings or other facilities or improvements
connected with the California State University” (California Education Code §66606), there are legal
limitations on CSU regarding the commitment of funds for off-site improvements to local streets,
roadways, highways, and freeways that arise from the proposed construction and development of
“projects” on a campus within the CSU system. CSU has specific powers to mitigate significant
environmental impacts that occur within its jurisdiction (i.e.,, on the various campuses), but limited
powers for those effects that occur outside of the various campus sites. Because of these legal limitations,
it is not feasible for CSU to mitigate certain off-site impacts. Neither CSU nor any CSU campus has the
jurisdiction to construct improvements beyond campus boundaries as mitigation for avoiding or
minimizing impacts to campus development projects. It is the position of the CSU Board of Trustees that
a CSU University is not legally authorized to fund various offsite improvements as mitigation for campus
development projects under CEQA. Any such commitment to fund off-site improvements could lead to
legal challenges that such expenditures are illegal gifts of public funds. Thus, the state's constitutional
and statutory framework require that certain off-site improvements, such as road, highway or freeway
infrastructure upgrades, necessary to offset the loads placed on them by a CSU University are not the

responsibility of either CSU or a CSU University, but rather of the local jurisdiction or other entity.

A University's revenue is derived from state general fund appropriation (including appropriation of
student fee income). CSU does not receive funding from the Legislature for off-site improvements. For
example, unlike cities and counties, CSU neither directly receives income from sales, transient occupancy,
real estate, or gasoline taxes; nor is it allocated federal highway funds. Since gasoline and sales taxes are
important sources of road and highway funding, it is appropriate that off-site street and road
improvements be funded by local government. In addition to local funding for street improvements, the
state separately funds state highways through its Transportation Commission and the California

Department of Transportation (Caltrans). CSU has no direct access to such funding.
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Thus, the purpose of an EIR for a CSU campus development project is to identify and analyze the
project's significant environmental impacts, and identify the improvements or facilities necessary to
mitigate those impacts, including the identification of mitigation measures that are within the
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and either have been, or should be, adopted by
that other agency (Pub. Res. Code §21081(a)(2)). However, any such proposed off-site
road /transportation improvement mitigation measures must be funded and ultimately constructed by

the public agencies best suited to do so (e.g., local municipalities, counties and state agencies [Caltrans]).
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WRITTEN COMMENTS

A list of the public agencies that submitted written comment letters on the Draft EIR is provided below.

A copy of each comment letter, and a written response to each specific comment, follows this list.

State Agencies
State of California Department of Fish and Game, November 28, 2005

1
2 State of California Department of Transportation, December 28, 2005

3. State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, December 6, 2005
4

State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, January 13, 2006

Local Agencies

5. County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, November 30, 2005
6. City of Los Angeles, City Council, Twelfth District, November 22, 2005
7. City of Los Angeles, City Council, Twelfth District, January 11, 2006

8. Southern California Association of Governments, December 13, 2006

Local Organizations
9. Lindley West Coalition, by Robert W. Buckles, January 10, 2006
10. Northridge East Neighborhood Council, by Thomas Baker, December 22, 2005

11. Northridge East Neighborhood Council, by Thomas Baker, January 6, 2006

12. Northridge Townhome Estates Homeowners Association, by Carol A. Brockhouse, November 29,
2005
Individuals

13. D.H. Dardarian, December 4, 2005

14. Robert D. Galletly, January 9, 2006

15. Ronnie L. Grant, January 12, 2006

16. Patricia LoPresti, November 15, 2005

17. Robert and Patricia LoPresti, January 12, 2006
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Letter No. 1

California Department of Fish and Game, November 28, 2005

On November 28, 2005, Scott Harris with the California Department of Fish and Game telephoned Colin
Donahue, Director, Facilities Planning, Design and Construction, California State University, Northridge.
Mr. Harris told Mr. Donahue that ornamental trees are likely to be removed as future construction

projects are developed and suggested that the Final EIR require some measure to check for nesting birds

prior to removal of tree(s).
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Letter 1 State of California Department of Fish and Game, November 28, 2005

Response 1.1

As stated in the Draft EIR, Section 7.2.2: Biological Resources, the campus is located in a suburban setting
and is fully developed with buildings, parking, roadways, and landscaped open space, and contains no
undisturbed, natural habitat. Existing ornamental landscaping is not expected to constitute suitable

habitat for sensitive wildlife species.

As noted by the commenter, ornamental trees on the campus may be used by migratory and other birds
for nesting or foraging. Master Plan implementation is expected to increase the number of trees on the
campus and few trees are anticipated to require removal; impacts on nesting birds is expected to be less
than significant. However, the University will conduct nesting surveys near work areas prior to the start
of construction during nesting season, to further reduce the potential for impacts on nesting birds in the
event of tree removal. Please refer to Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Text, of this Final EIR, wherein text
originally contained in Section 7.0, Effects Not Found to be Significant: Biological Resources, of the Draft
EIR, has been revised to address University compliance with State Fish and Game Code and Migratory
Bird Treaty Act regulations applicable to nesting birds.

The location of the proposed Science 5 building will require the removal of some trees in the southern
portion of the University’s Botanic Garden. However, this is an instructional space maintained by the

Biology Department and removal of trees would be reviewed with the department.
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DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING

HFRUCIOA DRANCH

100 MAIN STRETT, M3 @ 16

LO8 ANGELES, CA 900123606 ?Ill"c-rpq-'f
PHONE: (213) 897-3747 U mrgy sffican

FAX: (213)ROT-1337

IGR/CEQA No. 051140AL, EIR
Referenced to IGR/CEQA No. 050515AL, NOP
Envision 2035, California State University,
2005 Master Plan [Tpdate
Vic, LA-101, 118,405
SCH#: 2005051008
December 28, 2005

Mr. Colin Donshue, Director, FPDC
Trustees of the California State University
18111 Nordhoff Street
Northridge, CA 91330-8219

Dear Mr. Donahue

and parking; and student services. L
The proposed project would gencrate 19,523 daily trips and 1,499/1,662 vehicle trips
during AM/PM peak (see Table 3.8-8, Page 3.8-27 of Egwi Impact Report

(EIR). It was estimated that approximately 21% of the project traffic would be from the
mﬁhﬂlwmhmmmk}llsm.mwhmmm
traveling on the SR-405 freeway, and 6% from the south traveling on the SR-101
freeway. Many of the vehicle trips will utilize the State facilities. On table 3.8-18, page
3.8-61 of EIR indicates that many segments in the mainline on SR-118 and SR-405 will
have a Level of Service (LOS) F. Our review indicates this project will have a significant
impact to the mainline freeway if no mitigation measurcs are

I -
Mwﬁemﬁmnmﬂ&cmmnmmmwmufthehdmﬁcTnfﬁc
Cmdﬂym(ﬁTCS}unmiﬁgtﬁmmm@gw!ﬂss the following
41 Amigo/Avenue, State Route-118 West Bound Ramps/Rinaldi Street
#41.  State Route-405 Southbound Ramps/Nordhoff $
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IGR/CEQA Branch Chief |
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cc:  Scott Morgan, State Clearinghoase
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Letter 2 State of California Department of Transportation, December 28, 2005

Response 2.1

Please refer to Section 1.13, Executive Summary: CSU Mitigation Limitations, of the Draft EIR, which
provides a discussion of the legal limitations on the CSU regarding the commitment of funds for off-site

improvements arising from projects on CSU campuses.

The comment restates conclusions of the Draft EIR regarding significant impacts on portions of the
SR-118 freeway (State Route 118) and project impacts on study intersections #1 and #41, which would be
significant and require further mitigation, after implementation of the ATSAC/ATCS system.

As stated in Section 1.13, Executive Summary: CSU Mitigation Limitations, of the Draft EIR, public
agencies may exercise only those express or implied powers provided by laws other than CEQA (Pub.
Res. Code 21004; CEQA Guidelines §15040(b)). When public agencies adopt measures to mitigate
significant environmental effects, such actions must be consistent with the limitations on those agencies’
authority found in those laws. That is, public agencies may not exercise powers otherwise outside their
normal authorities for purposes of mitigating significant impacts, and CEQA cannot serve as an
independent basis for allowing public agencies to mitigate significant environmental effects outside their
jurisdiction. CSU has specific powers to mitigate impacts within its jurisdiction (i.e.,, on campus), but

limited powers to mitigate off-site impacts.

In addition, the State of California has a clear constitutional and statutory assignment of agency
responsibilities for various public works and methods of allocating revenue for such works, which limits
CSU from adopting mitigation that could avoid or minimize off-site impacts. California law also states
that State property is exempt from property taxation and special assessments for street and other local
improvements (see, e.g., Cal. Const., Art XIII, 3(d); San Marcos Water District v. San Marcos Unified School
District (1986) 42 Cal.3d 154, 161). The rationale behind this exemption is the prevention of the transfer of

tax money between state agencies.

Finally, CSU’s educational mission does not include responsibility for, nor jurisdiction over, the
construction of off-site improvements. Any such commitment could lead to legal challenges that such
expenditures are illegal gifts of public funds. In keeping with its statutory and constitutional mission of
public education, CSU dedicates its limited funds to the development and maintenance of educational

facilities, not local and regional infrastructure.
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The comment requests identification of the legal statute(s) that exempt the University from responsibility
for funding transportation mitigation measures for the local and state highway system under CEQA. As
stated in the final two paragraphs of Section 1.13, Executive Summary: CSU Mitigation Limitations, of the
Draft EIR, in 2003, a California Court of Appeal ruled that off-site traffic improvements that are necessary
to off-set a projected increase in traffic caused by a CSU University are not the responsibility of that
University, but, rather, are the responsibility of the local jurisdiction (City of Marina v. Board of Trustees of
the California State University (2003) 109 Cal. App. 4th 1179). The California Supreme Court is presently
reviewing the Court of Appeal's decision in the City of Marina case, and, as of this writing, the Supreme
Court has not issued its ruling. In the event that California courts modify a CSU University’s obligation
under existing law with respect to the funding of off-site improvements, CSUN, will comply with the law

in accordance with CSU system directives.

Additionally, in May 2005, a San Diego County Superior Court ruling found that San Diego County could
not charge the Grossmont-Cuyamaca Community College District for off-site traffic improvements
around the campus, where expansion and new construction are planned, and further found that the

college district was prohibited from using educational funds to pay for the associated costs.

Response 2.2

Please refer to the Response to Comment 2.1, above.

Response 2.3

Please refer to the discussion under Section 7.2.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, in Section 7.0, Effects
Not Found to be Significant, of the Draft EIR. As stated in this discussion, the campus is located in a
developed area, which contains an existing stormwater collection and conveyance system. Development
of the Master Plan would result in a small increase in the amount of impervious surfaces on the existing
campus, thereby requiring a small increase in the quantity of stormwater to be collected and drained into
the adjacent storm drains. The quality of this additional stormwater would be similar to that currently

discharged into the collection and conveyance system.

Response 2.4

The University is aware that any transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials that
require the use of oversized-transport vehicles on state highways will require a Caltrans transportation

permit. Caltrans recommends that large size truck trips be limited to off-peak commute periods and that
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work be scheduled accordingly. To the extent feasible, the University will limit large truck trips to off-

peak commute periods and will schedule work accordingly.

Response 2.5

This comment is noted for the record. No further response is required.
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Letter 3 State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, January
13, 2006

Response 3.1

As stated in the comment letter, the Draft EIR review period was extended by 13 days in response to

community requests, and ended January 12, 2006. No further response is required.
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Letter 4 State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, January
13, 2006

Response 4.1

This comment letter acknowledges compliance with State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. No further response is

needed.
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Letter No. 5

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
“To Enmich Laves Though Efactve end Garog Servite”

0 BOUTH FREMOSNT AvENLE
ALHAMBRA, CALTFORNIA 18000531
Tirkephong: [L365 4¥5-3100
e Lndprw . oog ADURESS ALL CORRESPONILACU 109
Pl ROV [
ALAAMBILA, CALIFORKIA 1180 4l

R Y AR

Novembaear 30, 2005 wsntons W=

Mr. Colin Donahue

Director of Faciliities Planning, Design, and Construction
The Board of Trustees of the Calitomia State University
c/o California State University Northridge

18111 Nordhoft Street

Northridge, CA 91330

Daar Mr. Danahue:

REVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY NORTHRIDGE

CITY OF NORTHRIDGE

As requested, we have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Repor for the above
project and have no comments to offer. @

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Norman Cortez, Waterworks and
Sewer Maintenance Division, at (626) 300-3388.

Very truly yours,
DONALD L. WOLFE

Di qulh‘.: Works
% /f
MANUEL DEL REAL

Assistant Deputy Director
Waterworks and Sewer Maintenance Division

NC:dh

STRZY
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Letter 5 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, November 30, 2005

Response 5.1

This comment acknowledges the County’s receipt of the Draft EIR for review and states that no

comments will be provided by this agency. No further response is required.
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Letter No. 6

Lus AnceLES CiTY Councu.utyLiEu
GREIG SMITH

TWELFTH DMSTRICT

November 22, 2005

California State University Nonthridge
Facilities Planning Office

Attn: Colin Donahue

18111 Mordhoff

Northridge, CA 91330-8219

RE: CSUN Draft ETR Comment Period

Diear Mr. Donahue:

Mlmmynuhmv*CSUN'sphnsmeﬁdHapmldﬂl pt'_inmmt in the swrounding
community, which has been eagerly awaiting the release of the Esvironmental Impact Report
(EIR) for Envision 2035. It has come 1o my attention that the EIR was recently released for
3 45-day comment period, which ends Thursday, December 29, 2005.

complicated and extensive EIR, that will uir::puldulaf ime to mﬂr.w Furdmt releasing
makmmi:ummmwcmnﬁuﬂumw hmtlm'mmmtpm:nfme
ympnmnddiﬁ{mﬂlhmkuunﬂummmu&t}'.whnhﬂw for the apportumty to submit

While I realize that 45 days is a normal comment period for ETRs, this is a very :

comments.

| "
Thmﬁ:m.lamwﬂ:ingh:wwllhulhecmmmpuidb: ‘ ﬁurmna:_ldlnonal#S-dsjm
to Monday, February 13, 2006 10 give all interested partics suffi | { time 1o review and
comment.

Thank you for your consideration. ‘

&¢ Asssmblyman Loy Levine

N " - H ' - I 4738025
iy Flafl (ks = 200 M. Sgsring Shivet, R 405 + Los Anpeles, CASOLZ HT'.' el 1-‘,1‘-'?“.111 '?N‘ t -
é;;}lﬂf%_-,mammmuﬁs Low Arigeies: CASO013 = Piarse (215 4751« vk (2197 5605
Morthredge Cdfice * 18917 Mondolf Strest, Sulte 18 * Northridge, CA 91324 = (815) THe-H501 » Fax (315) TRE-9122

Chatwworth Chifics « 100484 Oid Depot Plazs Foad « Chatsworth, ©A 91311 = §§18) 700-525 « Fax (B18) 701-525

| &
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Letter 6 City of Los Angeles, City Council, Twelfth District, November 22, 2005

Response 6.1

The comment requests that the public review period be extended for an additional 45 days. As stated in
Section 15105 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “When a draft EIR is submitted to the Sate Clearinghouse for
review by state agencies, the public review period shall not be less than 45 days, unless a shorter period,
not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.” The Draft EIR was initially circulated for
a 45-day public review period beginning November 16, 2005 and ending December 30, 2005. At the
request of members of the community, the Draft EIR review period was extended 13 days to January 12,
2006. A letter providing information regarding the extension of the review period was sent by the

University to Councilman Smith.
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Letter No. 7

Los ANGELES CivY COUNCILMEMBER

GREIG SMITH
TWELFTH LJISTRICT

January 11, 2005
Mr, Calin Donahue
Director of Fadiiies Planning, Design and Construction
18111 Nordhoff Street

Northridge, CA 91330-8219
RE: Comments to the 2005 Draft Environmental Tmpact Report
Dear Mr. Donahue:;

As Councliman of the Los Angeles City Council district In which Californla [State
University, Northridge (CSUN) Is located, I was most interested In ng the
recently released draft environmental impact report (EIR) for the 2005 Plan
Update. Having completed my initial review, I would like to take this to
make some comments, .

While 1 am proud to have the University in my district and believe it is an|asset to the
district, the community and the City, deafing with some of the Impacts itsloperation

creates is endlessly challenaing. The future expansion that this EIR brings
upammnnreasnfmnmmmﬂudsmhead&med
It s well known that CSUN has many actively functioning fratemities and sororities on

mmmr«mmwammsﬁmmm bvision for a
Greek Row, nor even mentions the exdstence of these organizptions, To negate the
knpamfnmdontaﬂnndgﬂmﬂmﬂswmmmwm

Prairie, that was omitted from the list of rejated projects. This project needs to be
included and cumulative impacts analyzed,

With so much emphasis being placed on how to deal with trash, another su
omisslon to the EIR Is the fact that no mention is made of how! the Univerg

there provisions I'or recycling and trash reduction?
Ciry Hall Office -mmmmmm-mmmm:-mm&m-

Northridge Offes * 19917 Mosdnof Styeel, Suite 16 » Nos thricdgn, CA 91324 + Phane (§31) 7568501 »
Chatrwrorth Office » 1004 Old Depot Plazs Roud « Chatwerth, CA 91311 » (815) 7912253 « Faox [W15) PO1-5254

3.0-41

& ®
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Mr. Colin Donahue
January 11, 2005
Page 2

Summary Chart, Table 1.0-2, lists some transportation controf measures yinder Alr
Quality AIR-S. These TCMs, if implemented, could provide some relief
operation-related emissions that are considered significant. As currently|written,
however, there Is no sense of an actual time frame to gauge when Implementation
would occur. A better implementation schedule that Includes periodic re-gva
needs to be provided.

While section 3.3, Hazard and Hazardous Materials, essentially conclude that the
project will not create a significant hazard in any respect, a proposed mitigatior
program is outiined In the event something does occur. The program lists entities to be
notified If specific conditions occur, but the list Is incomplete. The Los Angeles.
Environmental Affairs Department needs to be added to HAZ-2; The Cou diman of the
12 District and the Environmental Affairs Department need ta be added f
mmdmxﬂmwmmumm

unnecessaty burden on the residents, NOISE-2 needs to be révised to match the City's

65 dba limit.

mmmmummmmmmrnﬁmm
parking enforcement within these same boundaries,

Section 3.8, dealing with transportation, traffic, and parking Is 8n area of nz
to me and the entire community. Imrﬂldﬂ'rel.lnlwr#?fﬂ'lts nl’me
Parking and Transportation Management Component, and belldve the meg:

ammmwfmmadsmmbeﬁﬂrfrruugamd andmatmwnf psel are occurring
within this context. While acknowledging this as fact, | belleve additiona
mitigation measures would further improve conditions and lessen the negative impacts
an the community.

One continuing Issue is parking avallability. The chronic shortage of conv
spaces coupled with an unwillingness of some to pay for parking has resulfe
vehicles parking on and impacting the residential streets surrounding the ¢a
spite of the creation of new measures outlined n this plan, these Is no reaso tpbellwe
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Mr. Colin Donahue
January 11, 2005
Page 3

the situation will improve, and every reason to belleve It will pot, since t
includes this parking, calling it "Off-Campus Parking Supply.”  One w
this overflow parking problem would be to create preferential parking districts
welcomed by residents. It would be unfair, however, to put the burden
parking on the residents. Therefore, the cost of providing this mitigati
absorbed by CSUN,

Some suggestions to consider for additional improvement are}
Providing off-site parking for commerclal vehides;

1.

2
3. Requiring further dedication and widening of Nordhoff Street;
4, Requiring further dedication and widening of Zelzah, south of Lass
5. Instaliing a traffic signal on Reseda and Halsted.

Inmvhdngﬂwnmbashrtuﬁlparhngmﬂlnmrltbﬁ,lm o
the condusion that a 115-space parking surplus will exist under 2035 cc
projected parking demand requires 18,851 spaces, but the unlversity co
spaces short. In working the numbers, a 5% “contingency” I added whi
mmtammesmmge, mmwimminm
a "possible” 12.5% reduction in need, a 115-space "surplus”
becomes the rationale for saying that in 2035, “Impacts to

less than significant.” T disagree strongly and object to this Kind of manigulation of
numbers to create a faulty outcome,

However, at the same time, T would like to commend you for including the parthg
mmmmm,ammmmm“dmm P!

expansion of the on-campus tram system.
Under Public Utliiies-Wastewater, Treatment Faciiides, 3.10 -2 states that DWP

provides sewage collection service to the project, This is Incomrect and ndeds to be @
changed to reflect that Public Works, Department of Sanitation, providesthe service.

Immehmﬂmtmmmmmggmgrmmmhata
mmmmmmummmhmm
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Mr. Colln Donahue
January 11, 2005
Page 4

dialogue and one that cares about the surrounding commurity. 1 bel

that we can

all work together to Improve and mitigate some of the current and futurg impacts.
We sincerely apprediate the benefit — not only to the local nelghborhood, but to the

entire region - of having such a venerable institute of higher education our
community.

Sincerely,

- ; ..?ld. ?
SMITH

Councilman, 127 District!

GS:pw
|
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Letter 7 City of Los Angeles, City Council, Twelfth District, January 11, 2006

Response 7.1

The 2005 Master Plan evaluates potential environmental impacts resulting from adoption and
implementation of the 2005 Master Plan Update. Residential fraternity and sorority houses are private
homes located off-campus and the University has no jurisdiction over their operation. There are no plans

to provide fraternity or sorority housing on campus under the 2005 Master Plan.

Response 7.2

There are three projects proposed in the vicinity of Nordhoff Street, Prairie Street, Shirley Avenue, and
Corbin Avenue: a Lowes store; a mixed-use residential/retail project (District at Northridge); and an

independent living / assisted living/ residential project (SRC/Homeplace).

CEQA requires that related projects considered in an EIR be current as of the date of the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for the EIR. The California State University, Northridge Master Plan EIR NOP was
issued in May 2005. The Lowes project was approved by the Los Angeles City Planning Commission in
June 2005. The District at Northridge project was originally filed in October 2005 and was refiled in
February 2006, and has not yet been approved. The SRC/Homeplace project was filed in December 2005

and has not yet been approved.

These projects were subsequent to the California State University, Northridge Master Plan EIR NOP date,
and were not included in the list of projects provided by the City in the spring of 2005 for use in the
CSUN EIR. Even if they had been included, however, based on a review of projected operating
conditions and the level of incremental impact caused by the California State University, Northridge
Master Plan project at the study intersections, the conclusions of the Draft EIR in regards to significance

of California State University, Northridge Master Plan traffic impacts would be unchanged.

It should also be noted that, due to the 30-year planning horizon for the California State University,
Northridge Master Plan, future cumulative traffic projections for the year 2035 were developed in the
Draft EIR traffic study based on long-term growth projections from the Southern California Associated
Government (SCAG) regional travel demand forecasting model. Because the SCAG regional model data
used to develop the background growth factors already assumes population and employment growth
throughout the Los Angeles metropolitan area including in the Northridge area, only larger specific
projects that could be beyond the level of growth already inherent in the SCAG projections for the
Northridge area and known at the time of the EIR NOP were included in the related projects analysis in

California State University, Northridge 3.0-45 2005 Master Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

the Draft EIR traffic study. Future projects not explicitly included on the related projects list could
nevertheless be an element of the long-term traffic growth anticipated in the area based on the SCAG

model.

Moreover, as stated in Topical Response 1, Environmental Review, additional environmental review of
Master Plan projects will be undertaken as each project proposed under the Master Plan is implemented,

to determine whether the potential exists for any new, significant environmental impacts.

At that time, the evaluation of existing conditions (in this case, traffic conditions) would necessarily take
into account the effects of any new projects that have become operational since the 2005 Master Plan EIR

was prepared.

Subsequent analysis would also take into account any new related projects (i.e., reasonably foreseeable
past, present, and future proposed projects) that could affect the determination of Master Plan project-

related contributions to cumulative impacts.

Response 7.3

A discussion of Master Plan impacts on solid waste disposal is provided in Section 4.0, Revised Draft
EIR Text, of this Final EIR. As stated therein, incremental implementation of the Master Plan over the
next 30 years is expected to generate construction and demolition as well as waste associated with
campus operations. The campus currently implements waste diversion and recycling programs in
compliance with AB 75, which requires state facilities, such as the University to attain a 50 percent waste
stream diversion goal by 2004. The University waste diversion and recycling programs include programs
for the diversion of construction and demolition debris, green waste, and hazardous materials. Campus
solid waste is disposed of at Sunshine Canyon Land(fill, which has a projected closure date of 2008, unless

the facility is expanded.

Incremental buildout of the proposed Master Plan over the next 30 years is anticipated to contribute
incrementally to the increase in demand for waste disposal capacity in the City, but will nonetheless
result in less than significant impacts on solid waste disposal. Master Plan buildout would occur in 2035,
after the projected closure dates of Sunshine Canyon Landfill and the other landfill facilities serving the
City of Los Angeles. It is assumed that the City and County will continue to seek long-term solutions
waste disposal, including expanding existing landfill capacity, seeking new landfills, and increasing

diversion.
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Additionally, if necessary, project-specific impacts on solid waste disposal will be evaluated as projects

are undertaken during Master Plan implementation.

Response 7.4

The timing for implementation of air quality mitigation measures will vary from measure to measure. In
a general sense, the measures are intended to reduce impacts associated with specific Master Plan
projects, and therefore their implementation will be tied to implementation of those projects. More
specifically, implementation of individual measures will occur during pre-construction or ongoing
throughout construction. A Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP) has been developed as
part of the administrative record for this EIR, and identifies all project mitigation measures, timing of
implementation with respect to individual project implementation, and responsible oversight agency.
The MMRP must be adopted at the same time the project is approved and the EIR certified, ensuring the

measures will be implemented.

Response 7.5

As requested by the commenter, the City of Los Angeles Environmental Affairs Department (EAD) has
been added to Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 in Section 3.3, Hazards, of the Draft EIR, which identifies

agencies with which the University shall share the results of Phase 1 environmental investigations.

The remainder of the comment requests the addition of EAD, the Councilmember’s offices, and City of
Los Angeles Fire Department Hazardous Materials Division to other mitigation measures contained in
Section 3.3, Hazards, of the Draft EIR, which would be implemented in the event that contaminated
materials on campus are deemed to pose a significant threat to the public and/or environment.
Language has been added to Mitigation Measure HAZ-4 that requires the University to notify all
appropriate agencies as directed by the public health oversight agencies (i.e., Los Angeles Regional Water

Quality Control Board and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control).
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

These amendments have been made to the Draft EIR and are shown in Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR

Text, of this Final EIR.

Response 7.6

As stated in the Draft EIR in Section 3.4.7, Mitigation Measures, Mitigation Measure NOISE-2 is intended
to reduce Master Plan buildout construction noise impacts on surrounding residential uses to the extent

feasible.

As indicated in Section 3.4, Noise, of the Draft EIR, the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance and Public
Welfare Regulations (Chapter IV of the Los Angeles Municipal Code) regulate construction noise in
several ways. The standards defined by the City for construction activity noise control include Section
112.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (Ordinance No. 161 564), which establishes performance
standards for powered equipment or tools. Section 112.05 states, “Between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and
10:00 p.m., in any residential zone of the City or within 500 feet thereof, no person shall operate or cause
to be operated any powered equipment or powered hand tool that produces a maximum noise level
exceeding the following noise limits at a distance of 50 feet from: (a) 75dB(A) for construction, industrial,
and agricultural machinery including crawler-tractors, dozers, rotary drills and augers, loaders, power
shovels, cranes, derricks, motor graders, paving machines, off-highway trucks, ditchers, trenchers,
compactors, scrapers, wagons, pavement breakers, compressors and pneumatic or other powered
equipment;” Therefore, Mitigation Measure NOISE-2 is in accordance with the Los Angeles Municipal
Code. The ordinance number on page 3.4-10 of the Draft EIR is a typographical error. The correct
ordinance number for Section 112.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is Ordinance No. 161 574. Please

refer to Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Text, of the Final EIR, for the correct ordinance number.

Response 7.7

This comment is noted for the record and will be considered by the Board of Trustees of the California

State University (CSU).

Response 7.8

The campus parking program is a self-sustaining unit that is not supported by campus general funds.
Parking fees are the primary source of revenue for the parking program and are required to fund
personnel and operating costs, maintenance, and debt service for construction of parking facilities.

Parking fees are established at rates required to sustain the program. Many students, including residents
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

and commuters, do not park vehicles on campus. Requiring the purchase of a parking permit by all
students (or all student housing residents) would impose an unnecessary financial burden on many
students. Further more, this would encourage the increased use of vehicles and would be detrimental to

the Master Plan goal of reducing vehicle trips and increasing the use of public transportation.

See Topical Response 7, Parking/Traffic: Parking, for a discussion on the provision of parking within the
2005 Master Plan as well as a clarification that available parking on neighborhood streets was not

included in this parking supply.

With respect to University assumption of the costs of creating “preferential parking districts,” please refer
to the Response to Comment 2.1, which addresses the limitations placed on the CSU regarding the

funding of off-site improvements arising from projects on CSU campuses.

The commenter makes specific suggestions for additional mitigation measures. The first is the provision
of off-site parking for commercial vehicles. This would not substantially improve parking on campus, as
commercial vehicles only constitute a small portion of the overall parking demand. Second, prohibiting
parking on Zelzah Avenue and Nordhoff Street as a means to improve traffic flow is suggested. The City
of Los Angeles has jurisdiction over Zelzah Avenue and Nordhoff Street and could implement peak
period parking restrictions along these streets. However, the University does not have the authority to
require such a measure. Further dedication and widening of Nordhoff Street and Zelzah Avenue, south
of Lassen Street is suggested. Nordhoff Street and Zelzah Avenue are both classified as Major Highway
Class II arterials in the Northridge Community Plan. The pavement widths of both streets adjacent to the
campus are already consistent with these classifications. Nordhoff Street currently provides three
through-lanes in each direction while Zelzah Avenue provides two lanes in each direction. Three lanes
could be provided in each direction on Zelzah Avenue via implementation of peak period parking
restrictions if desired by the City without requiring dedication and widening. Further dedication and
widening would effectively entail upgrading the streets to a Major Highway Class I or modified Class I
status, and would have limited effectiveness since the dedication and widening would only be along the
campus frontage. The University will consider installing right-turn lanes on the campus property
adjacent to Nordhoff Street and Zelzah Avenue at campus access points in order to improve traffic flow
to future parking structures in the eastern portion of the campus. Lastly, the comment suggests installing
a traffic signal at the intersection of Reseda Boulevard and Halsted Street. The 2005 Master Plan is
designed to reduce campus impacts on the residential neighborhood north of Halsted Street and west of
Lindley Avenue, primarily through vacation and closure of the portion of Etiwanda immediately south of

Halsted Street. Halsted Street is not intended to be a major route for travel to and from the campus.
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Response 7.9

The cementer’s correction concerning the wastewater treatment provider (DPW, not DWP) for the CSUN
campus is noted. Please refer to Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Text, of the Final EIR, which contains the

amended text.

Response 7.10

This comment is noted for the record and will be considered by the Board of Trustees of CSU.
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Letter No. 8

l Burs o bha il NBFTETIS
%L:wa'
| per-:

1
Blikenis. < Jalbasirang,

92 Désign & Construction

Mr. Colfin Donahus
Director of Facilities Planning, Design & Constructibn
15111‘msnu

Northridge, CA 91330-8219
RE: SCAG Clearinghouse No. | 20050784 California State University,
Novthridge 2003 Master Plan

Daar Mr. Donahue:

Thank you for submitting the Caflfornia Stato [University, Northridge 2005
Mazter Plan for review and commentl areawide

'#ﬂiﬂwmmmmm conzistency of lacal plans,
and progrems with regional plans. This activity is based on SCAG's

federal |laws planning pursuant to state and
and regulations. Guidance by these reviews is intended
o local agencies and project sponsors 1o actinns that contributs in
tha attainment of regional goals and policies.

mmmuwmumﬁ. 2005 Master

Plan, and have datermined that the proposed is not regionally signif

par BCAG Review (IGR) and Cakfomia Environmentsd

Qumity Act (CEQA) Guidslinas (Section 15208), . the proposed Project @

does nol wamant comments at this time.  Should be a changs in the scope

of the proposed Project, we would apprediate the opportunity o review and

comiment at that lime.

A description of the proposed Project was in SCAG's 141:,_
: : for public review and

comment

The project Wle and SCAG Cearinghouse should be used in al

comespondence with SCAG concaming this Cormespondence be

sent to the atiention of the Vol “'“ﬂ

ploase contac! me i (213) 236-1851, Thank you.

Sincensdy,
M&@_
mwm
Associale Regional Plannar
Intergovernmental Raview

Doc #115655

3.0-51
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Letter 8 Southern California Association of Governments, December 13, 2006

Response 8.1

This letter acknowledges that the Southern California Association of Governments has determined the
2005 Master Plan Update project is not regionally significant, consistent with the University’s
interpretation of Section 15206 of the CEQA Guidelines. This comment is noted for the record and no

further response is required.
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Letter No. 9

To: Colin Donahue January 10, 2006
pirector of Facllities
CSUN

FAX ©168/677-6552

From R.W., Buckles
Lindley West Coalition-Beard of Directors

18104 Marilla St. NR 91325
subject: Comments on the Envision 2035 EIR/Master Plan

(Moat of this was verbally transmliited to you Colin & fow
weeks ago. This is intended to be a more formal migsive.]
as most of us know the existing Master Plan was prepgred in
1697/98 and was sutrrounded in controversy. This *ngq" MP in
sug sellsative apinion 15 sxtromcly sonvaluhaed, complex and -
confusing in many regards and is also controversial, ' It
would seem that most of the reason [or creating stiil_

snother MP has to do with the “"nead” to increase sngolliment

at CSUN to 35,000 students, well aver the currently Approved
student 1imit and the capecity of the State's acrea &, with
very adverse effect on the surrounding neighborhoods in

terms of more traffic, more noise and plain old groas
{nfringement, It’s all about money I‘m sure. [Many UL the
problems and “mitigations” in the new MP dre deemed By the
suthors as “unavoidably significant”. Cam these lLams be
re-addressed? | i i

Phase One- Much of this is underway. Howéver we ha¥e mapy
questions as to the loglstics of the plans to creat fFa¢Elty

Housing and more dorms, Among them ara; where do yoi park
these people and thelr guesta?; how will they enter and Exit
their abodes?; what will prevent the State from “1;{&:"
offering these same abodes for or lease or sale to the
general public? :

Phase Two- Where do you park the 600-800 vehlcles that will
enter the Campus for eventa at ‘the new Performing tta
Center? Underground? Why not in the “Hiptorlc G:ﬁﬁgg
Grove” area? [which is the question many ©f us have asked
bafore.why does CSUN want to keep this mags of dyLnt jtr:;s?
111

Soon all the original trees (~75 years old) will di
you continue to replace them with “new” trkees and the
the area “The Former Historic Orange Grove™?7 Qued
Why not use the acreage for something elst plannéd Far
elsewhere in your new MP. There must Le 13 or so0 agTes just
baing wasted. ™

@ ® @ &
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xiﬁf.‘i' A
Whén the planned new parking structure is built (PSGE) it
will displace the presently existing CSUN Tennis Coffts to a
new location (PFF7). We would like to believe snd B’
assured that no access to these courts be allowed from
Lindley RAvenue. The tzaffic and noise on Lindley hag beén
out of control for years and access to thase courts Wiul
simply worsen that, L k) g e

A new playing field (PFF12) is proposed and shown on Figure
2.0-18 but designated as Gl2 on page z.o-gn. We fegr t it
since is depicted with a Seccer Field ovezlay that, Pnce it
is built, it COULD be rented out to private or pro fca
teams. This 13 true with all the other new play{ﬁg"? @ gs
as Well. Why do they need be lighted? Doa't you kng§ wh
else to do with the acreage? Is this a way to pastpBhe
those declisions?? Please comment. | A

Motve dorms ate planned (SH2 & SH3) in the existing hgzm $4-1)
between Lindley and Zelzah avenues. Currently, as 1¥ well
known by CSUN officials, dorm vehicles overflow Intd“the"
surrounding nelghborhcods, presumably to dveld payifg the
'g;qh" parking fees. This will make it wprse. Pléase help
NOW D

Phase Three and Four- 15 years from now any of us j@%qh I§..
of CSUN won’t be around so why worry.. right?77 HowéT8Y chee
this 2035 MP is released and made public our property values
will be seriously affected. Oh well, it's only mdwﬂ{

, o

Last but certainly not least- Traffic in and out of the
campus needs to be improved and we know end apprécifte your
efforts [especially you Colin) teo de this. Why Aot Petition
the City (sgain) to open Plummer from Zelzah on the "Bast??
Also, how will all this expansion affect the alraady taxed
public utilities (sewers, electricity and water) plﬁ&'pdii
and fire services??? i N o2

ce

Sincerely,

Robert W, Buckles

= & @

2 @ (o
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Letter 9 Lindley West Coalition, by Robert W. Buckles, January 10, 2006

Response 9.1

The Master Plan is proposed to accommodate projected increases in local and systemwide CSU
enrollment, as discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 1.0, Introduction and Executive Summary, on pages
1.0-1 and 1.0-2, and in Section 2.0, Project Description, on pages 2.0-11 through 2.0-14. Actual
implementation of Master Plan components over time will be influenced by student enrollment,
availability of funding, and changes in academic, administrative, recreational and student-support
programs that necessitate new or modified facilities, as stated on page 2.0-17 of the Draft EIR. A detailed
discussion of projected enrollment increases is provided in Topical Response 2, Enrollment Increase.
The existing and planned building square footage on the CSUN campus is directly tied to existing and
projected enrollment numbers.  Accordingly, the Master Plan is proposed for incremental
implementation as enrollment increases over the next 30 years. More information regarding Master Plan

Phasing is provided in Topical Response 4, Master Plan Phasing, in the Final EIR.

With 356 acres, the campus has the physical capacity for growth. The Master Plan focused on a more
balanced use of campus land resources. By introducing significant roadway configuration changes in the
eastern and southern sections of the campus, future campus development in this presently underutilized
area can be intensified. This allows the campus to meet facility growth needs while maintaining the

pastoral, pedestrian oriented nature of the campus core.

This comment is noted for the record and will be considered by the Board of Trustees of CSU.

Response 9.2

See also Topical Response 1, Environmental Review, in this Final EIR for details about the
environmental review process undertaken for the Master Plan, including discussion of the reasons for

program-level analysis and project-level analysis in the Draft EIR.

Because of the long-term nature of the Master Plan, the precise nature, size, and location of all the
proposed programs and facilities cannot be accurately projected at this time. Moreover, the University
does not anticipate proceeding with development of all proposed Master Plan projects in the immediate
future. Accordingly, the EIR evaluates the campus Master Plan at the programmatic, or general, level,
and specific near-term Master Plan projects, for which site-level detail is available, at the project, or

detailed, level. Phased implementation of projects will be influenced by student enrollment, availability
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

of funding, and changes in academic, administrative, recreational, and student-support programs that

necessitate new or modified facilities.

The University has developed sufficient detail for some Master Plan Phase 1 and Phase 2 projects to
enable project-specific evaluation of potential environmental impacts. As subsequent Master Plan phases
are implemented, specific facilities will be designed and information regarding building location, size,
open space, and circulation and parking will be developed. Additional environmental review of Master
Plan projects will be undertaken at the time planning for each project commences, to determine whether
the potential exists for any new, significant environmental impacts. This additional review will comply
with the requirements of CEQA and, as appropriate, will include public noticing and opportunities for
public comment on specific project proposals. More information regarding Master Plan Phasing is
provided in Topical Response 4, Master Plan Phasing. See Topical Response 1, Environmental Review,

for a discussion on the scope and purpose of both the 2005 Master Plan and Draft EIR.

Response 9.3

See Topical Response 3, Faculty/Staff Housing for a discussion on the current level of design detail as

well as the University’s position on the sale of residential units to those not affiliated with the campus.

See Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking, for a discussion about the provision of parking to serve

proposed student housing.

Response 9.4

The Master Plan proposes construction of the PS-G3 structure to the east and within a five-minute walk of
the new Valley Performing Arts Center. This structure is included in Phase 1 and is intended to complete
construction prior to the Valley Performing Arts Center. In addition, existing surface parking exists to
the west in lot B1, and the Master Plan proposes construction of a future parking structure (PS-B1) at this
location in Phase 4. The Valley Performing Arts Center will provide convenient patron drop-off areas
and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) parking immediately south of the building. The University
will also use the campus tram system as necessary to shuttle patrons from parking structures and surface

lots to the Valley Performing Arts Center.

For a discussion of the use of the historic Orange Grove, please refer to the Response to Comment 9.5,

below.
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Response 9.5

The Orange Grove is considered an important historic feature on the University’s campus and will
remain as open space within the South Campus Arts Precinct. It is planned for revitalization and
integration into the Orange Grove Arts Walk, which will link the expanded University Club with the

planned performing arts center and related facilities to the west.

Response 9.6

The University anticipates that the primary parking for the tennis courts at PF-F7 would be located at
parking structure PS-G6. Vehicular access to parking structure PS-G6 would be from Zelzah Avenue,
while primary pedestrian entrance to the tennis courts would be on the east side of the courts, internal to
the campus. Parking structure PS-G6 is shown in the California State University, Northridge, 2005
Master Plan Update in Chapter 4, Master Plan, in Figure 4], Vehicle Circulation and Parking Plan, on
page 89 and in Figure 4FF, University Park Student Housing on page 116, and in the Draft EIR in Section
3.8, Transportation/ Traffic, in Figure 3.8-11, Vehicle Circulation and Parking Plan, on page 3.8-11.

Response 9.7

Information regarding recreational facilities in provided in Topical Response 6, Recreation. The
athletic/instructional playfields in the Master Plan, including the playfield at the north end of campus
and the athletic/instructional playfields located near the campus boundary along Zelzah Avenue, in the
Instructional, Athletics, and Recreational Precinct and the East Gateway Precinct, have been planned to
provide the instructional, intercollegiate athletic and student recreational space required as a result of
long-term projected enrollment growth. Field lighting has been included to provide for extended daily
use, thereby making more efficient use of land resources to better serve campus instructional and athletic
programs. The master planning process was concerned only with providing adequate facilities to meet
the above stated needs; use of the spaces for other specific purposes was not considered. The campus has
traditionally rented or leased a variety of campus spaces, including spaces within buildings and exterior
spaces, to outside groups. The University anticipates that this will continue in a similar manner in the

future. Field amenities are expected to include equipment storage and restrooms.
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Response 9.8

See Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking, Parking, for a discussion on the provision of parking to serve

proposed student housing.

The campus parking program is a self-sustaining unit that is not supported by campus general funds.
Parking fees are the primary source of revenue for the parking program and are required to fund
personnel and operating costs, maintenance, and debt service for construction of parking facilities.
Parking fees are established at rates required to sustain the program. Many students, including residents
and commuters, do not park vehicles on campus. Requiring the purchase of a parking permit by all
students (or all student housing residents) would impose an unnecessary financial burden on many
students. Furthermore, this would encourage the increased use of vehicles and would be detrimental to

the Master Plan goal of reducing vehicle trips and increasing the use of public transportation.

Response 9.9

The faculty/ staff housing community will support the University’s Academic Mission by providing high
quality for-sale and rental housing on the CSUN campus that will assist in recruitment and retention of
faculty and staff. The structure of the for-sale housing agreement will provide for homebuyer ownership
of the building, with the University maintaining ownership of the land. A long-term ground lease of the
land will be utilized with appropriate restriction to ensure that the University maintains long-term
control of the homes and community. The University will fulfill the property management functions
customarily undertaken by a homeowner association. This ensures that the University can maintain
quality control with regard to community appearance, maintenance, and repairs; thereby ensuring the

community continues to serve its function as a recruitment and retention tool.

Homeowner future resale value will be tied to an income-related cost of living index. The University will
maintain the first right of refusal to purchase the home. Provisions for recovery of the home by the
University in the case of severance of employment will also be included in the purchase agreement. The
homes will be sold on a prioritized basis in the following order: (1) new faculty recruits, (2) existing

faculty members, (3) new management recruits, and 4) existing management.

A demand study conducted by the campus in late 2005 projected demand for for-sale and rental housing
in 2007/2008 at approximately 370 units. Phase 1 of the faculty staff housing community will include a
total of 250 units, including 150 for-sale units and 100 rental units. Future phases will be developed

based on updated demand projections to ensure that demand exceeds supply at any given time.
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Upon completion of conceptual design documents, the University will update interested community
members, including the Northridge East Neighborhood Council, on the status and details of the Phase 1
project. In addition, the University will evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the project with
respect to the findings of this EIR and process any additional CEQA documentation deemed necessary at

that time.

Response 9.10

The extension of Plummer Street from Lindley Avenue to Zelzah Avenue will counteract several of the
positive traffic and parking improvements included in the master plan. A main goal of the long-term
parking plan is to balance the parking supply between the east and west sides of campus (parking supply
is currently substantially greater on the west side of campus). Balanced parking accessed directly from
the major perimeter roadways (Nordhoff, Reseda and Zelzah) will substantially improve vehicle
circulation by limiting unnecessary circulation impeded by stop signs and pedestrian conflicts. The
extension of Plummer through campus would bisect the campus, creating potentially serious safety
concerns for pedestrians moving between the academic core and the student housing, athletic fields and
academic facilities north of Plummer Street Depressing Plummer Avenue below grade would require
construction of ramping on both the east and west sides of the campus and would be very costly due to
need to construct retaining walls and at-grade deck. Furthermore, construction of a below grade
roadway would not be feasible due to the impacts to existing academic buildings and major campus
utilities located within and adjacent to the right of way. The vehicle circulation improvements depicted
in the Master Plan will naturally reduce the vehicle traffic on the campus loop road (Etiwanda, Plummer
and Lindley), providing a pedestrian friendly zone accessed primarily for ADA parking, building
services and critical emergency response. It should be noted that the Plummer Street is currently a vital
part of campus access from both the east and west side of campus, and will increase in importance with
the future development of the eastern PSG6 and western PSB5N structures, which are both accessed

directly from Plummer Street.

Response 9.11

Please refer to the Response to Comment 14.10 for a discussion regarding public utilities (sewers,
electricity and water) and police and fire services. As discussed in Response to Comment 14.10, project-

related impacts in these issues areas will be less than significant, with mitigation where applicable.
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Date sent: Thu, 22 Dec 2005 02:16:15 -0800 (PST)

From: Thomas Baker <scnpln@yahoo.com>

Subject: NENC meeting with CSUN

To: Colin Donahue <colin.donahue@csun.edu>

Copies to: "Kelly M. Lord" <kmlord @rosemontfinancial.com>,
"Thomas J. Baker" <scnpln@yahoo.com>

Colin
First let me Thank-You and Dr. Jennings for all of your time tonight. We started

off a bit rocky and didn't have many Stakeholders attending because of the time of year but..

| was caught in traffic on the 5 north so decided | should let Kelly know |
would be a bit late, he told me the Auditorium was locked. | just melted in my
seat and shook my head. Of all nights.

I think by moving to Greig Smiths office it allowed for a much more intimate
discussion. Many questions were asked and good ideas were exchanged. |
felt CSUN is interested and wants community involvement, but it will always
be a difficult situation when one is dealing with growth in a residential
neighborhood.

As a child | utilized the University and it was always my dream to own a house

near it so my children could have all the opportunities | did. | believe everyone

on the Northridge Eas! ! | t Neighborhood Council (NENC) Board has good

thoughts about CSUN but are also very committed to maintaining Northridge

as a great place to live, work, play, and learn. We all intend to keep a good

working relationship with the University as it continues to grow. We have talked about
this at meetings, so please know we would like to have periodic visits as

each phase has more set plans.

The streets of concern that were not listed in the Draft EIR but should be
because they currently receive a lot of cut-through traffic are on both the
East and West sides of the University. Halsted, Superior, Kinzie

Even with the future vacation of Etiwanda it must be noted that since it links

to streets that are utilized for cut-through traffic as Reseda backs up it too

will remain busier then a normal residential street should ever be. | think

most of the concerns are with traffic speeds, lack of sidewalks putting pedestrians in
closer proximity to autos, and ! ! ! the lack of street lights in relation to pedestrians.
It should be noted in the Draft EIR and addressed in the EIR.

We also have concerns for White Oak from Plummer to Devonshire especially
since many area's are between a 15mph to 25mph zone. The intersection at

White Oak and Lassen has a school and the intersection at White Oak and
Devonshire not only has a school but also a Alzheimer Retirement Home and

a Temple. The Temple creates an above average amount of pedestrians on

Friday evenings and Saturday mornings for the entire area. Their safety must

be protected. Cut through traffic on White Oak is just as severe as Etiwanda

if not worse because of the enormous population growth on the East side of campus.
Well lit cross walks are essential. | can't tell you how many times driving Zelzah

at night I've come close to hitting a pedestrian because they were crossing the
street in dark clothing. You just don't see pedestrians! ! | when you are traveling any
faster then 25mph.

Hope this helps for now, and we'll send you a complete list sometime early Jan.
We will meet as a Board for a special session Jan. 3rd to prepare comments

to the Draft EIR and other Agenda items we were not able to cover tonight.
Thomas Baker

Northridge East Neighborhood Board Member Outreach Coordinator

cc: Kelly Lord President of NENC
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Letter 10 Northridge East Neighborhood Council, by Thomas Baker, December
22,2005

Response 10.1

See Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking, Traffic, for a discussion of the scope of roadways and

intersections studied in the Draft EIR.

Response 10.2

As stated in the comment and discussed in Section 3.8, Transportation/ Traffic, on page 3.8-48 of the Draft
EIR, the campus entry at Etiwanda Avenue and Halsted Street would be closed to reduce campus-related
traffic trips on Etiwanda Avenue, in response to community concerns about traffic on neighborhood
streets. Moreover, as stated in the Draft EIR in Section 3.8 on page 3.8-46, an analysis of Master Plan
impacts on local neighborhood street segments was conducted in accordance with Los Angeles
Department of Transportation methodology, and impacts on Etiwanda were determined to be less than
significant. The determination of impacts on these neighborhood streets took into account not just Master
Plan-specific traffic (i.e., project only), but increases in traffic attributable to background growth over the
30-year duration of Master Plan implementation (i.e., future with project). Significant impacts were only
identified at Dearborn Street west of Darby Avenue, West University Drive/Etiwanda Avenue south of

Nordhoff Street, and Prairie Street east of Zelzah Avenue.

As stated in page 3.8-47 of the Draft EIR, mitigation of neighborhood intrusion impacts requires the
development of neighborhood traffic management plans on an area-wide basis, to avoid merely shifting
impacts from one street to another, or one neighborhood to another. The City of Los Angeles has a
neighborhood traffic management process in place that includes specific steps: neighborhoods petition
LADOT for a neighborhood traffic study; if changes are identified and can be attributed to a specific
project, LADOT works with neighbors to identify traffic-calming and management measures;
improvements are installed on a trial basis; and residents are then asked if they want improvements
installed permanently. This program extends to pedestrian safety improvements and the reduction of
vehicle / pedestrian conflicts. However, as a state educational entity, CSUN is not legally responsible for
funding or constructing improvements to off-campus roadways, including traffic management and

pedestrian accommodations.
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Response 10.3

Please see the Response to Comment 10.2.

Response 10.4

Please see the Response to Comment 10.2.

Response 10.5

This comment is noted for the record. No further response is required.
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Letter No. 11

|
NORTHRIDGE EAST NEIGHBORHSOD COUNCIL
01/06/2006

To: California State UniversiLy Mortnridge
Fucilities Planning Office
Altention: Colin Donahue
1B111 Nordhoff 2t.,
Northridge, CR 91330-H219

Mr. Colin Donahue,

_The lullowing is a series of inquiries and responsex from Board Members and
Stakeholders from the Northridge Last Neighborhood Counil (NENC) from twi
Council Meetings. Agendas were posted a3 per the Bylaws prior (o the December
21. 2005 and January 3, 2006 Council Mectings. The Agendas listed, among other
issues before the Board, the California State University Narthridge (CSUN) Draft
EIR. In order to comply with the deadline of January 12, 2006 thal CSUN listed
on _'lhl:lr w:bsihum::ducall Public Comments (o the Draft EIR should he
mailed to Colin Nonahue's Office we felta Special Meeting, held Junuary 3, 2006,
for NENC was necessary to be in compliance with this short time frame.

It should be noted that the Deaft EIR was released Novembier 15, 2008 without
exact previous notification, our NENC Agends was set for the November 16, 2005
msl meeting as per a 72 hour posting time Irame required by the Bylaws and
D¢ Iph M. Brown Act. NENC requested more time to study and respond o the
raft EIR at the December 21, 2005 couneil meeting during the presentation of the

Draf EIR from Dr. William Jennings, and Colin Donshue. CSUN President Jolene
Kg:;er extended the original 45 day period which hegan November 15, 2005 an
additional two weeks (14 days) from December 29, 2005 w Junuary 12, 2006 ailer
numerous requests were made publicly that the relcase and comment perod (ell
around several major Holidays,

Fallowing are the inguiries undiur respontes:

E] i i
L&Eﬁﬁ ing ¢ urren s ficlds on Zelzah just
bng th 1o exiend houry

int ing {0 all the ide gr Curren
CSUN is able 10 accommodate all their ing wayli 4
sports tesms during waylight hours and
0€s not mention adding uny more teams. ' E: s w

! ! g ] - pic- 13 mmnunil}fi:
sports Nelds oul 1o different orpanizations on weekends

10 gencrule revenue. We also think this provides a much needed service to lh:m
youth and adults of our communiry. $1 ving if the idea is to

rentals ghts for this reason? We

Ty 0

believe the Drafl ' kately
ik CIR noise studies and parking do not uately address this
1asue since the lights and lelds are not in use in m:wmafi:qp during the week or

146
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NORTHRIDGE EAST NEWGHRORHOOD COUNCIL
0LA0G2006

dﬂnﬂlu.trmu:r_ﬂxlithmm We are requesting gwo aeighborhood parks

chhukﬁtgmrmmﬁhﬁﬁuﬁmmmatrp:afmnﬂshi i
. . tship of housing and
Mﬂﬁm“Fpﬁﬂmmmhm rcfmczfunm:

3n’y . i ige? NENC fiels o
Um\r:rsiny Panel during constructinn of the Faeulty/Staff housing, with an @
lwmfuam1 w;lts:g of power to a Homeawners Association, islessential to provide 3
conduit of interuction just as we have for any other development within our

rs.

-. v g et L I !t ‘m 5 ra - ' 1-'-- .
i ‘ a. requested that this Commites
m l:lu‘wmmm:l ol residents living adjacent 10 all sides of'the campus,
miltee members must be selected by NENC, not CSUN. and representatives

committee; LA City Councilman Smith, Assembly member i

Representative Brad Sherman 5 i ibarkie
r , senator Tom McC : ;

President of the CSU. Chancellor ﬂudum;uﬁ. - M'—"_Ofﬁﬂ ake

x added housing the University intends 1o construct. This idea works only if they

lr}dy ﬂi_l:dwnh those mentioned above and they never travel to outside @
eaferies o1 jobs. It does not reduce commuting in the g neighhorhoods if
ﬂmurmdnumhav:myutmrmemhmnmsmdyingor ing at the

University or if students work offiite as most do. We would like 1o point out many

2/6
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NORTHRIDGE EAST NEIGHRORHOOD COUNCIL
01/0672006 '

&

the eurrent housing that are enrolled in a meal plan 8t the cafeteria.
mMﬂh@mmwmdﬂymmhmﬂtymmmm
wlﬁmﬂnw;;h:fmnm:wmhukduﬂmnwﬁfm
iversity hands over lask of keeping the residences filll Lo un outside
minagement agency| side Management Agency ma "

mDmﬁERmnmmuipmmﬁunﬁrmumpmnd!Lm

L ty/stalT and swudent
housing was reduced to reflect the anticipated commute iraffic Mwuuldrsum?r:
mcnmpubemmhumngmlndm uses. This is a great idea bui the reality
of getting individuals in Southem Califomia out of their cats requires then a mode

ufn&ﬂtnmﬁv:mmudﬁdliﬁu.mmumwmmium
vl fike 1o see “safe well Ji wilks fnisia

comment was to have crosswalks light up at street Icvel as an additional wid of

VST s SSpecially in summet months will neod

shower fiitjes, We did not see those exact accommodations lisied in the Dt

dnlly . St e o mcros s 2 an aerntive o e
; 0 . :
s Yt a good idea to intbrm commuters to the
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NORTHRIDGE EAST NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL

D1/06&/2006
dminghnihﬂftwdmnfmhmmwpuiaﬂytu some of the core areas
NENC believes this program may need to be

such as Eriwnnda st Plummer. i

2 fires 5 . We just don't
see how the large buses can make the lurg safely on such a parrow residential
strect (Prairic), especially if a car is waiting to make a left tum onto Reseda. Buses
will be forced 1o wait to rum right until left tum traflic has yieided which will
create more backups on heavily congested Reseda Blvd.

ThnUnivmitymmsinlh:DmﬂEIRmuwmoli i i

ng, use &f public transit, walk
w_hicjrnl_e. drop offs, motorcyeles will help them reduce daly trips and help them
raise their student Average Vehicle Ridership (AVR) from |.18 to 131 which
account for 8 much larger percentage of the daily wips surrgunding the University
then does Faculty/StatT. If the University is committed to cing daily wips and

peak hour trips then the MTA is onc very good solution but it must be timely, safe,

and serve the ureus that students, faculty, and staff commuta from.

(Tl |
L a0 i i
. =l W L idersity and [ound some

d the major that service the |
Bstounding faults in service, The MTA line that services Lanscn, #168, where a
big majority of the new housing is going in and where one of the trams slops arc,
mlrmma&whmuthHmuminglniwming.Th:ﬂﬂdnunmmnnm
lh-.-nn@mhmmﬂdmnmmmmmmmulimwmmﬂim
that services Zelzah, #239, only mins once an hour which dots not make it very
accommodating fo anyone un a tight schedule, The line that services Reseda,
#240, runs every 20 minutes for most of the day and every 3D minules in the
mumg._'l"ht iu_l.u.:wilhliwlllﬂﬂmi: it does not go any more north then
Dwmdlrfe.sﬂnmllyanrrmhdp individuals that live south of the cumpus.
The best Ilt_lr., #166, which services Nordhoff runs frequently but is quite often full
&1 peak periods, because it services the Northridge mall just a mile west of the
Wumﬂualmﬁﬂmﬂnmﬁmﬁmtﬂﬁm&eh&uﬂhﬁﬂhﬁmk:ym
idea but the hours vf operation are poor, which will in turn not make it feasible for

most people to utilize it, ik 10 ¢

ing. and ici i commitment, We think the
addition of a Metro Rapid from the Sylmar Metrolink station is the right start and
are ity petition the 10 get the stop claser to

Campus core, Publi:mspmmiminﬂrdermhuﬂmlwmgub:ummm
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NORTHRIDGE EAST NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL
01/0672006

os driving, or more, 1o entice peopl to use iL. Buses that stop short or run once an
hour do not fulfill that requirement.
rnm_u_lmmkmmmumummnﬂumpummrw
rumimm,g_rmeml to be poor candidates for enlargement or restriping. What is
ie thungmy that in scven vears LADO il re i T i
years more apartments and condoy have been around the University that will
always require overflow strect parking. The Dran EIR shows secondary streets
(Reseda, and Zelzah) have posted strect limits of 25mph zonks when school
ﬂlmmmnqmﬁqmmhm;m&u]hm
section the Draft EIR is pointing out all the free parking outdide the University
vore bul fails to mention it's not useable parking because of the amount of
mmwﬂuﬁn&mm,hh

ket
park ' gate the free parking out
!hl-f] cast 0 the University some of the neighborhoods have seen a 2400%
increase in cars because single-family homes on extremely large lots have been
tlmmlishcflt?! provide land for massive spartment and condominium projects.
Ymmlhlai‘unwummlynhlwithhnmundmd;.[rjmim‘tuuuu
anymare once it was reconed by the City of Los Angeles in 1995 with a new

Master Plan for the arca. The parking is just not available and the street vehicle

NENC is formally requesting through this correspondence and a previous written
email that White Ouk from Plumme to Devonshire be added o the Druft EIR and
hﬂmmm.%immmmmmtmﬂmmﬂmphmd
cannot accept without modifications any more cut through traffic. White Qak a1
Immhumoﬂmhfnrﬁﬁmmudulhy%mﬂlmﬂmiw
apariment complexes. White Oak at Devonshire has a school, Alzheimer care
facility, town humes, and a Temple on its comers. All four camers generate
suhﬂmlhpﬁuﬁmmﬁnmmmhhmmfmuw,mm_
LRLEITTF g 3 | S L Pl whiler ELIA

[

L I.I—ITI'IZ'H'TH ! :
| uj SHEELS SUCh B LT E, Liles -3 1] L ol m-d
Ki Dm Cut through traffic when

Kinzie werg not added 1o the Draft FIR and siudicd?

Reseda or Zelzah get congested is an inereasing concem for the residences of
those ahove-mentioned streets, If Lnvision 2035 is approved for the larger phascs
ol expunsion this problem increases with the number of daily and peak irip in the
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Letter 11 Northridge East Neighborhood Council, by Thomas Baker, January 6,
2006

Response 11.1

This comment correctly notes that at the request of members of the community, the Draft EIR review

period was extended from December 30, 2005 to January 12, 2006.

Response 11.2

Information regarding recreational facilities in provided in Topical Response 6, Recreation. As stated
therein, the athletic/instructional playfields in the Master Plan, including the playfield at the north end of
campus and the athletic/instructional playfields located near the campus boundary along Zelzah
Avenue, in the Instructional, Athletics, and Recreational Precinct and the East Gateway Precinct, have
been planned to provide the instructional, intercollegiate athletic and student recreational space required
as a result of long-term projected enrollment growth. Field lighting has been included to provide for
extended daily use, thereby making more efficient use of land resources to better serve campus
instructional and athletic programs. The master planning process was concerned only with providing
adequate facilities to meet the above stated needs; use of the spaces for other specific purposes was not
considered. The campus has traditionally rented or leased a variety of campus spaces, including spaces
within buildings and exterior spaces, to outside groups. The University anticipates that this will continue

in a similar manner in the future.

Mitigation Measures AES-1 through AES-5 provided in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, on page 3.1-34 of the Draft
EIR regarding lighting at fields along Zelzah Avenue, PF-G3, PF-G4, and PF-G6, would assure
compliance with applicable state and local ordinances. Mitigation Measure AES-5 specifically states that
field lighting associated with all playfields along Zelzah Avenue shall be used only when the fields are
being utilized during nighttime hours. Because these fields are proposed as part of the long-term Master
Plan phases, lighting at these fields will be designed and evaluated when specific projects are proposed.
See Topical Response 1, Environmental Review, for additional discussion of future Master Plan project

environmental compliance requirements and associated public review and comment opportunities.

Response 11.3

The comment states that the Draft EIR noise and parking studies do not adequately address the issue of
lighting for rental use of the proposed play fields and requests that Northridge and Petit Parks be studied
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for light spillage, noise and parking during the hours of 7:00 pm and 10:00 pm. Because these fields are
proposed as part of the long-term Master Plan phases, these fields will be designed and evaluated with
regard to noise and parking when specific projects are proposed. See Topical Response 5, Noise,
Playfields and Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking, Parking for discussion of additional environmental

review and development of the proposed playfields.

Mitigation Measures AES-1 through AES-5 provided in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, on page 3.1-34 of the Draft
EIR regarding lighting at fields along Zelzah Avenue, PF-G3, PF-G4, and PF-G6, would assure
compliance with applicable state and local ordinances. Mitigation Measure AES-5 specifically states that
field lighting associated with all playfields along Zelzah Avenue shall be used only when the fields are
being utilized during nighttime hours. Because these fields are proposed as part of the long-term Master
Plan phases, lighting at these fields will be designed and evaluated when specific projects are proposed.
See Topical Response 1, Environmental Review, for additional discussion of future Master Plan project

environmental compliance requirements and associated public review and comment opportunities.

As indicated above, the Draft EIR has adequately addressed issues regarding the playfields and because
these fields are proposed as part of the long-term Master Plan phases, lighting, parking and noise issues
at these fields will be designed and evaluated when specific projects are proposed. Therefore, off-site
studies requested by the comment are not necessary. This comment becomes part of the record and will

be forwarded to the CSU Board of Trustees prior to deliberations on this project.

Response 11.4

Please refer to Topical Response 3, Faculty/Staff Housing, of this Final EIR for discussion of this topic.
As stated therein, the faculty /staff housing community will support the University’s Academic Mission
by providing high quality for-sale and rental housing on the CSUN campus that will assist in recruitment
and retention of faculty and staff. The structure of the for-sale housing agreement will provide for
homebuyer ownership of the building, with the University maintaining ownership of the land. A long-
term ground lease of the land will be utilized with appropriate restriction to ensure that the University
maintains long-term control of the homes and community. The University will fulfill the property
management functions customarily undertaken by a homeowner association. This ensures that the
University can maintain quality control with regard to community appearance, maintenance, and repairs;

thereby ensuring the community continues to serve its function as a recruitment and retention tool.

Homeowner future resale value will be tied to an income-related cost of living index. The University will
maintain the first right of refusal to purchase the home. Provisions for recovery of the home by the
University in the case of severance of employment will also be included in the purchase agreement. The
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homes will be sold on a prioritized basis in the following order: (1) new faculty recruits, (2) existing

faculty members, (3) new management staff recruits, and (4) existing management.

A demand study conducted by the campus in late 2005 projected demand for for-sale and rental housing
in 2007/2008 at approximately 370 units. Phase 1 of the faculty staff housing community will include a
total of 250 units, including 150 for-sale units and 100 rental units. Future phases will be developed

based on updated demand projections to ensure that demand exceeds supply at any given time.

Response 11.5

Please see the Response to Comment 11.4, above.

Response 11.6

The mission of the campus is to provide higher education to the people of the State of California. The
campus Master Plan provides a framework for development of facilities required to support this mission.
Since campus facility development is driven by student enrollment and pedagogical requirements, the
Trustees maintain sole responsible for facility planning and development activities. In addition to
complying with all environmental requirements under CEQA, the campus will continue to inform the
community regarding project development and will respond to inquiries from any interested community
member or group regarding design and construction activities for any given component of the Master
Plan. For this reason, formation of an oversight committed by the Northridge East Neighborhood

Council and the University is not needed.

Response 11.7

Trips were first estimated for faculty/staff housing through application of standard residential trip
generation rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). These trips include all types of trips
generated by residential uses, including commute trips, shopping trips, etc. A reduction was then taken
for the portion of the trips that would be commute trips internal to the campus. The other trips generated
by the faculty/staff housing were added to the external street system as part of the Master Plan project

trip generation.

Trips were not generated explicitly nor discounted for the increase in on-campus student housing.

Instead, trips were generated for the overall projected increase in student FTE using university/ college
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trip generation rates from ITE. No adjustment was made to reflect the potential increase in the number of

students who may be housed on campus.

Response 11.8

Please see the Response to Comment 11.4, above.

Response 11.9

This comment does not raise any issues related to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. It is noted for

the record and will be considered by the Board of Trustees of CSU. No further response is required.

Response 11.10

Please see the Response to Comment 10.2. As stated therein, as a state educational entity, CSUN is not
legally responsible for funding or constructing improvements to off-campus roadways, including traffic
management and pedestrian accommodations. Therefore, the University is limited in its ability to
influence off-campus pedestrian safety conditions. However, the City of Los Angeles has a neighborhood
traffic management process in place that includes specific steps: neighborhoods petition LADOT for a
neighborhood traffic study; if changes are identified and can be attributed to a specific project, LADOT
works with neighbors to identify traffic-calming and management measures; improvements are installed

on a trial basis; and residents are then asked if they want improvements installed permanently.

Response 11.11

The perimeter of the University campus is composed of City streets. The provision of bicycle lanes

within City streets is within the control of the City and not the University.

The Multimodal Transit Center is proposed to include bicycle storage. Bicycle racks are provided at
various locations around the campus near major facilities. Bicycle lockers or racks are not proposed near

all tram stops.

Since existing and proposed tram stops are located within the University campus, existing and proposed

buildings provide sufficient and proximal restroom facilities for patrons of the tram system.

The comment states that individuals who bicycle to the campus from distances of several miles, especially

in the summer months, will need shower facilities. Page 92 of the 2005 Master Plan states: “It is proposed
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that the Transit Hub development incorporate facilities that will encourage the use of bicycles, such as
bicycle storage, lockers, and potentially showers.” Comments regarding the need for shower facilities

and associated tram stop signage will considered as part of the development of specific projects.

Response 11.12

As stated on page 3.6-17 of Section 3.6, Public Services, of the Draft EIR, the University Police Department
would continually reassess the need for additional staff and equipment over Master Plan buildout and
acquire those resources accordingly, so that service to the campus remains adequate. This would include
evaluating the need to expand the practice of placing safety personnel at key intersections. The
University will consider the need for provision of additional safety officers at the intersections of Zelzah

Avenue at Plummer and Devonshire Streets as well as at the proposed transportation hub.

Response 11.13

The Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) was contacted concerning the proposed transit center
location. Consideration of the location of the transit center included accessibility of existing and future
transit routes along Reseda Boulevard and Nordhoff Street to and from the proposed transit center,
minimization of the extent of route deviation required to reach the center and maximum serviceability to
the campus (i.e. proximity to the campus). The current proposed transit center site at Darby Avenue and
Prairie Street was the result of discussion with MTA staff. In addition, design of the transit center

coordinated with the MTA.

Response 11.14

While the University can make recommendations to MTA regarding local bus lines, it does not have the
authority to require the implementation of such recommendations. Bus lines are continually subject to
change, at the discretion of MTA, based on demand. The University will consider the service currently
offered by MTA lines 168, 239, 240, and 166, with respect to the campus, in future coordination with and

recommendation to MTA.

With regard to the commenter’s suggestion to expand the hours of the campus shuttle providing service
from campus to the Northridge Metrolink Station, the ridership on the shuttle does not support an
expansion of service. The majority of riders are employees who use the shuttle early in the morning and
late in the afternoon. In addition, the Metrolink trains do not run as frequently in the middle of the day.

Should a rider need service between the campus and the Metrolink Station at midday, the Los Angeles
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Department of Transportation (LADOT) DASH bus provides service from the corner of Reseda
Boulevard and Nordhoff Street to the Metrolink Station.

Comments in support of University petition for the closer location of the Metro Rapid stop, with service
from the Sylmar Metrolink Station to the campus core, are noted and will referred for consideration by

the CSU Board of Trustees.

Comments regarding the general effectiveness of public transportation with respect to stop locations and
schedules are not within the scope of the EIR, which evaluates environmental impacts related to the

proposed 2005 Master Plan, and will referred for consideration by the CSU Board of Trustees.

Response 11.15

See Topical Response, Traffic/Parking, Off-Site Roadway Improvements. As stated therein, the Draft
EIR identified potential mitigation measures to mitigate significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR at
various study intersections. As a state educational entity, however, the University is not legally
responsible for funding or constructing improvements to the local or state highway system. Funding and
implementation of mitigation measures is the responsibility of public agencies other than the University,

such as the City of Los Angeles.

With respect to the comment concerning restriping of campus area roadways, circumstances that
precluded restriping seven years ago may have changed as the result of changes in circulation in the
vicinity of campus. In any event, implementation of the intersection mitigation measures suggested in
the Draft EIR, or other improvements deemed appropriate, would be the responsibility of the City of Los
Angeles, and the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation would have authority over ultimate

design of any improvements to be implemented.

Response 11.16

The comment makes reference to new multi-family development in the surrounding area over the last
seven years. New traffic counts were conducted as part of the traffic study prepared for the Draft EIR. In

addition, residential growth between 1998 and 2005 was taken into consideration in the traffic study.

With regard to Reseda Boulevard and Zelzah Avenue and associated classifications, Reseda Boulevard
and Zelzah Avenue, north of Nordhoff Street, are classified as Major Highway Class II arterials in the

Northridge Community Plan and are currently functioning as such.

California State University, Northridge 3.0-74 2005 Master Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report
750.001 - February 2006



3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Response 11.17

See Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking, Parking, for a discussion of the provision of parking within the

2005 Master Plan.

Response 11.18

See Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking: Vehicle Circulation, for a discussion of the scope of roadways

and intersections studied in the Draft EIR.

As stated therein, the study area for the traffic study prepared for the Draft EIR was developed in
conjunction with LADOT through evaluation of the streets and intersections that were considered to be
likely travel routes to/from the future campus access points and parking locations. The traffic study
included analysis of the intersections of White Oak and Plummer, Prairie and Nordhoff Streets. White
Oak Avenue north of Plummer Street, although classified as a Major Highway Class I arterial in the
Northridge Community Plan, is physically constructed as a narrow residential street and it is anticipated

that only a limited amount of additional University traffic may use this route.

With respect to the comments regarding off-campus pedestrian circulation, please see the Response to
Comment 10.2. As stated therein, as a state educational entity, CSUN is not legally responsible for
funding or constructing improvements to off-campus roadways, including traffic management and
pedestrian accommodations. However, as discussed on page 3.8-47 of the Draft EIR, mitigation of
neighborhood intrusion impacts requires the development of neighborhood traffic management plans on
an area-wide basis, to avoid merely shifting impacts from one street to another, or one neighborhood to
another. The City of Los Angeles has a neighborhood traffic management process in place that includes
specific steps: neighborhoods petition LADOT for a neighborhood traffic study; if changes are identified
and can be attributed to a specific project, LADOT works with neighbors to identify traffic-calming and
management measures; improvements are installed on a trial basis; and residents are then asked if they

want improvements installed permanently.
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Response 11.19

See Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking: Vehicle Circulation, for a discussion of the scope of roadways

and intersections studied in the Draft EIR.

As stated therein, the study area for the traffic study prepared for the Draft EIR was developed in
conjunction with LADOT through evaluation of the streets and intersections that were considered to be
likely travel routes to/from the future campus access points and parking locations. The 2005 Master Plan
is designed to reduce campus impacts on the residential neighborhood north of Halsted Street and west
of Lindley Avenue, primarily through vacation and closure of the portion of Etiwanda Avenue
immediately south of Halsted Street as well as the elimination of future extensions of Darby Avenue and
Lindley Avenue between Plummer Street and Halsted Street. It should be noted that Prairie and
Vincennes Streets between Reseda Boulevard and the campus were included in the study, as was Prairie

Street, east of Zelzah Avenue.

With regard to possible measures to discourage cut through traffic in residential neighborhoods
bordering the University, the traffic study prepared for the Draft EIR noted that mitigation of
neighborhood traffic intrusion impacts requires development and implementation of neighborhood
traffic management plan(s) that would identify measures to make local routes less attractive to through
traffic, such as turn restrictions, chokers or narrowing of street widths, diverters or semi-diverters, cul-de-
sacs or street closures, speed humps and stop signs. As implementation of neighborhood traffic controls
on one street can shift traffic to other streets, an effective neighborhood traffic management plan can only
be implemented on an area-wide basis with all affected parties involved in development of the plan,

including neighborhood residents, council representatives, planners and traffic engineers.

The City of Los Angeles has a neighborhood traffic management process in place that includes a number
of specific steps. In the event that neighbors are concerned with the potential impacts of a proposed
project, they may petition LADOT for a neighborhood traffic study. If traffic conditions have changed
and if LADOT staff believes that the changes are attributable to the project, LADOT staff will work with
the residents to identify traffic calming/traffic management improvements that would address the
problem. If the neighbors agree that the suggested solutions are workable, the improvements are
installed on a trial basis. Once the improvements have been in place for a sufficient trial period (usually
six months), the residents are asked if the desire the improvements on a permanent basis. If a minimum

number of residents agree, said improvements are installed permanently.

See Topical Response 7, Off-Site Roadway Improvements, for a discussion of University authority to

impose off-site mitigation measures.
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Response 11.20

See Response to Comment 9.10 for a discussion on the feasibility of the extension of Plummer Street from

Reseda Boulevard to Zelzah Avenue.

Response 11.21

See Topical Response 3, Faculty/Staff Housing, for a discussion of the parking accommodations for the

faculty / staff housing proposed within the North Campus.

Response 11.22

The Master Plan is proposed to accommodate projected increased CSU enrollment, as discussed in the
Draft EIR in Section 1.0, Introduction and Executive Summary, on pages 1.0-1 and 1.0-2, and in Section
2.0, Project Description, on pages 2.0-11 through 2.0-14. Actual implementation will be influenced by
student enrollment, availability of funding, and changes in academic, administrative, recreational and
student-support programs that necessitate new or modified facilities, as stated on page 2.0-17 of the Draft
EIR. A detailed discussion of projected enrollment increases is provided in Topical Response 2,
Enrollment Increase. The building square footage on the CSUN campus is directly tied to enrollment;
therefore, the Master Plan is proposed for incremental implementation over the next 30 years, as
enrollment increases. More information regarding Master Plan Phasing is provided in Topical Response
4, Master Plan Phasing. See Topical Response 1, Environmental Review, for a discussion on the scope

and purpose of both the 2005 Master Plan and Draft EIR.

With 356 acres, the campus has the physical capacity for growth, and alternative sites need not be
considered. The Master Plan has focused on a more balanced use of campus land resources. By
introducing significant roadway revisions in the eastern and southern section of campus, future campus
development in this underutilized area can be intensified. This allows the campus to meet facility growth

needs while maintaining the pastoral, pedestrian oriented nature of the campus core.

The addition of approximately 2,500 student housing beds and 600 on-campus faculty/staff housing units
will help to transform CSUN into a more residential campus, thereby reducing peak hour vehicle trips to
and from campus. Future parking structure development will balance the parking load between the east
and west sides of the campus, resulting in improved traffic conditions on the major roadways
surrounding campus. In addition, the Master Plan proposes significant improvements in mass transit
access for faculty, staff, and students that will reduce the percentage of commuters using private vehicles
in the future. A transit center proposed at the main western entry to campus will serve local MTA buses
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and commuter shuttles. An expanded campus tram system will link student housing, faculty/staff

housing, and MTA rapid bus stops with the transit center.

The CSUN main campus has several existing facilities, such as the Oviatt Library, Student Union and
Student Services Center, which are vital to the academic experience and cannot be feasibly replicated in

an off-site location.

For these reasons, alternative locations such as those suggested in this comment have been removed from
consideration. Please refer to the Response to Comment 14.8 for additional discussion regarding

alternatives.
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Letter 12.  Northridge Townhome Estates Homeowners Association, by Carol A.
Brockhouse, November 29, 2005

Response 12.1

The comment requests that the public review period be extended for an additional 45 days. As stated in
Section 15105 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “When a draft EIR is submitted to the Sate Clearinghouse for
review by state agencies, the public review period shall not be less than 45 days, unless a shorter period,
not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.” The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day
public review period beginning November 16 and ending December 30, 2005. The University is in
compliance with CEQA Guidelines and, at the request of members of the community, the Draft EIR review

period was extended 13 days to January 12, 2006, for a total of 58 days. No further response is required.
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Letter 13 D.H. Dardarian, December 4, 2005

Response 13.1

Housing proposed under the Master Plan will be reserved for student and faculty/staff residential use
only. For a detailed discussion of faculty/staff housing, please refer to Topical Response 3, Faculty Staff
Housing, in this Final EIR.

Response 13.2

Please see the Responses to Comments 14.8 and 14.9 for a detailed discussion of alternatives. An
alternatives analysis is provided in Section 5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. As indicated on page 5.0-1
through 5.0-2, Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR must describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the project’s significant effects. The alternative

proposed in this comment, senior housing, would not meet the objectives of the project.

Response 13.3

At the request of the community, the Draft EIR review period was extended 13 days to January 12, 2006,
for a total of 58 days. The review period is compliant with the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines.
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Letter 14 Robert D. Galletly, January 9, 2006

Response 14.1

See Topical Response 3, Faculty/Staff Housing, for a discussion of this component of the Master Plan.

The Master Plan is programmatic in nature, identifying locations for faculty /staff housing that has not
yet been designed. The quantity of housing units and general location for the phase one and two
faculty / staff housing projects have been determined and these projects have been reviewed at the project
level. Further environmental review will be required at the time that each phase of faculty/staff housing
is proposed and design documents are developed. Design of new access points to serve faculty/staff

housing will be subject to LADOT review and approval.

See Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking, Vehicle Circulation, for a discussion of the roadways and

intersections studied in the Draft EIR.

Response 14.2

See Topical Response 3, Faculty/Staff Housing, for a discussion of this component of the Master Plan.

See Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking, Vehicle Circulation, for a discussion of the roadways and

intersections studied in the Draft EIR.

Response 14.3

See Topical Response 3, Faculty/Staff Housing, for a discussion of the parking proposed to serve the
faculty / staff housing proposed within the North Campus.

Response 14.4

As shown in Figure 2.0-20 in 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Faculty /Staff Housing complex
proposed at the southeast corner of Halsted Street and Darby Avenue is proposed within Phase 4 of the
2005 Master Plan, to be implemented between the years 2020 and 2035. The Master Plan does not include

a provision for the extension of Darby Avenue between Plummer and Halsted Streets.
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Response 14.5

Information regarding recreational facilities in provided in Topical Response 6, Recreation. The
athletic/instructional playfields in the Master Plan, including the playfield at the north end of campus
and the athletic/instructional playfields located near the campus boundary along Zelzah Avenue, in the
Instructional, Athletics, and Recreational Precinct and the East Gateway Precinct, have been planned to
provide the instructional, intercollegiate athletic and student recreational space required as a result of
long-term projected enrollment growth. Field lighting has been included to provide for extended daily
use, thereby making more efficient use of land resources to better serve campus instructional and athletic
programs. The master planning process was concerned only with providing adequate facilities to meet
the above stated needs; use of the spaces for other specific purposes was not considered. The campus has
traditionally rented or leased a variety of campus spaces, including spaces within buildings and exterior
spaces, to outside groups. The University anticipates that this will continue in a similar manner in the

future.

Field amenities are expected to include lighting, equipment storage, and restrooms, all of which currently
exist and are in use at the playing field at the north end of campus. A new stadium is not proposed for

the playing field at the north end of campus.

Response 14.6

As indicated in Section 3.4, Noise, of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 through NOISE-5 are
intended to reduce Master Plan buildout construction noise impacts on surrounding residential uses to
the extent feasible. Even with the implementation of the required mitigation measures, construction
noise impacts would be significant and unavoidable because of the proximity of sensitive receptors on-
campus and off site. In other words, construction-related noise may exceed state and local noise
ordinances. The Board of Trustees of CSU will consider the significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR
and weigh these impacts against the economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits of the

project.

No significant Master Plan operational noise impacts on off-site uses were identified in the Draft EIR, and

no mitigation measures are required.

Mitigation Measures AES-1 through AES-5 provided in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, on page 3.1-34 of the Draft
EIR regarding lighting at fields along Zelzah Avenue, PF-G3, PF-G4, and PF-G6, would assure
compliance with applicable state and local ordinances. Mitigation Measure AES-5 specifically states that

field lighting associated with all playfields along Zelzah Avenue shall be used only when the fields are
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being utilized during nighttime hours. Because these fields are proposed as part of the long-term Master
Plan phases, lighting at these fields will be designed and evaluated when specific projects are proposed.
See Topical Response 1, Environmental Review, in this Final EIR for additional discussion of future
Master Plan project environmental compliance requirements and associated public review and comment

opportunities.

Response 14.7

A portion of the new student housing is proposed south of Halsted Street. This portion of the student
housing would be accessed via Plummer Street and Halsted Street as indicated in Figure 4], Vehicle
Circulation and Parking Plan, of the Master Plan. The other portion of new student housing is proposed
to be located south of Lassen between Lindley and Zelzah Avenues. The primary access to this portion of

student housing is proposed to be from Lassen Street, where the future F9 parking structure is proposed.

As stated on page 2.0-17 of Section 2.0, Project Description, in the Draft EIR, in regards to Master Plan
implementation, actual implementation will be influenced by student enrollment, availability of funding,
and changes in academic, administrative, recreational and student-support programs that necessitate new
or modified facilities. As each phase of the Master Plan is implemented, the need for individual proposed
parking components to serve proposed student housing will be evaluated. This will be determined
through additional environmental review and the planning process within the University. Construction
of parking lots and structures will be timed to ensure that sufficient parking will be provided to serve

new student housing uses.

Response 14.8

An alternatives analysis is provided in Section 5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. As indicated on page
5.0-1 through 5.0-2, Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR must describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the project’s significant effects. The
alternatives discussion must evaluate the comparative merits of each alternative relative to the proposed
project. An EIR’s evaluation of alternatives is key to CEQA’s substantive mandate that avoidable
significant environmental damage be avoided or reduced where feasible (CEQA Guidelines §§15002(a)(3),
15021(a)(2), and 15126.6). CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f) state that an EIR must evaluate the comparative
merits of a reasonable range of alternatives. That is, an EIR need not consider every conceivable
alternative to a proposed project; rather, the number and range of alternatives is governed by the “rule of

reason,” which requires that an EIR set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit informed
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decision making and a reasoned choice. Alternatives considered in detail in the Draft EIR are limited to
those that meet the project objectives; are ostensibly feasible; and would avoid or substantially lessen at
least one significant environmental impact of the proposed project. Feasibility may be determined by, but
is not limited to, site suitability, jurisdictional boundaries, infrastructure or services availability, economic
viability, and regulatory limitations. An EIR will typically evaluate two classes of alternatives: alternative

uses for the same site and alternatives sites for a proposed project.

The EIR analyzes three alternatives, which are discussed in detail in Section 5.0, Alternatives. The three
alternatives are the No Project Alternative, which is discussed on pages 5.0-4 through 5.0-9; the Reduced
FTE Alternative, which is discussed on pages 5.0-9 through 5.0-14; and the No Faculty/Staff Housing
Alternative, which is discussed on pages 5.0-14 through 5.0-20. This selection of alternatives provides the
University with a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives, and is more than adequate to
provide the University with the ability to make a "reasoned choice" as required by CEQA. See CEQA
Guidelines §15126.6(f).

In addition, the CEQA Guidelines §15126 state that an EIR must describe those alternatives that were
initially considered but rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and provide a brief rationale for

their rejection, such as failure to meet basic project objectives or reduce significant project effects.

The University has explained the reasons for eliminating alternatives on pages 5.0-3 thorough 5.0-4. To
develop the final 2005 Master Plan, the University initiated an 18-month-long collaborative process
involving the academic and administrative campus communities and the local Northridge community, in
order to ascertain the campus’s needs over the next 30 years. A number of project alternatives were
initially evaluated in an effort to reduce significant environmental effects associated with the proposed
project. The alternatives considered a number of arrangements of Master Plan components (primarily
University academic, administrative, housing, and recreational facilities) across campus, in attempts to
co-locate complementary uses and distribute support services, housing, and parking facilities where they

were most needed or appropriately sited.

One alternative, called Scenario A, concentrated housing in the north part of campus, concentrated new
parking on the east side of campus along Zelzah Avenue, and relocated the track to the north of its
present location, with additional playfields. However, this alternative was rejected because it isolated
housing from the rest of campus and concentrated parking too much in one part of campus, leading to

potential traffic circulation problems on campus and on Zelzah Avenue.

Scenario B contemplated fewer faculty housing units (325) concentrated along Lindley Avenue,

concentration of student housing in the campus core, developing 51 net acres of play fields, and
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concentrating play fields along Zelzah Avenue. This scenario was rejected because of the need for more
faculty / staff housing to aid in employee recruitment; to concentrate academic facilities in the academic
core; and to use more of the developable campus land for buildings as opposed to open space or

recreational facilities.

Scenario C contemplated 3,300 student beds (700 more than under the final 2005 Master Plan), 330
faculty /staff dwelling units, 5,540 parking spaces concentrated along Zelzah Avenue, and 48 acres of
playfields. Elements of this scenario were rejected because of the need for more faculty/staff housing to
aid in employee recruitment; the potential for vehicular circulation problems on campus and on Zelzah

Avenue associated with parking concentrated on Zelzah Avenue, among other reasons.

Alternative sites were not considered during the master planning process and are not evaluated in detail
in this EIR, since development of University facilities at other locations is infeasible and would not meet

project objectives, which relate to the CSUN campus.

Response 14.9

Please refer to the Response to Comment 14.8 for a detailed discussion of alternatives. With 356 acres,
the campus has the physical capacity for growth, and alternative sites need not be considered. The
Master Plan has focused on a more balanced use of campus land resources. By introducing significant
roadway revisions in the eastern and southern section of campus, future campus development in this
underutilized area can be intensified. This allows the campus to meet facility growth needs while

maintaining the pastoral, pedestrian oriented nature of the campus core.

The addition of approximately 2500 student housing beds and 600 on-campus faculty / staff housing units
will help to transform CSUN into a more residential campus, thereby reducing peak hour vehicle trips to
and from campus. Future parking structure development will balance the parking load between the east
and west sides of the campus, resulting in improved traffic conditions on the major roadways
surrounding campus. In addition, the master plan proposes significant improvements in mass transit
access for faculty, staff, and students that will reduce the percentage of commuters using private vehicles
in the future. A transit center proposed at the main western entry to campus will serve local MTA buses
and commuter shuttles. An expanded campus tram system will link student housing, faculty/staff

housing, and MTA rapid bus stops with the transit center.

The CSUN main campus has several existing facilities, such as the Oviatt Library, Student Union and
Student Services Center, which are vital to the academic experience and cannot be feasibly replicated in

an off-site location.

For these reasons, alternative locations were removed from consideration.
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Response 14.10

The comment states that the City of Los Angeles water supply is near 100 percent capacity. As indicated
in the Draft EIR in Section 3.9, Water Supply, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power’s (LADWP)
Draft 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) states that it has adequate current water supplies to
serve its service area for normal, single-dry years, and multiple-dry years, based on the availability of
supplies from the State Water Project, Colorado River aqueduct, Los Angeles-Owens River aqueducts,
and local groundwater supplies. The LADWP service area is defined as the entire City of Los Angeles,
plus portions of West Hollywood, Culver City, and Los Angeles County. Projected demand for water
supplies in the service area is based on Metropolitan Water District (MWD) and Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) population projections for the area as well as SCAG economic and
employment projections. The UWMP contains most of the data used in preparing Water Supply
Assessments, and LADWP’s assessments typically rely primarily on the UWMP to determine whether
adequate water supplies exist for its service area. Since University’s growth is consistent with SCAG
projections for the Los Angeles region as well as the Northridge community (see Section 3.5, Population

and Housing, of the Draft EIR), water supplies for the proposed project would be adequate.

Table 3.9-2, Summary of Projected Total Master Plan Water Demands for 2035, of the Draft EIR shows
projected campus water demand for the project in 2035. The annual campus water usage, including new
student and faculty/staff housing, would increase from 1,808 AFY to 4,299 AFY in 2035. The project
water consumption represents a relatively small fraction (approximately 0.55 percent) of the projected
water demand (776,000 AFY) that LADWP plans to meet by 2035. The project is consistent with SCAG’s
population growth projections for the City of Los Angeles. LADWP has utilized SCAG’s growth
projections in projecting future water demand. The Master Plan project’s water demand would,
therefore, be met by the planned growth of the water system. Consistent with CSU policy, the University

would continue to implement conservation measures to reduce the use of water.

To ensure that there are sufficient water supplies to meet the demand created by the 2005 Master Plan,
the University sought and obtained a will-serve letter from LADWP (see Appendix E of the Draft EIR).
This letter indicates that LADWP is obligated to provide service. With regard to the expansion of
facilities, the cost of service, upgrades, etc. would be determined at the time that schematic designs for
individual project components are developed and implemented. Based on the information above, the
Draft EIR concluded, there is adequate water to meet the Master Plan project’s water demand and

impacts to the water supply would be less than significant.

The comment states that City of Los Angeles wastewater treatment capacity is near its limit. Existing

wastewater facilities, utilized by the University, fall under the jurisdiction of City of Los Angeles,
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Department of Public Works (DPW). As indicated in Section 3.10.3, Existing Conditions, Treatment
Facilities, of the Draft EIR, wastewater generated by the project is treated at the Hyperion Wastewater
Treatment Plant (HTP) located in Playa del Rey. The HTP service area also includes two inland
reclamation plants: the Los Angeles/Glendale Water Reclamation Plant (LAGWRP) and the Tilman
Water Reclamation Plant (TWRP). In total, the HTP, inclusive of LAGWRP and TWRP, has the capacity
to treat 590 MGD of domestic wastewater under normal operating conditions. Currently, the HTP system
is treating 350 MGD, which is 240 MGD below its rated capacity. This excess capacity is due in part to
water conservation measures now required as part of the City of Los Angeles Uniform Building Code.

Therefore, the wastewater treatment facility is not presently at or near capacity.

As indicated in Section 3.10.6 of the Draft EIR, the additional 1.29 MGD of wastewater generated by the
2005 Master Plan represents a relatively small fraction (approximately 0.54 percent) of the available 240
MGD capacity of the HTP. The existing on-and off-campus wastewater facilities systems would need to
be upgraded and extended, and new connections would be required to meet the future demands of the
2005 Master Plan. The DPW requires that the new development connect to the City’s existing sewer
system. With respect to expansion of facilities, the Draft EIR indicated that the campus is responsible for
all lines within its property and for installing connections to the DPW’s lines off-campus. It would then
be the responsibility of the DPW to upgrade the wastewater collection and treatment systems by
providing relief for existing trunk lines nearing capacity and expanding treatment facilities. Connection
to the DPW’s lines would require coordination with the DPW to ensure the off-sitt DPW improvements
could accommodate on-site campus improvements. The DPW may require a fee for each new connection.
The University would coordinate directly with the DPW at the appropriate times during project phasing.
Mitigation Measure WW-2 requires that the University comply with the requirements of Government
Code §54999 with respect to connections to off-site wastewater facilities and improvements to off-site

wastewater facilities.

The comment states that the City’s fire and police protection services are under extreme pressure to
provide basic services to current customers and expansion of these services must be reviewed carefully
by both City and state officials. As stated in Section 3.6.3, Existing Conditions, Fire Protection, of the
Draft EIR, fire prevention, fire protection, and emergency medical services (EMS) for the University
campus are provided by the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD). Primary fire protection for the south
campus is provided by Fire Station No. 103; Fire Station No. 70 provides primary fire protection for the
North Campus. Target response times within the City of Los Angeles are 5 minutes for first response and
8 minutes for paramedic response. Currently, average response times are 5.5 minutes for first response
and 3.7 minutes for paramedic response in the Northridge community. At this time, the LAFD considers

fire protection services in the Northridge community adequate based on equipment, staffing, facilities,
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and response times.# The Draft EIR concluded that existing fire protection services for the University
campus are considered adequate, and construction associated with buildout of the Master Plan would not
substantially increase demand for those services. Master Plan buildout construction impacts on fire

protection services would, therefore, be less than significant.

With respect to expansion of fire protection services, the LAFD works with the City of Los Angeles to
review plans for new development. As indicated in Section 3.6.6, Environmental Impacts, Fire Protection,
of the Draft EIR, LAFD areas of concern for new development include adequate access, proper fire flow,
hydrant locations, and overall site plan layout. In addition, the State Fire Marshal maintains ultimate
review and approval authority over aspects of the proposed Master Plan that relate to fire protection, and
may identify further recommendations and/or requirements. Operations resulting from Master Plan
buildout are expected to result in an increase in the number of required building plan-check reviews and
building inspections, as well as ongoing public education activities, participation in community events,
and communication with the campus Departments of Public Safety and Environmental Health and
Safety. As individual buildings are developed on campus, building plans would expand on the current
fire protection water system to provide new buildings with adequate water supply. Individual
development projects would also be required to comply with applicable fire and life safety standards and
code requirements such as fire hydrant flows, hydrant spacing, adequate fire land turning-radius, access,
and design to comply with the LAFD’s fire protection requirements. In addition, individual development
projects on campus would comply with standard design requirements in accordance with the CBC,
which include fire sprinklers and fire alarm devices. New building construction would also be required
to install backflow preventers, post indicator valves, and LAFD connections for new building sprinkler

systems.

With regard to police protection, Section 3.6.3, Existing Conditions, Police Protection, of the Draft EIR,
indicated first-response police protection services for the University campus are provided by the
University Police Department, which is a part of the University Department of Public Safety. Off-campus
police protection services and on-campus calls for felony offenses are provided by the Los Angeles Police
Department (LAPD). The University Police Department has a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with
the LAPD for mutual aid, jurisdictional issues, and any other relevant mutual assistance. According to
the University Police Department, this is a satisfactory working relationship.5 As indicated in the Draft
EIR current staffing and equipment are not sufficient to serve the growth associated with the proposed

Master Plan. The University Police Department expects to receive the same type of calls for service as the

4 Written correspondence with Captain William N. Wells, LAFD, September 1, 2005.

5 Written correspondence with Anne Glavin, Chief of Police, California State University, Northridge, September 1,

2005.
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Master Plan is implemented. However, additional staff and equipment would be required to handle the

increased volume of calls for service.

With regard to expansion of services, Section 3.6.6, Environmental Impacts, Police Protection indicated
that the public safety building currently under construction is intended to accommodate a growing
University Police Department and will provide sufficient space for additional staff and equipment for

many years.®

As individual development projects occur on campus over the next 30 years, the
department would continually reassess the need for additional staff and equipment and acquire those
resources accordingly, so that service to the campus always remains adequate. As maintaining public
safety is a crucial, the University would provide sufficient funding to support the acquisition of
additional staff and equipment, gradually, during Master Plan implementation. In addition, the
University would maintain its strong relationship with LAPD in order to provide a safe environment

both on campus and in the surrounding area. Based on the above information the Draft EIR concluded,

operational impacts on police protection would be less than significant.

Response 14.11

This comment is noted for the record and will be considered by the Board of Trustees of CSU. This
comment does not raise any issues related to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further

response is required.

6 Ibid.
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Letter No. 15

Ronnie L. Grant

m

 January 12, 2006

Mr(:uhn[lumh:.:
Elﬂ:ﬁ:umﬂmnlhmramy Northridge

18111 Nordhof¥ Street
Northridge, CA 91330-8219 %—%!

Dear Mr Donahoe:

This letter is my comments to California State University, Ni 'Igr.in the matter of its
mwmmmmmsumm , State

Clearinghouse No. 2005051008 (hereafter “DETR"),

These comments are solely my own, and do not represent my employer or union
DEIR § 2,43 Master Planning Copmitee i’

The DEIR states, “In January 2004, CSUN President Joleas Koesker appolnted a 25-
member Campus Physical Master Planning Committes comprising , stafl, student
representatives, and community representatives.”’ This is i Aﬂ'ﬂmt&
list of Committes members,” I was unable to find any Committee who is &
University staff member. A breakdown of Committee members' as determined by

my review, is shown in Table |.

Catiit Prreamags Stafus with the Unhressity

10 0% Management Personnel Plan (MPP) employses
36% Faculty (Unit 3) employces

16% Neighbors

1% Student

4% Auxiliary corporation employes

100% Total membership

Table 1. Breakdown of Master Planning Commitice members.

p——&0

*mﬂ.pm-u
? Califomnda State Univessily, Nonhrdge. 0

5, August
1L, 2004. wfmmmmmwM mmum

e — — — <

« 17825 Los Alimos Street » Gransd Hills, Califomia 91344 me §18-438-5101+
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The muxilisry organization employes is not an employee of the
University (CSU).” It should be noted that California law and
policies treat MPP employees and other employees separataly,
employsa ralations does not allow & supervisory employes* (
employes”) 1o represent a non-supervisory employee in labor rejati

CSU Board of Trustee's own regulations expressly define any MPP as not being an
academic, non-academic, or administrative employes ’

There is no law requiring staff employees be on the Campus P
Committes, but it would appear to be inaccurats 10 state the Co
when there actoally is no staff on the Committee. |

DEIR § 3.3.3 — Existing hazardous materials

The list of buildings on page 3.3-2 where hazardous materials afe stored, transported,
and/or disposed may be incorrect. Several buildings that 1 store hazardous materials
are omitied from the fist Examples include:

- Sequois Hall: stores 200 gallons of dissel fuel for room backup
generator, and stores small amounts of chemicals for use in University support
operations, Sequoia Hall also contains academic labg with fume hoods
installed; amounts of chemicals may also be stored for these labs.

. Main Distribution Frame (MDF): stores 1000 of diesel fuel for
talacommunications backup generator,

*»  Oviatt Library: stores an unknown amount of diesel foel for a backup
generator, I

» University Park Apariments 14 this building hau‘ﬂ_a.lhchrp generator for

{ diesel fael.
]

the University Police, storing an unknown amount of di
DEIR § 3.4.6 — Noise — Parking Structures

The DEIR states, “Parking structures can be a source of annoyance duc to [...] the
occasional accidental activarion of car alarms ™ T take issus with the unfounded
characterization of car alarm moise in parking structures as “occhsional.” In my

? Bee, #.g., Cal Bd Code § 89901, Tic 5 Cal. Code. Reg. 42403, Cal Gov, Code § 3562(s).
* Cal. Gov. Code § 35803,

*TiL 5 Cal. Code Reg, 42720{).
*Cal G, Cods § 3580,5,

" Tit 5 Cal. Code. Reg, 42700(4),
*DEIR, p 1.4-22
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experience on the campus, the activation of auto alsrms in the ekisting BS parking
structure is not occasional or infrequent. I regularty hear auto from the BS
structure in the quad area south of the Student Services building, and while wallong on
Vineannes Strect adjacent to the strocture.

Since the Master Plan is proposing to essentisily convert the campus from surface

parking ta stnicture pariang by adding additional parking #s to the campus, [ fear
the campus pedestrian environment will become punctuated by fhe distant ringing of

mmmPﬂmﬁmimWﬂthm Th-DﬂH.ldm
parking structure noise will be “potentislly significant™ on-camphis.” While mitigation of

the car alarm noiss by structural design is considered,'® there is ho discussion of
mitigation of the car alarm sctivations themsalves.

There are ways to operationally mitigate alarm noise, Within th
is an infraction for any person to use & car alarm systam that soynd:
minutes."" 1t is not, howeves, a crime for & person to use 4 car slarm
known to repeatedly sound false alarms ~ a3 long a5 each alarm gilenc
within five minutes, there appears to be nothing which can be dgne

The city of Alhambra, Colifornia has taken the additional step o
alarms llegal. In Alhambre, not only are vehicle alarms i r
than five minutes,'? it is also “unlawful for any person to cause, pllow or permit an alarm
ta be emitted fram a motor vehicle registered in the name of or Hriven by such person.””
Vekicies emitting false alarms are public nuisances, ' and violating vehicles may be
impounded " Albambra’s statute spplies equally to both public knd private property

The Uiniversity has the right under California law to post parking regulstions, and to
enforce those postad regulations on the campus via the parking process,  CSUN

presently uses this authority to, among other things, require vehicles display a
valid permit, park “bead-in," and to restrict certain parking and stalls to specialized
permit holders (such as deans of colleges).

* DEIR, p. 3.4-34

¥ DEIR, s “NOISE-7."

"' Los Angeles Municipal Code § 114.06.
" Alhambn Musicipal Code § 9.75.020
12 1hid, §9.75.040.

4 thid, § 9.78,050.

" Ibid, § 9.75.060

'¥ Ibid, § 9.73.030

' Cal. Vieh, Code § 21113,
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The University could simply post a sign ai each pariang entranca advising,
“VEHICLES WITH AUDIBLE FALSE ALARMS 50 G WILL BE CITED. CVC
21113." This may ensble the University to cite any vehicle with oy false alarm sounding
inside the structure.

DEIR § 3.8 - Transportation/Traffic

Metre Rapid siop location

As a part of the mitigation for the additional trips generated to the campus, the Los
Angeles County Metropalitan Transportation Agency 'A) wall place s Metro

Rapid bus stop nﬂurdhuﬁudhndlcj"lﬁndﬂnphmnm of this stop puzzling, es it
would seem to burden the use of LACMIA's bus rapid transit A

Dna of tha festures that differentistes LACMTAs Metro Rapi
memhmwdmm L.

» Rapid has fewer bus
stops then local service bus lines™ for the goal of increasing operating speeds. ™ If the

dmpnfmwmumbemmwﬂdemwmﬂﬂ.M#mP
of NordhoffLindley preciudes placing a stop & No 2 aisa

nearest Rapid stop ar NordhoffLindley, as proposed. would require a passenger needing
1o transfer from the Rapid line to e 240 to walk spproximately 2,600 feet westbound
along Nordhoff

T&mmﬁuhmmdmtnﬂwﬂdwtﬂmw&umumlh
Rapid fine for any tnp iovolving a transfer to or from line 240,

I was unable to locate any figures for bus line ridership in the DEIR, but based on my
mmmmunhmﬂymﬂﬁmiﬁ?m!%lmhﬁﬂum

to line 240 than will

more riders on the new Rapid line will need to transfer to or
need to board or alight at the University.

The University should work with LACMTA to relocate the Rapid stop to
NordhoffReseda. The University can consider extending the rgute of the planned tram

service to include the NordhoffReseda intersection to interficy with Metro Rapid.
|

California State University, Northridge 3.0-98 2005 Master Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report

750.001

February 2006



California State University, Northridge 3.0-99

750.001

'Eomnt.tmrnmﬂﬂnﬁmnmﬂlnmﬂkmn

Mr, Colin Donahus

January 12, 2006
Page 5

Lelzah Ave parking

Despite being a Major Highway Class I, Most of Zeizah Ave] between Nordhoff and
Devonshire has purking available during all hours, including rush hours ® T believe
mﬁm?ngwﬂuwmmmzﬂnhhmm,Ewh delsy on that street.
Many times T have observed the following chain of events occutring on Zelza,
particularly in the momning pesk hours on the southbound sids: |

1 Amflﬁvulluﬂy{ﬁwlﬂmph]iulhnriﬁlq”ﬂumhlylmﬁnsﬁr
2 ‘:'ha mwm bllndmg
car & space is found, ing the lane. Vehicles
behind it brake suddenly. Within 30 seconds a qyeue of vehicles sppears
behind the stopped car.

3. The stopped car engages the right turn signal and shifts into reverse to
parallel park. However, the queue of vehicles bekind the car prevents the
driver from backing into the space. |

4 The car waits to back into the space while queuet! vehicles attempt to
change lanes, with traffic in the left lane continuing at the regular volume
and 35-40 mph speeds,

5. Tnﬁnhm!dﬂllmmhmppdhuﬂummdm
congested. i

6. Eventually, after anywhere from 45 seconds to § minutes, the stopped car
successfully parks, clearing the lane for traffic agai

|
Allowing parking — at least during peak hours — makes no sensefto me. | suggest, asa
mitigation, the University consider working with the City Angeles to restnict
parking and stopping on Zelzah between Nordho!F and L sssen 4 the hours of 7-10
am. and 3-7 p.m. This would reduce the University’s space , but only by &
bandful of spaces compared to the number of planned additional|spaces in all project

Thank you for reviewing and responding to these comments. If you have any questions,
please contact me at 818-488-5101 or by email to ronmi ¢ com.

/%
:DEIR.P-JH
DEIR, figuee 3,85
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Letter 15 Ronnie L. Grant, January 12, 2006

Response 15.1

The Master Plan Committee was comprised of a diverse group of individual from across the campus and
the community. The committee membership was designed to incorporate members familiar with specific
aspects of campus life, including academic instruction, athletics, student life and services, housing, and

transportation.

Response 15.2

The comment states that the list of buildings on campus known to store, transport, and/or dispose of
hazardous materials on page 3.3-2 of the Draft EIR is incomplete, and should include Sequoia Hall; Main
Distribution Frame; Oviatt Library; and University Park Apartments 14. As indicated in Section 3.3.6 of
the Draft EIR, present campus operations already involve the transport, use, and/or disposal of
hazardous materials. All known hazardous materials users, generators, and disposers are inventoried, in
compliance with federal and state regulations, by the University’s Environmental Health and Safety
Office. The latest inventory includes a list of all hazardous materials, including their chemical
descriptions, located on the campus. Additionally, all buildings known to have Asbestos Containing

Materials (ACMs) are inventoried by the Environmental Health and Safety Department.

Diesel fuel for back up generators is stored in several locations on campus, outside the buildings, with the

exception of the Oviatt Library, which has diesel fuel for backup generators stored in the basement.

The Environmental Health and Safety Office is aware of, and oversees, all hazardous materials present on
the University campus, including any present in Sequoia Hall, in compliance with federal, state, and local
regulations. The Environmental Health and Safety Office has prepared and adopted numerous
programs, policies and procedures intended to prevent accidents resulting from the release of hazardous
materials into the environment. However, in the unlikely event of a real or potential release, the
Environmental Health and Safety Office’s emergency procedure for Hazardous Materials Spills/Releases
is employed. This procedure requires immediate notification of the real or potential release to the
Environmental Health and Safety Office, which then contacts the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD)
and the Cal/EPA.

Therefore, in the event of a real or potential release of a hazardous substance, the same procedures
currently in place at University would be employed upon implementation of components of the proposed
Master Plan.
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Response 15.3

See Topical Response 5, Noise, Parking Structures, for discussion of noise generated from parking

structures and signage notifying that motorists will be cited for false car alarms sounding.

Response 15.4

The University understands that the MTA plans to locate a Metro Rapid stop at the intersection of
Nordhoff Street and Reseda Boulevard,. Itis also the understanding of the University that the MTA will
decide if another stop is needed at the intersection of Nordhoff Street and Zelzah Avenue or the
intersection of Nordhoff Street and Lindley Avenue. The University will work with the MTA to assure
the new Metro Rapid stop is conveniently located for all Metro riders, including those not commuting to
the University. This suggestion is noted for the record and will referred for consideration by the CSU

Board of Trustees.

Response 15.5

The comment discusses the role of street parking with regard to traffic delay on Zelzah Avenue. Zelzah
Avenue is classified as a Major Highway Class II arterial in the Northridge Community Plan. Zelzah
Avenue currently provides two lanes in each direction, with on-street parking. The City of Los Angeles
has jurisdiction over Zelzah Avenue and could implement peak period parking restrictions to smooth
flow and/ or provide additional travel lanes. However, peak period restrictions between the hours of 7:00
t0 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 to 7:00 p.m. would not substantially affect the parking supply serving the campus as

the peak period for University parking demand is mid-morning to late morning and early afternoon.
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Letter No. 16

Colin Donahue |

I
_!;n:lm "Pat LoPresti™
: o: <envision2035@csun.edu>
* Copies to: “kelly lord™ \
“bob galletly” <rgalletly@socal.rr y
MWﬂWWW
Subject: draft EIR and master plan
Date sent: Tue, 15 Nov 2005 20:36:56 -0800 l
Good Evening Dr. Jennings, .
When will the draft EIRMaster Plan Envision 2035 hts be available on the o]

website? What are the exact dates of public review? i
Ihlﬂmhd.uinﬂnlnﬂnﬂihmhrnﬁmdmphud documents. The

November 26 public meeting notices amived today. CSUN holiday timing” of the
public meeting and review process is not appropriate for miﬂ:fn;ﬁ @
expansion project. Tha community will not want to attend or raview

documents between Thanksgiving and the end of Who will want to attend a

December 21# presentation at the NENC ing? This process should be
mmmmﬂhmummM reflects CSUN's lack of

intarest in the community's input.
Pat LoPresti
|
|'
I
|
fs +
for Colin e. 11 1204 Page 10f1
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Letter 16 Patricia LoPresti, November 15, 2005

Response 16.1

The Draft EIR was published on the University’s website on November 16, 2005. Ms. LoPresti was
provided with one copy of the Draft EIR and one CD containing the Draft EIR in electronic format.

The comment requests that the public review meeting be conducted in January, not on December 21, and

that more time be allowed for review of the Draft EIR.

CSUN moved the public meeting up to November 29, 2005, in conjunction with circulation of the Draft
EIR, to provide an opportunity for public input on the content of the Draft EIR and to address questions
regarding the Draft EIR.

The CEQA Guidelines specify the number of day for public review periods of the Draft EIR, but do not
specify certain dates the Draft EIR cannot be circulated. As stated in Section 15105(a) of the CEQA
Guidelines, “When a draft EIR is submitted to the Sate Clearinghouse for review by state agencies, the
public review period shall not be less than 45 days, unless a shorter period, not less than 30 days, is
approved by the State Clearinghouse.” The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period,
as required by state law, beginning November 16 and ending December 30, 2005. At the request of
members of the community, the Draft EIR review period was extended 13 days to January 12, 2006. A
letter providing information regarding the extension of the review period was sent by the University to
Mr. Kelly Lord, and Ms. LoPresti was provided with a copy of this letter. The University is in compliance
with CEQA Guidelines with regard to the provision of the public review period and the provision of a

public meeting.
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Letter No. 17

January 12, 2006

California State Unlversity Northridge
Fugilivies Planning Office

18111 Nordho(T Street

Morthridge, CA  91330-8219

Subject: Response: to dnafl EIR
CSUN 2005 Master Plan Update

Dear Mr. Donahug,

As residents who lived adjacent to the CSUN campus for years, who were
involved in the 1998 Masier Plan, and who have attended the Envision 2035 public
moelings, we are submilting our dralt EIR comments. This master plen i mussive
with fir resching cffects not just 1o tesidents living near but for miles away. This
expansion plan cffects all of Northridge and those who travel 19 and from Morthridge via
both the 118 Frecway and the 405 Frocway. Thdnem!hmmmmd
questions are ns follows: |

p 1.0-2 CSUN educates 33,000 undergradoates and ;ru‘m students,
AwimuﬂrllAWwdnﬂﬂnduFTEumﬂumm Hive all the

spproximately 9,000 part time commuter students and (heir been included in the
EIR calcutations and analysis? [
p. 1.0-67 ﬂfﬂnﬂuu:pﬂﬁjmdmmwwhcllhwmmwwm
# Reduged Faculty/Staff Housing Alemative. |

p. 1.0-8 Eegiects and Cumulative Impacts  'The new housing complex between
Tampa and Corbin just south of Plummer (old NR Tennis property}, new Lowe's
complex on NordhoT and the proposed WalMart on Nordhoff o not appear on your
maps. These arc present and future projects with impacts. Wiy have they not been
included in your analysis, especially the traffic studies? !

p. 1.0-13 lfﬂu&iﬂmﬁqmtmim;mﬂq‘wmqm{fnynf
Marioa v. Boand of Trusiees of the California State tiniversity {2003) how will CSUN
comply fully with the law during each phase of this master plah through 20357 How will

the needed funding be obtained?  Will il mitigationy be i as gutlined in the
approved GIR? .

p 1025 34Ngise Itis determined that project constfuction noise will exceed
existing ambicnt wxterior noise levels. Sigmificant and iz the mating. How

ONOBNONONS

will CSUN communicate ﬁmhmkh!hlmmiryﬁ sithjected 10 the noise and
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air pollution, if regulations and city ordinances arc not being followed by the contractors
on site?

p 1.0-38 mmmM£wﬂw h‘?“‘ﬁ**“h
deficiency of 1,323 parking spaces unti Mﬂml:im program
applied then there will be & surplus of 115 spaces. Please explain the PDR program.
When and how will it be implemented.

p. 20-10 Ad & witness who attended the May 1997 approyal of the 1998 Master
Plan by the CSU Board of Trustees, the multi-purpose stadium inthe 1998
Master Plan was removed from that plan just days prior to revigw by the Trustees.

g 2.0-11 ; _ (1) The development
of & faculiy/naff housing primasily one story, single
family dwelling neighbothood is overdevelopment and high depsity for our community.

No definitive drawings have becn given to the community a4 td planned parking,
structure height, parking lot lighting, landscaping, ingresa/eg ul"tlwm-kmglul-
which must be on Zelzah Avenue not Lassen Street. A new parking structure is proposed
for the sudent dorm apanments with
studicy? | When will architectural renderings be available for phiase 17 [We anc

public meeting prior to the CSU March meeting 3o that the public can vicw the plans for
the first 250 wnits. When will that be held? (3} | Instructional/afhletic space is 2lso
proposed nonh of the housing communiry. This smbiguous gréen space sends up a rod
flag in a communily which will vehemently oppose any outdoar athletic/arcna veaue that
will be leased for any special events. If this is 0 be used for instructional space, it is far
from other athlutic fucifities locsted on main ¢ampus, and thert is no parking planned
adiacent to tho facility, Students are not going to walk that distpace from main campus.

We request (o see drawings of this proposed facility including femporary and/or

permanent bleachers, restroums, buildings, faciliry lighting, | ving and parking lots.
We also request a contraciual agreement that this ionalfihletic space will only be
wsed for CSUN instructional and intercollegiate athletic cvents) No outdoor concerts ot
professional or semi professional soccer maiches will be by the residential
comenumity. Il

p20-33  Precinct6  University Park Housing Precire:  What will be the
height of the four additi | buildings which will housc §96 students? — that is an

inerease from original 800.[If you are constructing four new butildings and a new parking
structure in the: existing arca, where is the open space going to be? The map on 2.0-15
shows several trees. Presently, there are outdoor tables, covergd areas with tables, and
volleyball courts. There needs to be open space to be ik 1o sudents who live in
student bousing. 1f the dorma are nol appealing snd to nearby apariment
complexes that have cowrts and pools, the doems will not fill, ':nm:pm.-[ﬂ
portions of baildings will be used by other CSUN departments ind leased 1o private
companies. At this moment, all he present dorms buildings asc not being used for

siudent housing, ‘They are not full yet CSUN wanis us to beligve thers is a waiting list

|

DR G GE @ © @ @

)
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for dorm rooms. What will be done 10 create or enlangs open space
story parking structure nestled within three story dorm apartmeni buildings results in high
density and congestion. Where is the exaet location of the ingréswiegre:

Structure on Lassen Streel? That structure is critical 1o the neighborhoo
the dorms as t is experiencing overnight, weekend, guest and long term (weeks at &

mmmwmmm ng but several bineks do
not include weekend und all night parking. Is this structure poinlg to be constructed

L during Phase | when the firt set of dorms is constructed? Ui is imperative
that the construction be simultansous. Increasing student housi by removing parking
tots efiminates both the current needed parking spaces and n deficit of spaces for
the increased number of students needing parking. Will all the lots enterfaxit on
I.umnnd?thh? The community has mamy times requested that the parking lot
entrances/exits on Lindley Ave., directly across from homes on ley Avenue, be
moved 1o Lassen snd Zelzah but we have scen no action. When will the dorm driveways
be eliminated or scaled oo Lindlcy Avenue?

mhhmmmﬂmmﬂmmmgwmhmm
mhmmﬂuﬁumﬂw with the additional dorm structures and the
simulianeouy elimination of Lot T when the facalty housing conktruction begi

Lassen and Lindley? ’ Popihaco

What i the plan for sccommodating shadent bousing guest parking in the future!

What is the plan to the studen ond 'I i
djmmuniw PSS BSSc ouing ‘“"l'"'*'"”'*‘"“”‘“'

The issue is not the number of parking spaces available for and guests, but the
utilization of thosc spaces. The critical factors in utilization by (he students, is cost and
convenicnce. The studenis vefuse o pay the expensive parking ey for un-campus

parking when they can ewsily park for free in the adjacent nei These fres
must be dramatically reduced or eliminated 1o resolve the problog that i
years and years, for blocks and blocks. surownding the campus. | The parking musi also

be convenicat for the swdents. They refuse to walk any distaoce cspecially if
ncighborhood parking is closer. This is evident by the ¢ undenulilization of the
parking structure located on Zelzah Averme near Lassen Stroet. | and their guests
whﬁmﬁﬂh?unmw-dhuMMM
n 10 do o miligasie and soon to
. b &?m txpand parking

13 lﬂ-:fd The final paragraph provides more information Lﬂr.im
academic/intercollé giats athletic use playfield (PF-G12). There will now be a small
building housing restrooms, showers and/or storage. How small s small? Please provide

©)

@ & &

®® ®
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I "
square footage and height. What clsc will there be? When can the public view definitive
drawings?

p.2.0-47  Valley Porforming Arts Center € an related noises are being
considercd a short term nuisance. What is shon term? How midunb;aurh
WMmmmmmmMHmm
Ordinance standards are not belag followed?

I ¥
p. 3.5.5 Ax stated in the FIR ~“Further, the Master Plan residential componea is
consistent with Policy 1-2.3 of the Northridge Community P whi-chlltl'ﬂntﬁ‘n':
should be an adequate supply of housing to meet the needs of st anending CSUN
without creating adverse impacts on adjiccat pormanent residential neighbors.”

Pregently adverse impacts wre occurring in residential : doem nolse
causing residents to call the CSTIN housing office, studeni mhm:rlm:nfih:
parking lots onto residential sreets, students apseding through atrects,

studenst/ guesis parlying in prking low on Lindley Ave. noxt _lhtmt. Lindley Ave.

housing areas. These are some of the adverse effects that when college student
mi:ﬁmﬂymmnmﬁwmmmeqdmw: As
mentioned previously, the student/guest parking problem that in the residential
ncighbothnods to the west of Lindley Avenue has escalated to degros that neddential
permit parking/preferential parking is needed. Why should have 10 pay to park
in their awn neighborhoods or noed restricted parking in order %o prevent students, guests
and athlctic event spectators from parking on residential strectsion a regular basix? will
CSUN pay for permit parking 1o resolve this issue which with the Northridge

Master Plan? Will CSUN use a portinn of fees ‘ﬁ'mmdq
parking lees to anmually pay for neighborhood residential t parking/preferential
parking? |

P 3.0 There needs to be an addition made 1 the Univarsity Police Department
typical calls. On a number of accasions prior 1o January [, 2005 and in late August of
2005, remidents have been forced 10 contact CSUN police ing party noise
emanating from on# or both of the fratemity houses located on Street nesr
Etiwanda. There should be s record of & number of calls, from {15, and from other ‘
neighbors. CSUN administration should also have a record of cdli_mdnmk-
The ZBT"s and Sigma Phi Epsilon have a long history of creating both noise and trash
problems in the netghborhood to the point tha mestings were with Chief Anng
Giuvin, CSUN Public Safety Director, the Greek Advisor, J Keller, LAPL, Jim
Dellinger of Councilman Smith's office and several residents ih June 2004, The
established “registered party regulations” have been repestedly| ignored. The fraternity
problem continues 1o date, If CSUN recognizes the Crecks, thén CSUN must be wiiling
1o hold them sccountable and the property ownes of the secountahle, ensuring
that residential properties not zoned for fratemitics be well ml,m:h:llnllyr
plensing and peacefil. When will these propesties be cleancd up, maintained in a fashion

fitting the neighborhood and permanently quiet?

® ®
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These neighborhood pnbluuu:u:unpluafndvu:thiﬂﬂmmﬁmm:;
Iocated 100 close 1o residential, family oricnted neighborhonds, New student housing is
also proposed on Halsted Street st Lindley Avenve directly acioss from a gated, two story
residential community, More faculty and student housing is Marther west on
Halsied between Etiwanda Avenue and Darby Avenue also sczoss the steeet from
single family dwellings. Doubling the aumber of students fiving on campus will most
certainly compound current probiems that have remained unrepolved for decades. What
does the Public Safety Department and Student Housing plan © do concemning these

cimreni problems of zaffic, nolse, and parkmg = well s the problemy that will
definitely oceur?| Where will the parking lots/spaces he for all the proposed
Hulyted Street stodent and faculty housing? What will be the w0 those
parking areas? How many parking spaces will be provided for how many studcats, staff,
fanculty? Factoring in two vehicles per murricd facully and one vehicle per
studunt is necessary. Again, how can iraffic studies be valid when such traffic and trafTic
eireulation information is noi inchuded in the EIR? i
p- 3510 Local intersactions  Reseda at Superior has nit been mudied and Lassen
a1 White Oak has aot boun studied. Thess two neighberhood | both with
teafTic signals, handle heavy Resoda Blvd. trafTic and bandle LAUSD High School
not included in the teaffic study? ;

Recently, there has been local discussion concerning a to connect White Oak
Avenuo o the existing. gmded on/olT ramps st White Ok and 1be 118 Freeway. An
alternative norh/south thoroughlare 1o relicve the severe ion on Reseda Blvd,

may possibly be a needed mitigation in the foture. Why was this not inchuded in the
iraffic study? |

rXE17 Siudent Packing Fogs  Two paragmphs address student pasking fees
which are now cnfurced 24/7 in al] CSUN parking lots. Jo 0ol want lo pay the
igh fees so they park in neighborhoods surrounding campus, pull bikes snd skateboands
out of trunks then go 10 class. Student housing gusits do not want to pay parking fees so
they park in noighborhoods. Students have been kmown o in “cmpty looking"

driveways of private residences and block driveways. Who 1he student
parking fees ot CSUN? Can parking fees be pesewed when sepicter for classes
forcing them to prepay for parking? Can dorm residents with ¢ vehicles also pay

parking fees when puying for student housing? Will pre paying encourage students 1o
park on eampus? Will sigaificars discounts for pre paymem on campus
parking? CSUN, what do you plan to do to address and solve (his parking fee problem?

p.3.8-52  Trnsponation demand management measures | The fifteco measuncs
listed all need to be implemented. Ammm?mmmmm
also

structures may discourage students from parking in one locatian then moving their
vehicle 1o another during the day. Assigned parking spaces wi allevinte additional

vechicle trips between parking areas as students move cars to be closer (o classes thus

® ® ®  ®

®)

)
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tmwﬁuﬂudnwdumnﬂlmmmn—lrwhw
When will an assigned parking space plan be developed, implemented and
mmmmmmmmhmﬂmm
2035 meetings last year, l

p. 543 No Facultv/Sufl Housing Allernative Wd propose modifying this
and reducing the faculty/stff housing by 50%. Build half 1he gnits (250) and occupy
them fully with professors and staff before ereating a ghnst of empty twwn homes
and condos. (Ince pecupancy is full, consider the next phase.

W are requesting that the Northridge East Neighborhood Coufil form an Oversight |

Commifies taeked with monitoring, roviewing snd with CSUN
mﬁqmphnofﬂnm#dm . This
commitice must be comprised of interested Northindye ta, selected by NENC not
CSUN, living north, east, south and west of campus. Due to nmﬂ;lnmmul'iln
campus and the specific proposed construction planned sach area will have
their specific concerns with both construction and issues. This commitiee

should also contain representatives from Conacilman Smith’s and Assemblymember
l.eving's stafl. This Oversight Commitice will then repor to i
regular NENC meetings on a monthly or quarterly basis unti] donstruction has been
completed, |

Ceneral compicats op the tafljc study  We will be eager to fead the LADOT s analysia
of the study as they arc the mffic cxpers. In the 1998 EIR WIETE MUMETOUY
mitigations described 1o help alleviate or minimize traffic and problems which
were 10 be implementod by the City of 1.o% Angeles, at their Many of those
mitigations were never implemunted, due to lack of funding, failing to mitigate
the effects of the | 998 master plan ou local traffic problems. The 2005 EIR once again
includes many mitigating seps, 46 intorsections, to be taken 19 reduce the efficts of the
wm 15 CSUN planning on srranging, and funding these

Pollution and noisk are of great coneem 1o the

mmﬂmammmum
extensive increase of student bousing, relocation of cxisting
addition of new athletic space on Yelzah Avenue sd north
incrcase in the smount of poaflution and noise 50 that the communily will be
exposed 1o amounts in excess of those allowed by the SCA regulations and Los

Angeles City ordinances. Hmdmtwﬂphnmmwn;huhnummmhin

@ ©
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eompliance with these regulmions and ordinaaces! Does , the state, beliove is

does not bave Lo comply with these regulations and ondi ls the University willing
to accepl Liability for damages, i.e. personal injucy, property modice] restment,
and medical monitoring arising out of the crostion and ex; o exoessive and

levels of air and noise pollution that is described in the draft EIR ax

Duae to CSUN's role in the present Northridge traffic currently created by the
ncarly 40,000 students, faculty, employves and CSUN's desire to add 10,000 more
complexcs for 2500 students living on campus who will also have vehiclcs, 2 transit hub
and a new Valley Performing Ars Cenfer, we plan to request thin LADOT study wafTie
issues surrounding CSUN specifically Plummer Street st and Zelzah Ave,
Connecting Plummecr Street fram Reseds Bivd. to Zelvah Avene would create a much
needed east/west thoroughfare this ulmu;uﬂewhmlu

and NordbolT Strests.

—uoctecitle

Il.ﬂbmurdPWILﬂan
18136 Labrader St |
MWorthridge, CA 91325 |
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Letter 17 Robert and Patricia LoPresti, January 12, 2006

Response 17.1

Part-time commuter students and their vehicles were included in EIR calculations and analysis. Trip
calculations in the traffic study prepared for the Draft EIR considered all students, including full-time
students and equivalent part-time students. FTE refers to full-time equivalent, not full-time enrolled, as
this comment indicates. Please refer to page 3.0-1 of the Draft EIR, Section 3.0, Project Description,
footnote number 1, which defines full-time equivalent. As stated in footnote number 1, “Whereas
headcount simply accounts for the number of students enrolled, for master planning and academic
planning purposes, CSUN utilizes the full-time equivalent (FTE), unit of measurement to calculate
enrollment. One FTE is defined as one student taking 15 course units, which represents a full course
load. Students taking fewer course units are considered to constitute a fraction of an FTE (10 course units
= .66 FTE), whereas students taking more than 15 course units constitute more than one FTE (20 units =

1.33 FTEs).”

Response 17.2

The commenter’s preference for the Reduced FTE Alternative or a Reduced Faculty/Staff Housing
Alternative is noted for the record and will be considered by the Board of Trustees of CSU. This
comment does not raise any issues related to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further

response is required.

Response 17.3

CEQA requires that related projects considered in an EIR be current as of the date of the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for the EIR. The California State University, Northridge Master Plan Draft EIR NOP
was issued in May 2005. The Wal-Mart project was proposed subsequent to that date; since then,
however, the project application has been withdrawn by Wal-Mart.

There are three projects proposed in the vicinity of Nordhoff Street, Prairie Street, Shirley Avenue, and
Corbin Avenue: a Lowes store; a mixed-use residential/retail project (District at Northridge); and an
independent living/assisted living/residential project (SRC/Homeplace). The Lowes project was

approved by the Los Angeles City Planning Commission in June 2005. The District at Northridge project

California State University, Northridge 3.0-111 2005 Master Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

was originally filed in October 2005 and was refiled in February 2006, and has not yet been approved.
The SRC/Homeplace project was filed in December 2005 and has not yet been approved. These projects
were subsequent to the California State University, Northridge Master Plan EIR NOP date, and were not
included in the list of projects provided by the City in the spring of 2005 for use in the CSUN EIR.

Even if these projects had been included, however, based on a review of projected operating conditions
and the level of incremental impact caused by the California State University, Northridge Master Plan
project at the study intersections, the conclusions of the Draft EIR in regards to significance of California

State University, Northridge Master Plan traffic impacts would be unchanged.

It should also be noted that, due to the 30-year planning horizon for the California State University,
Northridge Master Plan, future cumulative traffic projections for the year 2035 were developed in the
Draft EIR traffic study based on long-term growth projections from the Southern California Associated
Government (SCAG) regional travel demand forecasting model. Because the SCAG regional model data
used to develop the background growth factors already assumes population and employment growth
throughout the Los Angeles metropolitan area including in the Northridge area, only larger specific
projects that could be beyond the level of growth already inherent in the SCAG projections for the
Northridge area and known at the time of the EIR NOP were included in the related projects analysis in
the Draft EIR traffic study. Future projects not explicitly included on the related projects list could
nevertheless be an element of the long-term traffic growth anticipated in the area based on the SCAG

model.

Moreover, as stated in Topical Response 1, Environmental Review, additional environmental review of
Master Plan projects will be undertaken as each project proposed under the Master Plan is implemented,

to determine whether the potential exists for any new, significant environmental impacts.

At that time, the evaluation of existing conditions (in this case, traffic conditions) would necessarily take
into account the effects of any new projects that have become operational since the 2005 Master Plan EIR

was prepared.

Subsequent analysis would also take into account any new related projects (i.e., reasonably foreseeable
past, present, and future proposed projects) that could affect the determination of Master Plan project-

related contributions to cumulative impacts.
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Response 17.4

In the event that California courts modify a CSU University’s obligation under existing law with respect
to the funding of off-site improvements, CSUN, will comply with the law in accordance with CSU system

directives.

CSUN is required by law to implement the mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR as a condition
of project approval and EIR certification by the Board of Trustees. A MMRP has been developed and
must be adopted at the same time the project is approved and the EIR certified, and identifies all project

mitigation measures, timing of implementation, and responsible oversight agency.

Response 17.5

As stated in the comment letter, the Draft EIR concluded that construction noise impacts would be
significant and unavoidable due to the proximity of sensitive receptors on-campus and off site. Please
refer to Section 3.4, Noise, of the Draft EIR. The Board of Trustees of CSU will consider the significant
impacts identified in the Draft EIR and weigh these impacts against the economic, legal, social,

technological, and other benefits of the project.

The comment also questions how the University will communicate with the residential community when
subjected to the noise and air pollution, if regulations and City ordinances are not being followed by the
contractors onsite. As per Mitigation Measure NOISE-4 and the City of Los Angeles Noise ordinance, the
University shall post signs prior to construction activities with a phone number for residents to call with
noise complaints. In addition, complaints may be directed to the University Office of Facilities Planning,
Design and Construction at (818) 677-2561. Mitigation Measure NOISE-4 has been amended to reflect this
information. The Mitigation Monitoring Plan will ensure that this mitigation measure is implemented

prior to construction activities on the site.

A MMRP has been developed for the project. The MMRP identifies the mitigation measure, phase during
which the mitigation measure is required, the person or agency responsible for ensuring the mitigation
measure is implemented, and the frequency of monitoring/reporting. Implementation of the MMRP will
ensure that regulations and City ordinances are followed by the contractors on site. For construction-
related Mitigation Measures AIR-1 through AIR-3, the Staff Architect, Construction Engineer and
Campus Construction Manager will be responsible for ensuring that construction-related mitigation
measures are implemented throughout the pre-construction and construction phases. For construction-

related Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 through NOISE-5, the Campus Project Manager and Construction
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Engineer will be responsible for ensuring that construction-related mitigation measures are implemented

throughout the construction phase.

Response 17.6

The Parking Demand Reduction program is discussed on page 3.8-51 in 3.8, Traffic of the Draft EIR. The

following measures comprise the program. When each measure will be implemented is also provided.
Expansion of the on-campus tram system, Phase I (2005-2009).

The campus tram system would be expanded to include an additional route. The current tram operates
between the University Park student housing just south of Lassen Street and the campus core,
terminating near the University Student Union (USU). The second route would operate as a loop on East
University Drive (Lindley Avenue), North University Drive (Plummer Street), West University Drive
(Etiwanda Avenue), and the campus roadway along the north side of Nordhoff Street between East and
West University Drives. The existing and proposed tram routes are shown in Figure 3.8-11 of the Draft

EIR.
Construction of Multimodal Transit Center, Phase I (2005-2009).

The Multimodal Transit Center would include a bus stop, tram stop, Metrolink pick-up and bicycle
storage. The transit center would serve bus routes operated by the MTA that would travel to the transit
center via either Prairie Street from Reseda Boulevard or via Darby Avenue from Nordhoff Street. The
transit center would serve as a connection point between the public bus system, the expanded on-campus

tram system, and the University Metrolink shuttle.
New Metro Rapid bus stop on Nordhoff Street at Lindley Avenue, 2006.

The MTA is planning to implement Metro Rapid bus service on a route that includes Reseda Boulevard
from Ventura Boulevard to Nordhoff Street, Nordhoff Street east of Reseda Boulevard past the University
campus to Woodley Avenue, and eventually via Sepulveda Boulevard, Brand Boulevard, and San

Fernando Road to the Sylmar Metrolink station.
Other demand management measures throughout Master Plan implementation.

Pages 3.8-52 and 3.8-54 list demand management measures that may be implemented throughout Master
Plan implementation. As implementation of the Master Plan proceeds, the precise combination and

nature of the measures to be implemented will be determined. The Master Plan will also include a
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monitoring program to evaluate parking utilization, transit ridership, and average vehicle ridership
(AVR) on a periodic basis to determine the extent to which the desired demand reduction is being

achieved.

Table 3.8-15 in the Draft EIR shows parking demand with and without implementation of the Parking
Demand Reduction program. As shown in Table 3.8-15, with an expected 12.5 percent reduction
associated with the Parking Demand Reduction Program, demand would be reduced from 19,760 to
17,413 when a parking contingency is accounted for. As the Master Plan would provide a total of 17,528
parking spaces, 16,991 on-campus and 537 off-campus, under 2035 conditions, the overall result is a

surplus of 115 spaces.

Response 17.7

This comment does not raise any issues related to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. It is noted for

the record and will be considered by the Board of Trustees of CSU. No further response is required.

Response 17.8

Please refer to Topical Response 1, Environmental Review, for a discussion of future Master Plan project

environmental compliance requirements and associated public review and comment opportunities.

As stated Topical Response 1, the Master Plan is intended predominantly as a guide for long-term land
and building use; it identifies what facilities will be needed to accommodate growth over the next 30
years and where those facilities should be located. As such, the Master Plan cannot accurately predict,
and therefore does not contain, details concerning every project proposed under all of the Master Plan
phases. Because of the long-term nature of the Master Plan, the precise nature, size, and location of all
the proposed programs and facilities cannot be accurately projected at this time and any such projections

would be speculative at best.

As the Master Plan is implemented, specific buildings and facilities, including playfields and other
recreational facilities, will be designed, and information regarding building location, size, open space,
lighting, and circulation and parking will be developed. Additional environmental review of Master Plan
projects will be undertaken as each project proposed under the Master Plan is implemented, to determine
whether the potential exists for any new, significant environmental impacts. This additional review will
comply with the requirements of CEQA and, as appropriate, will include public noticing and

opportunities for public comment on the specific project proposals.
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For example, the design for faculty/staff housing in the North Campus has not yet been developed. At
such time as design development for that project is undertaken, additional environmental review of
potential associated impacts will be required under CEQA. Should that process of environmental review,
or compliance, determine that the potential exists for new, significant impacts not anticipated in the
Master Plan Draft EIR, then the appropriate environmental documentation will be prepared, public
noticing conducted, and public review opportunities provided as required by law. (See Topical

Response 3, Faculty/Staff Housing, for more discussion of this particular Master Plan project).

The conceptual driveway location on Lassen Street for parking structure PS-F9 is shown in Chapter 4 of
the Master Plan, in Figure 4], Vehicle Circulation and Parking Plan, on page 89, and in Figure 4FF,
University Park Student Housing, on page 116, as well as in the Draft EIR in Section 3.8,
Transportation/ Traffic, in Figure 3.8-11, Vehicle Circulation and Parking Plan, on page 3.8-11. Should
this driveway be located several feet to the east or west during preparation of final building plans, the
traffic and circulation conclusions reached in Section 3.8, Transportation/Traffic of the Draft EIR would
remain the same. This is because the number of parking spaces in the structure and location of the
driveway on Lassen Street would not change; therefore, the same number of cars that would utilize the
structure and the location of ingress/egress on Lassen Street would remain the same as that analyzed in

the Draft EIR.

Response 17.9

Please refer to Topical Response 1, Environmental Review, for a discussion of future Master Plan project
environmental compliance requirements and associated public review and comment opportunities. As
Phase 1 and 2 projects are developed, specific buildings will be designed and information regarding
building location, size, open space, and circulation and parking will be developed. Upon completion of
conceptual design documents, the University will update interested community members-including the

Northridge East Neighborhood Council on the status and details of the Phase 1 project.

Response 17.10

Please refer to the Response to Comment 17.9. No design documents would be available prior to the
March 2006 Board of Trustees meeting; therefore, a community meeting prior to the March 2006 Board of

Trustees meeting is not possible.
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Response 17.11

Please refer to the Topical Response 6, Recreation. As stated there, the playing field at the north end of
campus is intended for instructional purposes and intercollegiate athletic events. Parking for the playing
field at the north end of campus would be provided in the existing surface parking lot located east of the
field, as shown in Figure 3.8-11, Vehicle Circulation and Parking Plan, on page 3.8-2 of the Draft EIR.
This lot provides approximately 140 parking stalls, and is accessible from Zelzah Avenue. During
intercollegiate athletic events, parking would be available in other on-campus surface lots and structures,
and an on-campus shuttle would be utilized as needed to transport attendees between the field and the

parking areas.

Response 17.12

Please refer to Topical Response 6, Recreation. As stated there, as the Master Plan is implemented,
specific buildings and facilities, including playfields and other recreational facilities, will be designed,
and information regarding building location, size, open space, lighting, and circulation and parking will
be developed. As discussed in Topical Response 1, Environmental Review Process, additional
environmental review of Master Plan projects will be undertaken as each project proposed under the
Master Plan is implemented, to determine whether the potential exists for any new, significant
environmental impacts. This additional review will comply with the requirements of CEQA and, as
appropriate, will include public noticing and opportunities for public comment on the specific project
proposals. The playing field at the north end of campus is proposed as part of Phase 2. Field amenities
are expected to include equipment storage, restrooms, and nighttime lighting all of which currently exist
and are in use at the playfield at the north end of campus. A new stadium is not proposed for the

playfield at the north end of campus.

Response 17.13

Please refer to Topical Response 6, Recreation. As stated there, the playing field at the north end of
campus is intended for instructional purposes and intercollegiate athletic events. Such uses and
intercollegiate events would be consistent with instructional and intercollegiate athletic events that
currently take place elsewhere on campus. Permanent seating in the form of bleachers currently exists at

this location.

As stated in Topical Response 6, parking for this field would be provided in the existing surface parking
lot located east of the field, as shown in Figure 3.8-11, Vehicle Circulation and Parking Plan, on page 3.8-2
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of the Draft EIR. This lot provides approximately 140 parking stalls, and is accessible from Zelzah
Avenue. During intercollegiate athletic events, parking would be available in other on-campus surface
lots and structures, and an on-campus shuttle would be utilized as needed to transport attendees between

the field and the parking areas.

The University Park Student Housing is discussed in the Master Plan in Chapter 6, Design Guidelines,
Section 6.2.8, University Park Student Housing. As stated there, the buildings are all expected to be a

maximum of 4 stories or 60 feet in height.

Response 17.14

Four infill buildings housing a total of 896 students are proposed within Precinct 6, University Park
Housing. The first building is proposed for Phase 1, the second and third buildings are proposed for
Phase 2, and the fourth building is proposed for Phase 3. Please refer to Topical Response 1,
Environmental Review, for a discussion of future Master Plan project environmental compliance
requirements and associated public review and comment opportunities. As projects are developed,
specific buildings will be designed and information regarding building size and height, open space, and

circulation and parking will be developed.

Response 17.15

Please refer to the Response to Comment 17.14. Open space amenities proposed for Precinct 6,
University Park Housing will be developed as projects within Precinct 6 are developed. Precinct 6 is
shown in greater detail in Chapter 4 of the Master Plan, in Figure 4FF, University Park Student Housing,
on page 116. Outdoor open space for informal activities intended to strengthen the campus residential
community as a whole is proposed for Precinct 6. Adequate facilities to meet outdoor activity space

needs will be incorporated in the project design.

Response 17.16

Please refer to the Response to Comment 17.8. The conceptual driveway location on Lassen Street for
parking structure PS-F9 is shown in the Master Plan in Figure 4], Vehicle Circulation and Parking Plan,
on page 89, and in Figure 4FF, University Park Student Housing, on page 116, as well as in the Draft EIR
in Section 3.8, Transportation/ Traffic, in Figure 3.8-11, Vehicle Circulation and Parking Plan, on page 3.8-
11. Pedestrian access to parking structure PS-F9 would be available at the driveway and at the four

corners of the structure, similar to pedestrian access to existing parking structures. This structure is
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proposed for construction during Phase 2, when the second and third housing buildings are proposed for
construction. The design of the first phase of student housing will include a detailed analysis of parking
requirements and will provide a parking plan for the resident population both during construction and

after occupancy. Adequate facilities to meet parking needs will be incorporated in the project design.

The comment states that students and their guests playing loud music on neighborhood streets and
activation of car alarms at night are disturbing. As indicated in Section 3.6, Public Services, of the Draft
EIR, off-campus police protection services and on-campus calls for felony offenses are provided by the
LAPD. The Devonshire Area Community Police Station provides service to the project area. The
University Police Department (LAPD), which is a part of the University Department of Public Safety,
provides police protection services on campus, and has only limited jurisdiction or authority with regard
to off-campus incidents that occur within a 1-mile radius of campus. The University Police Department
does not have jurisdiction for parking enforcement issues off-campus. The University Police Department
Patrol Operations Division provides 24-hour patrol of University property, buildings, parking lots, and
residence halls. All laws and codes of the state and the United States are enforced on the campus,
including regulations the University establishes to administer the campus community. Because
maintaining public safety is a crucial, the University would provide sufficient funding to support the
acquisition of additional staff and equipment, gradually, during Master Plan implementation. As stated
above, the University has limited jurisdiction over incidents that occur off-campus. However, the
University would maintain its strong relationship with the LAPD in order to provide a safe environment

both on campus and in the surrounding area.

The vehicle circulation and parking plan is shown in Chapter 4 of the Master Plan, in Figure 4], Vehicle
Circulation and Parking Plan, on page 89 and in the Draft EIR in Section 3.8, Transportation/ Traffic, in
Figure 3.8-11, Vehicle Circulation and Parking Plan, on page 3.8-11. As shown, primary access for
parking structure PS-F9 would be on Lassen Street . The other parking structures and lots would be
accessible from Zelzah and Darby Avenues, West University, East University, North University, and

Matador Drives and Halsted, Plummer, Vicennes, Prairie, and Nordhoff Streets.

With regard to the provision of parking lot entrances/exits on Lindley Avenue across from homes on
Lindley Avenue, the design has not yet been finalized. The elimination of driveways may not comply
with the requirements of the Fire Department; as the design for this area of the campus is finalized, the
Fire Department will be consulted. As discussed in Topical Response 1, Environmental Review Process,
additional environmental review of Master Plan projects will be undertaken as each project proposed
under the Master Plan is implemented, to determine whether the potential exists for any new, significant

environmental impacts. This additional review will comply with the requirements of CEQA and, as
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appropriate, will include public noticing and opportunities for public comment on the specific project

proposals.

Response 17.17

See Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking, Parking, for a discussion on the provision of parking within the

2005 Master Plan.

Response 17.18

The comment identifies existing student housing parking impacts on residential neighborhoods. As
stated in Section 15126.2 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant
environmental effects of the proposed project. In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the
environment, the lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physical
conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, at the time
environmental analysis is commenced.” Existing parking supplies are not, by definition, significant
environmental effects of the proposed Master Plan, and were appropriately evaluated as part of the

existing conditions discussion in Section 3.8.3, Traffic, of the Draft EIR.

Response 17.19

The campus parking program is a self-sustaining unit that is not supported by campus general funds.
Parking fees are the primary source of revenue for the parking program and are required to fund
personnel and operating costs, maintenance, and debt service for construction of parking facilities.

Parking fees are established at rates required to sustain the program.

Many students, including residents and commuters, do not park vehicles on campus. Requiring the
purchase of a parking permit by all students (or all student housing residents) would impose an
unnecessary financial burden on many students. Further more, this would encourage the increased use
of vehicles and would be detrimental to the Master Plan goal of reducing vehicle trips and increasing the

use of public transportation.

Response 17.20

See Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking, Parking, for discussion of provisions for parking within the

2005 Master Plan.
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Response 17.21

The comment identifies existing student housing parking impacts on Lassen Street. As stated in Section
15126.2(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental
effects of the proposed project. In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the
lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physical conditions in the
affected area as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental
analysis is commenced.” Existing parking supplies are not, by definition, significant environmental
effects of the proposed Master Plan, and were appropriately evaluated as part of the existing conditions

discussion in Section 3.8.3, Traffic, of the Draft EIR.

See Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking, Parking for a discussion on the provision of parking within the

2005 Master Plan.

Response 17.22

Please refer to Topical Response 6, Recreation. As stated there, as the Master Plan is implemented,
specific buildings and facilities, including playfields and other recreational facilities, will be designed,
and information regarding building location, size, open space, lighting, and circulation and parking will
be developed. Additional environmental review of Master Plan projects will be undertaken as each
project proposed under the Master Plan is implemented, to determine whether the potential exists for any
new, significant environmental impacts. This additional review will comply with the requirements of
CEQA and, as appropriate, will include public noticing and opportunities for public comment on the
specific project proposals. The playing field at the north end of campus is proposed as part of Phase 2.
Field amenities are expected to include equipment storage, restrooms, and nighttime lighting, all of

which currently exist and are in use at this location.

Response 17.23

As per Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 and Section 41.40 of the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance,
construction operations shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday,
and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays and holidays. No construction operations shall be permitted on
Sundays. Therefore, construction activities are periodic and do not last all day. In addition, construction
activities have a defined duration with a start and end date. Therefore, impacts associated with

construction activities are considered shortterm.
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The comment questions how residents will be able to communicate with on-site contractors and the
University administrators, if the City Zoning Ordinance is not being followed. As per Mitigation
Measure NOISE-4 and the City of Los Angeles Noise ordinance, the University shall post signs prior to
construction activities with a phone number for residents to call with noise complaints. In addition,
complaints may be directed to the University Office of Facilities Planning, Design and Construction at
(818) 677-2561. Mitigation Measure NOISE-4 has been amended to reflect this information. The MMRP

will ensure that this mitigation measure is implemented prior to construction activities on the site.

Response 17.24

The comment identifies existing impacts on residential neighborhoods such as, dorm noise student traffic
onto residential streets and students exceeding the speed limits along residential streets. As stated in
Section 15126.2(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant
environmental effects of the proposed project. In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the
environment, the lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physical
conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, at the time
environmental analysis is commenced.” Given that the existing impacts are not significant
environmental effects of the proposed Master Plan, the Draft EIR did not analyze existing impacts in

addition to impacts associated with the Master Plan.

The comment also states adverse effects from noise generated by students and guests who attend parties
on Lindley Avenue and music from cars entering and existing student housing areas. As stated in the
Response to Comment 17.16 above, off-campus police protection services and on-campus calls for felony
offenses are provided by the LAPD. The Devonshire Area Community Police Station provides service to
the project area. The University Police Department, which is a part of the University Department of
Public Safety, provides police protection services on campus, and has only limited jurisdiction or
authority with regard to off-campus incidents that occur within a one-mile radius of campus. The
University Police Department does not have jurisdiction for parking enforcement issues off-campus. The
University Police Department Patrol Operations Division provides 24-hour patrol of University property,
buildings, parking lots, and residence halls. All laws and codes of the state and the United States are
enforced on the campus, including regulations the University establishes to administer the campus
community. Because maintaining public safety is a crucial objective, the University would provide
sufficient funding to support the acquisition of additional staff and equipment, gradually and as needed,
during Master Plan implementation. As stated above, the University has limited jurisdiction with regard
to incidents that occur off-campus. However, the University would maintain its strong relationship with

the LAPD in order to provide a safe environment both on campus and in the surrounding area.
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With regard to off-campus parking issues, the use of state funding for University Police is restricted to the
scope of mandated University Police responsibilities. During the Dec. 22, 2005 Northridge East
Neighborhood Council meeting attended by William Jennings and Colin Donahue of CSUN, Councilman
Smith suggested the possibility of a parking fine revenue sharing agreement between the LAPD and the
University that would provide non-state funding to cover expanded University Police parking
enforcement in the neighborhoods adjacent to the campus. The University is willing to discuss the

feasibility of this type of arrangement with the Councilman and the LAPD.

With regard to fraternity and sorority housing, the Greek houses are private facilities; therefore, the
University has no jurisdictional control over off-campus private housing. There is also no way to

mandate that fraternities and sororities pay for and reside in campus-designated housing.

The responsibility and authority for CSUN, to pay for off-site improvements, including the provision of
permitted parking in neighborhoods adjacent to the campus, as discussed in Topical Response 7,
Traffic/Parking, Off-Site Roadway Improvements. There are legal limitations on CSU regarding the
commitment of funds for off-site improvements to local streets, roadways, highways, and freeways that
arise from the proposed construction and development of “projects” on a campus within the CSU system.
The provision of permitted parking in neighborhoods adjacent to the campus falls within the category of
improvements for which legal limitations prohibit the CSU’s financial involvement. CSU has specific
powers to mitigate significant environmental impacts that occur within its jurisdiction (i.e., on the various
campuses), but limited powers for those effects that occur outside of the various campus sites. Because of
these legal limitations, it is not feasible for CSU to mitigate certain off-site impacts. Neither CSU nor any
CSU campus has the jurisdiction to construct improvements beyond campus boundaries as mitigation for
avoiding or minimizing impacts to campus development projects. Please refer to Topical Response 7,
Traffic/Parking, Off-Site Roadway Improvements, for more information regarding the CSU’s

responsibility with regard to off-site mitigation.

Response 17.25

With regard to impacts on adjacent residential neighborhoods, please refer to the Response to Comment

17.24. As stated therein, the University has no jurisdictional control over off-campus private housing

The comment identifies existing traffic, noise, and parking impacts on residential neighborhoods, such as
dorm noise, student traffic on residential streets, and students exceeding the speed limits along
residential streets. As stated in Section 15126.2 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “An EIR shall identify and
focus on the significant environmental effects of the proposed project. In assessing the impact of a
proposed project on the environment, the lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes
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in the existing physical conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is
published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced.” Given that the existing impacts are not
significant environmental effects of the proposed Master Plan, the Draft EIR did not analyze existing

impacts in addition to impacts associated with the Master Plan.

Response 17.26

See Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking, Parking for a discussion of the provision of parking within the

2005 Master Plan.
See Topical Response 3, Faculty/Staff Housing, for a discussion of this component of the Master Plan.

With regard to ingress/egress to student housing along Halsted Street, access would be provided via
Plummer and Halsted Streets as indicated in Figure 4], Vehicle Circulation and Parking Plan, of the
Master Plan. The University would plan the circulation pattern within the surface lot to prohibit the use

of the lot by commuters as a by-pass between Halsted and Plummer Streets.

Regarding traffic study methodology, future parking demand for the campus was estimated using peak
demand ratios empirically developed specifically for the campus by user group (e.g. commuter students,
students in on-campus housing, faculty/staff). As explained in Chapter VII of the traffic study prepared
for the Draft EIR, a ratio of 0.63 spaces per bed was used for students in student housing, based on
empirical surveys conducted at the University as part of the California State University, Northridge, Parking
Feasibility Study (Kaku Associates, Inc.,, February 2001). Separated parking for faculty/staff housing will
be provided as part of the faculty/staff housing, with sufficient parking provided to accommodate needs

based on City parking code requirements and/or demand studies specific to the uses.

Response 17.27

See Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking, Vehicle Circulation, for a discussion of the scope of roadways

and intersections studied in the Draft EIR.

Response 17.28

See Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking, Vehicle Circulation, for a discussion of the scope of roadways

and intersections studied in the Draft EIR.
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Response 17.29

The campus parking program is a self-sustaining unit that is not supported by campus general funds.
Parking fees are the primary source of revenue for the parking program and are required to fund
personnel and operating costs, maintenance, and debt service for construction of parking facilities.
Parking fees are established at rates required to sustain the program. Many students, including residents
and commuters, do not park vehicles on campus. Requiring the purchase of a parking permit by all
students (or all student housing residents) would impose an unnecessary financial burden on many
students. Further more, this would encourage the increased use of vehicles and would be detrimental to

the Master Plan goal of reducing vehicle trips and increasing the use of public transportation.

Response 17.30

See Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking, Parking for a discussion on the manner in which the parking
demand reduction program will be monitored and modified over the course of Master Plan

implementation.

With regard to assigned parking, the University is considering implementation of an assigned parking
program when campus parking supply has reached a sufficient distribution throughout the campus to
allow such a program to operate successfully. The comment is noted for the record and will be

considered by the Board of Trustees.

Response 17.31

Please refer to the Response to Comment 14.8 for a detailed discussion of alternatives. As stated in
Response to Comment 14.8, an alternatives analysis is provided in Section 5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft
EIR. The EIR analyzes three alternatives, which are discussed in detail in Section 5.0, Alternatives. The
three alternatives are the No Project Alternative, which is discussed on pages 5.0-4 through 5.0-9; the
Reduced FTE Alternative, which is discussed on pages 5.0-9 through 5.0-14; and the No Faculty/Staff
Housing Alternative, which is discussed on pages 5.0-14 through 5.0-20. This selection of alternatives
provides the University with a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives, and is more than

adequate to provide the University with the ability to make a "reasoned choice" as required by CEQA.

The University has explained the reasons for eliminating alternatives on pages 5.0-3 thorough 5.0-4. To
develop the final 2005 Master Plan, the University initiated an 18-month-long collaborative process

involving the academic and administrative campus communities and the local Northridge community, in
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

order to ascertain the campus’s needs over the next 30 years. A number of project alternatives were
initially evaluated in an effort to reduce significant environmental effects associated with the proposed
project. The alternatives considered a number of arrangements of Master Plan components (primarily
University academic, administrative, housing, and recreational facilities) across campus, in attempts to
co-locate complementary uses and distribute support services, housing, and parking facilities where they

were most needed or appropriately sited.

Two reduced faculty/staff housing alternatives were considered by the University and are discussed on

pages 5.0-3 and 5.0-4.

One alternative considered and rejected, Scenario B contemplated fewer faculty housing units (325)
concentrated along Lindley Avenue, concentration of student housing in the campus core, developing 51
net acres of play fields, and concentrating play fields along Zelzah. This scenario was rejected because of
the need for more faculty/staff housing to aid in employee recruitment; to concentrate academic facilities
in the academic core; and to use more of the developable campus land for buildings as opposed to open

space or recreational facilities.

A second alternative considered and rejected, Scenario C contemplated 3,300 student beds (700 more than
under the final 2005 Master Plan), 330 faculty/staff dwelling units, 5,540 parking spaces concentrated
along Zelzah Avenue, and 48 acres of playfields. Elements of this scenario were rejected because of the
need for more faculty /staff housing to aid in employee recruitment; the potential for vehicular circulation
problems on campus and on Zelzah Avenue associated with parking concentrated on Zelzah Avenue,

among other reasons.

For these reasons, a reduced faculty/staff housing alternatives was not considered in detail in the Draft

EIR.

Response 17.32

The mission of the campus is to provide higher education to the people of the State of California. The
physical campus Master Plan provides a framework for development of facilities required to support this
mission. Since campus facility development is driven by student enrollment and pedagogical
requirements, the Trustees maintain sole responsible for facility planning and development activities. In
addition to complying with all environmental requirements under CEQA, the campus will continue to
inform the community regarding project development and will be more than willing to respond to

inquiries from any interested community member or group regarding design and construction activities
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

for any given component of the Master Plan. For this reason, formation of an oversight committed by the

Northridge East Neighborhood Council and the University is not needed.

Response 17.33

See Topical Response 7, Traffic/Parking, Off-Site Roadway Improvements, for a discussion of

University authority to impose off-site mitigation measures.

Response 17.34

Section 3.4, Noise, of the Draft EIR identified Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 through NOISE-7 which are
intended to reduce Master Plan buildout construction noise impacts on surrounding residential uses and
reduce operational noise impacts to on-campus uses to the extent feasible. Section 3.4.9, Unavoidable
Significant Impacts/Impacts After Mitigation, concluded that even with the implementation of the
required mitigation measures, construction noise impacts would be significant and unavoidable because
of the proximity of sensitive receptors on-campus and off site. However, construction noise impacts
would be short term in duration and would not constitute a substantial contribution to cumulatively
considerable noise impacts. Operational noise impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels
with mitigation and would not constitute a substantial contribution to cumulatively considerable noise
impacts. Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 through NOISE-2 and NOISE-4 are in accordance with the City of
Los Angeles Noise ordinance and the Mitigation Monitoring Plan shall ensure that the mitigation
measures are implemented prior to development on site. Per Mitigation Measure NOISE-4 and the City
of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, the University shall post signs prior to construction activities with a
phone number for residents to call with noise complaints. In addition, complaints may be directed to the
University Office of Facilities Planning, Design and Construction at (818) 677-2561. Mitigation Measure
NOISE-4 has been amended to reflect this information.

The CSU Board of Trustees will consider the significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR and weigh
these impacts against the economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits of the project at the

public hearing.

A MMRP has been developed for the project. The MMRP identifies the mitigation measure, phase during
which the mitigation measure is required, the person or agency responsible for ensuring the mitigation
measure is implemented, and the frequency of monitoring/reporting. Implementation of the MMRP will
ensure that regulations and City ordinances are followed by the contractors on site. For construction-

related Mitigation Measures AIR-1 through AIR-3, the Staff Architect, Construction Engineer and
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses to Comments

Campus Construction Manager will be responsible for ensuring that construction-related mitigation
measures are implemented throughout the pre-construction and construction phases. For construction-
related Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 through NOISE-5, the Campus Project Manager and Construction
Engineer will be responsible for ensuring that construction-related mitigation measures are implemented

throughout the construction phase.

Response 17.35

The comment states that a request will be made to LADOT to study traffic issues surrounding the
University, specifically Plummer Street at Reseda Boulevard and Zelzah Avenue. It is noted for the

record and will be considered by the CSU Board of Trustees. No further response is required.

See the Response to Comments 9.10 for a discussion of the feasibility and effectiveness of extending

Plummer Avenue through the campus.
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4.0 REVISED DRAFT EIR TEXT

41 INTRODUCTION

This section contains the revised pages of the Draft EIR. Whenever applicable, response to comments
have been incorporated into the text of the Draft EIR. All new text appears in “double underline type,”
and all deleted text appears in “Strikethrough” type. Additionally, revisions are indicated by a revision
bar in the margin of the page.

The following pages from the Draft EIR have been modified in response to comments or due to minor

University staff edits:
1.0-22
1.0-23
1.0-26
2.0-7
2.0-34
3.3-13
3.4-10
3.4-35
3.10-6
3.10-10
7.0-2
7.0-4
7.0-9
7.0-10

7.0-11
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1.0 Introduction and Executive Summary

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Project Impact After Mitigation

3.3 Hazards & Hazardous Materials (continued)

California State University, Northridge,

HAZ-2:

HAZ-3:

If a proposed project site is listed as a
contaminated site and poses a significant
threat to the public and/or the environment, in
accordance with Mitigation Measure HAZ-1,
or if site contamination is known or believed to
exist by CSUN, CSUN shall, as necessary,
conduct a Phase I environmental assessment of
that site. Based on the results of the Phase I
environmental assessment, in conjunction with
the LARWQCB and/or DTSC, CSUN and the
agency(s) shall determine whether or not
additional investigation is needed on the
proposed project site. The results of each
investigation shall be shared with the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(LARWQCB) and/or the California State
Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC),_as well as the City of Los Angeles
Environmental Affairs Department.

If additional study is deemed to be needed and
CSUN intends to proceed with the proposed
project, additional investigation of the site
shall be conducted in compliance with the
requirements set forth by either LARWQCB or
DTSC. The environmental evaluation shall
include review of the historical use of the
property, field sampling and analysis,
estimates the potential threat to public health,
and assesses potential impacts from off-site
sources to the project. Based on review of the
additional environmental assessment, either
LARWQCB or DTSC would then make a
decision on the potential risks posed by the
site. This determination shall include one of
three options: (1) further investigation is
needed through additional more intensive
investigations, (2) a removal action is needed;
a cleanup agreement would be made between
either LARWQCB or DTSC and CSUN, or (3)
No Further Action is needed on the site.

1.0-22

Less than significant.

Less than significant.
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1.0 Introduction and Executive Summary

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Project Impact After Mitigation

3.3 Hazards & Hazardous Materials (continued)

The CSUN Master Plan would not interfere with the
CSUN Department of Public Safety’s and/or the
Environmental Health and Safety Office’s emergency
preparedness recommendations and/or campus
emergency response and evacuation procedures.
CSUN’s  Department of Public Safety and
Environmental Health and Safety Office would review
and update all emergency preparedness
recommendations and campus emergency response and
evacuation procedures to reflect changes in campus
layout through implementation of the proposed Master
Plan.

California State University, Northridge,

HAZ-4: If removal action is required, CSUN shall take
necessary steps to ensure proper handling of
hazardous materials removed from the site
and minimize the potential risks in accordance
with the requirements of the public health
oversight agency (LARWQCB or DTSC)._ In
accordance with the requirements of these
agencies, the appropriate agencies and City of
Los Angeles departments shall be notified of
the presence of, and removal actions plans for,
hazardous materials on the campus.

HAZ-5: CSUN shall incorporate information regarding

site investigations in subsequent

environmental review documents prepared for
specific projects, which shall be available to the
public for review and comment as required by

CEQA. The public has the opportunity to

review the site-specific investigations through

either LARWQCB’s or DTSC’s public review
process.

No mitigation measures are required.

1.0-23

Less than significant.

Less than significant.

Less than significant.
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1.0 Introduction and Executive Summary

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Project Impact After Mitigation

3.4 Noise (continued)

The daily transport of construction workers to and from
the project site is expected to cause temporary increases
in noise levels along project roadways; however, this
traffic would not be a substantial percentage of daily
volumes in the area and, thus, would not increase levels
by more than 3 dB(A).

California State University, Northridge,

NOISE-3:

NOISE-4:

NOISE-5:

Equipment used for project construction
shall be hydraulically- or electrically-
powered impact tools (e.g., jack hammers)
wherever possible to avoid noise associated
with  compressed air exhaust from
pneumatically powered tools. Where use of
pneumatically-powered tools is
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the
compressed air exhaust shall be used. A
mulffler could lower noise levels from the
exhaust by up to about 10 dB(A). External
jackets on the tools themselves shall be used
where feasible; this could achieve a
reduction of 5 dB(A). Quieter procedures
shall be used (such as drilling rather than
impact equipment) wherever feasible. The
project applicant shall require construction
contractors to ensure that construction
equipment is fitted with sound reduction
equipment, per manufacturer’s
specifications.

As per the City of Los Angeles Noise
ordinance, CSUN shall post signs prior to
construction activities with a phone number
for residents to call with noise complaints.
In addition, complaints may be directed to
the University Office of Facilities Planning,
Design and Construction at (818) 677-2561.

Prior to construction, noise barriers with a
sound transmission coefficient (STC) that
would attenuate noise levels at off-site noise
sensitive uses for all construction phases
shall be specified by an acoustical engineer.

No mitigation measures are required.

1.0-26

Significant and unavoidable.

Significant and unavoidable.

Significant and unavoidable.

Less than significant.
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2.0 Project Description

Services facility are located at the center of campus, with academic programs housed in buildings
throughout the south campus. University administration offices are located on the western edge of
campus next to the Prairie Avenue entry, one of the more prominent gateways to campus. Playfields,
instructional fields, and athletic facilities, including tennis courts and a track, are concentrated along the
eastern edge of campus and in the north campus. The north campus remains largely devoted to student

housing and additional athletic facilities, including the stadium.

Campus playfields total approximately 40 acres. Additional open space throughout campus includes
quadrangles and greens, landscaped areas associated with buildings and roadways, and the Orange

Grove in the campus’ southeast quadrant.

Three multi-level parking structures are distributed across the campus, together with six surface parking

lots. A total of 12,500 parking spaces are provided on the campus.

The primary point of campus entry is East University Drive at Nordhoff Street, along the southern
perimeter. The campus is also accessible along its western perimeter via Prairie Street (where a visitor
information booth is located), Vincennes Street, Dearborn Street, and Plummer Street. All four cross-
streets provide access to/from Reseda Boulevard, a major commercial corridor one block to the west that
provides access to the State Route 118 and US 101.

From the east, on-campus parking facilities can be accessed via Zelzah Avenue, Lassen Street, Plummer

Street, and Prairie Street.

2.4 PROJECT BACKGROUND
2.4.1 California State University (CSU) Mission

The CSU originated with the passage of the Donahoe Higher Education Act of 1960, which united the
individual state college campuses in a single system. Before 1960, the State Board of Education had
oversight of the individual campuses. In 1972, the state college system was renamed the California State
University and Colleges, subsequently becoming the California State University in 1982. Today, the CSU
system comprises 23 campuses throughout California, including 10 campuses in Southern California.
The mission of the CSU, as adopted by the Board of Trustees in 1985, includes the provision of access to
postsecondary educational opportunities throughout California, including undergraduate and graduate
instruction, through the University and its communities (i.e.,, campuses).> 4 As of 2004, the CSU had a

total enrollment of nearly 400,000 FTEs and was responsible for more than half the bachelor’s degrees and

one-third of the master’s degrees granted statewide.”

3 California Education Code, §66010.4(b). Website: http://missionwww.lamission.edu/wms/accreditation/
documentation /ed%20code-66010.4.htm. Accessed: July 6, 2005.

Cahforma State Umvers1ty Board of Trustees. The Mission of the Calzfornza State Umverszty November 1985.
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2.0 Project Description

and a five-story residential parking structure with 487 spaces. The parking structure would be built on
the site of an existing surface lot accessible from Lassen Street. The Master Plan would maintain the other

parking facilities in this precinct.
Figure 2.0-15, University Park Housing Precinct, shows the University Park Housing Precinct in detail.

Precinct 7: Northwest Precinct. Two student-housing communities are proposed in the Northwest
Precinct, on the site of the existing E5 and E6 parking lots. The buildings will accommodate 896 students,

Resident Advisors and support facilities, and a dining facility.

Another student housing community is planned in this precinct along West University Drive. This

community will also accommodate 896 students, resident advisors, and support facilities.

Three academic/administrative buildings are proposed for this precinct, all sited to face the residential

neighborhood across Halsted Street.

A proposed surface parking lot adjacent to the housing community will provide some student parking
and a loading area for the dining facility. Two new parking structures are proposed in this precinct: PS—

G6 and PS-B5; existing parking structure B5 would also accommodate student parking.

Approximately 50 units of faculty/staff housing are also proposed in the Northwest Precinct, at the

corner of Halsted Street and Darby Avenue.

Figure 2.0-16, Northwest Precinct, shows the Northwest Precinct in detail.
Precinct 8: North Campus Faculty/Staff Housing Village

The area north of Lassen Street is proposed as the site of the University faculty/staff housing community.
Although the precise number and configuration of housing units would be determined by the University
prior to each phase of development, this area is expected to include dedicated open space and a small

retail complex to serve residents.

A large playfield (PF-G12) for academic/intercollegiate athletic use and a small building housing

restrooms, showers, and/ or storage is proposed is proposed north of the housing village.

California State University, Northridge 2.0-34 2005 Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
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3.3 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

results of each investigation shall be shared with the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board (LARWQCB) and/or the California State Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC),

as well as the City of Los Angeles Environmental Affairs Department.

HAZ-3: If additional study is deemed to be needed and CSUN intends to proceed with the proposed
project, additional investigation of the site shall be conducted in compliance with the
requirements set forth by either LARWQCB or DTSC. The environmental evaluation shall
include review of the historical use of the property, field sampling and analysis, estimates the
potential threat to public health, and assesses potential impacts from off-site sources to the
project. Based on review of the additional environmental assessment, either LARWQCB or DTSC
would then make a decision on the potential risks posed by the site. This determination shall
include one of three options: (1) further investigation is needed through additional more
intensive investigations, (2) a removal action is needed; a cleanup agreement would be made
between either LARWQCB or DTSC and CSUN, or (3) No Further Action is needed on the site.

HAZ-4: If removal action is required, CSUN shall take necessary steps to ensure proper handling of
hazardous materials removed from the site and minimize the potential risks in accordance with
the requirements of the public health oversight agency (LARWQCB or DTSC)._ In accordance
with the requirements of these agencies, the appropriate agencies and City of Los Angeles

departments shall be notified of the presence of, and removal actions plans for, hazardous
materials on the campus.

HAZ-5: CSUN shall incorporate information regarding site investigations in subsequent environmental
review documents prepared for specific projects, which shall be available to the public for review
and comment as required by CEQA. The public has the opportunity to review the site-specific
investigations through either LARWQCB’s or DTSC’s public review process.

Near-Term Project-Level Analysis

Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-5 would be applicable to impacts under significance criteria

HAZ-4 and would reduce impacts to less than significant levels.

3.3.8 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The proposed project could result in a nominal, incremental increase in the quantities of hazardous
materials stored, used, transported, and/or disposed of by CSUN operations. The proposed increase in
students, faculty, and staff at CSUN, combined with the proposed increased intensity of operations on the
campus, could increase demand for and use of, hazardous materials required for daily operations at
CSUN. However, the presence of additional hazardous materials on the campus as a result of the
proposed Master Plan would be minimal and would be overseen and managed by the CSUN
Environmental Health and Safety Office in compliance with federal, state, and local hazardous materials

regulations. Therefore, implementation of the Master Plan would result in a less than significant

California State University, Northridge 3.3-13 2005 Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
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3.4 Noise

tolerance for short-duration noise events. In cases where the actual ambient noise level is not known,
presumed daytime (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM) minimum ambient noise for properties zoned commercial is
considered to be 60 dB(A), while nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) ambient noise is considered to be
55dB(A).°

Construction noise sources cannot be directly correlated to a 24-hour community noise standard because
this type of noise typically occurs only during certain hours of the day, and construction source noise
levels vary greatly over time. Construction activities are also treated separately in many community
noise ordinances because they do not represent a chronic, permanent noise source. To abate the potential
nuisance from construction noise, the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance and Public Welfare
Regulations (Chapter IV of the Los Angeles Municipal Code) regulate construction noise in several ways.

The standards defined by the City for construction activity noise control include the following;:

*  Section 41.40(a) limits hours of construction activities to 7 AM to 9 PM if such activities may disturb
the sleep of any persons in the vicinity. Construction activities include equipment operations, as well
as equipment repair and servicing, and also the delivery of any construction materials (Ordinance
No. 158 587).

*  Section 41.40(c) further limits hours of allowable operations from 8 AM to 6 PM on Saturday or any
holiday (Ordinance No. 166 170; effective 9/29/90). Construction work is not permitted on Sundays.

* Additionally, Section 112.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (Ordinance No. 161 5674) establishes
performance standards for powered equipment or tools. The maximum allowable noise level for
operations within 500 feet of any residential zone is 75 dB(A) measured at 50 feet from the noise
source. This restriction holds unless compliance is not technically feasible even with the use of noise
“mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and / or other noise reduction devices or techniques.”

9 Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter XI, Article I, Section 111.03.

California State University, Northridge 3.4-10 2005 Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
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3.4 Noise

location of stationary construction equipment, shutting off idling equipment, notifying
adjacent land uses in advance of construction work, ensuring that construction equipment is
fitted with modern sound reduction equipment, and installing temporary acoustic barriers

around stationary construction noise sources.

NOISE-3: Equipment used for project construction shall be hydraulically- or electrically-powered
impact tools (e.g., jack hammers) wherever possible to avoid noise associated with
compressed air exhaust from pneumatically-powered tools. Where use of pneumatically-
powered tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be
used. A muffler could lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dB(A). External
jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible; this could achieve a reduction of
5 dB(A). Quieter procedures shall be used (such as drilling rather than impact equipment)
wherever feasible. The project applicant shall require construction contractors to ensure that
construction equipment is fitted with sound reduction equipment, per manufacturer’s

specifications.

NOISE-4: As per the City of Los Angeles Noise ordinance, CSUN shall post signs prior to construction

activities with a phone number for residents to call with noise complaints._In addition

complaints may be directed to the University Office of Facilities Planning, Design and

Construction at (818) 677-2561.

NOISE-5: Prior to construction, noise barriers with a sound transmission coefficient (STC) that would
attenuate noise levels at off-site noise sensitive uses for all construction phases shall be

specified by an acoustical engineer.

On-Campus Construction Impacts. Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 through NOISE-5, above, are
applicable to on-campus construction impacts associated with Master Plan buildout, and are intended to

reduce construction noise impacts on on-campus uses adjacent to proposed development sites.

Off-Site Operational Impacts. No significant Master Plan operational impacts on off-site uses were

identified, and no mitigation measures are required.

On-Campus Operational Impacts. The following measures are intended to reduce Master Plan buildout

noise impacts on on-campus uses.

NOISE-6: CSUN shall install a solid barrier between the roadway and on-site residential uses along

Zelzah Avenue, between Lassen Street and Parking Lot G7, and along Lassen Street, between
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3.10 Public Utilities: Wastewater

Campus Wastewater Generation

Table 3.10-2, Summary of Projected Total Master Plan Wastewater Generation for 2035, shows
projected campus wastewater generation for the project in 2035, based on a 40 percent increase in total
campus population between 2004 and 2035. As shown, the annual campus wastewater generation,
including new student and faculty/staff housing, would be 2.38 MGD or 869 MGY. This represents an
increase of 1.29 MGD or 417 MGY between 2005 and 2035.

Table 3.10-2
Summary of Projected Total Master Plan Wastewater Generation for 2035
Million Gallons Million Gallons
Per Day Per Year
Year Use (MGD) (MGY)
2035 CSUN Campus Master Plan 2.38 869

Source: Wheeler and Gray, October 2005. See Appendix F for calculations.

Treatment Facilities

As stated above, currently, the HTP system is treating 350 MGD, 240 MGD below its rated capacity. The
additional 1.29 MGD of wastewater generated by the 2005 Master Plan represents a relatively small
fraction (approximately 0.54 percent) of the available 240 MGD capacity of the HTP. Consistent with CSU
policy, CSUN would continue to implement conservation measures to reduce the use of water, further

reducing sewage generation.

Based on the information above, there is adequate capacity at the HTP to accommodate the project’s

wastewater generation, and impacts to wastewater treatment facilities would be less than significant.

Collection Facilities

The existing on-and off-campus wastewater facilities systems would need to be upgraded and extended,
and new connections would be required to meet the future demands of the 2005 Master Plan. The DPW
requires that the new development connect to the City’s existing sewer system. The Campus is
responsible for all lines within its property and for installing connections to the DPW’s lines off-campus.
It would then be the responsibility of the DPW to upgrade the wastewater collection and treatment
systems by providing relief for existing trunk lines nearing capacity and expanding treatment facilities.
Connection to the DPW’s lines would require coordination with the DPW to ensure the off-site DPW
improvements can accommodate on-site Campus improvements. The DPW sweuld—may require a

development-fee for each new connection. CSU/CSUN would coordinate directly with the DPW at the
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3.10 Public Utilities: Wastewater

Treatment Facilities

As stated above, currently, the HTP system is treating 350 MGD, 240 MGD below its rated capacity. The
additional 1.56 MGD of wastewater generated by the near-term Master Plan Projects represents a
relatively small fraction (approximately 0.65 percent) of the available 240 MGD capacity of the HTP.
Consistent with CSU policy, CSUN would continue to implement conservation measures to reduce the

use of water, further reducing sewage generation.

Based on the information above, there is adequate capacity at the HTP to accommodate the project’s

wastewater generation and impacts wastewater treatment facilities would be less than significant.

Collection Facilities

The existing on-and off-campus wastewater facilities systems would need to be upgraded and extended,
and new connections would be required to meet the future demands of the near-term Master Plan
projects. The impacts of the near-term Master Plan projects with regard to connections to and
coordination with the City DPW would be the same as the Master Plan project. The DPW requires that
the new development connect to the City’s existing sewer system. The Campus is responsible for all lines
within its property and for installing connections to the DPW’s lines off-campus. It would then be the
responsibility of the DPW to upgrade the wastewater collection and treatment systems by providing
relief for existing trunk lines nearing capacity and expanding treatment facilities. Connection to the
DPW's lines would require coordination with the DPW to ensure the off-site DPW improvements can
accommodate on-site Campus improvements. The DPW weuld-may require a developmentfee for each
new connection. CSU/CSUN would coordinate directly with the DPW at the appropriate times during
project phasing. Mitigation Measure WW-2 requires that CSUN comply with the requirements of
Government Code §54999 with respect to connections to off-site wastewater facilities and improvements

to off-site wastewater facilities.

The proposed Campus wastewater system is shown in Figure 3.10-2, Proposed Wastewater System. The
required upgrades and connections would be determined at the time that schematic designs for
individual project components are developed and implemented. As stated above, connection to the
DPW's lines would require coordination with the DPW to ensure the off-site DPW improvements can

accommodate on-campus improvements.

Even with implementation of new on-campus and off-site improvements, impacts with regard to off-site

wastewater service facilities would be significant and unavoidable.
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7.0 Effects Not Found to be Significant

7.2.2 Biological Resources

CSUN was established on its present site in 1956. The campus is located in a suburban setting and is fully
developed with buildings, parking, roadways, and landscaped open space (including athletic fields and
passive recreational facilities), and no longer contains any natural habitat. Existing vegetation, including
trees, shrubs, lawn areas, and the Orange Grove provide habitat to a wide range of birds and mammals
that are typically found in urban areas, such as pigeons and starlings. No natural habitat exists on the
campus to support endangered, threatened, rare, or otherwise sensitive wildlife species, and no such
species are known or expected to be present on campus.! Likewise, existing ornamental landscaping is
not expected to constitute suitable habitat for any known special status species. Therefore, Master Plan
implementation would have no impact on such species.

Trees on campus may be used for nesting by migratory and other birds. However, Master Plan
implementation would increase the number of trees and amount of ornamental landscaping on the
campus, and few trees are anticipated to require removal. No significant areas of landscaping, including
Magnolia Walk and the Orange Grove, would be removed. The location of the proposed Science 5
building may require removal of some trees in the southern portion of the University’s Botanic Garden.
However, the Botanic Garden is an instructional space maintained by the College’s Biology Department
and removal of existing trees would be reviewed with the College during the design process. Master
Plan implementation is not anticipated to substantially adversely affect migratory birds potentially
present on campus.

Impacts to native birds, including active nests, are regulated under the Fish and Game Code of California
(Sections 3503 and 3505.5) and the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (amended, Sections 703 et seq).

Where an active bird nest is located, CDFG guidelines require a 300-foot construction buffer (500 feet for
raptors) to be established around the nest until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged, as
determined by a qualified biologist. It is recommended that a pre-construction nesting bird clearance
survey be conducted by a qualified biologist during the typical nesting bird season (March to September)

and no more than three days before the commencement of construction. Surveys would encompass trees,
shrubs, and ground habitats (i.e. grasses) located within 500 feet of the work area. In the event that
construction activities take place during nesting season within 300 feet of active nests (or within 500 feet
of nesting raptors), the University shall retain a qualified biologist to monitor impacts on nesting birds
and, if deemed necessary by the biologist based on impacts observed, shall consult with CDFG regarding
avoidance or minimization of impacts on nesting birds.

The neighborhoods surrounding the campus are completely developed with commercial, residential, and
other use, and all open space on the campus is landscaped and maintained by the University. No
riparian habitat or sensitive natural community is present on campus or in the surrounding area.
Therefore, no substantial adverse effects to such biological resources would result from implementation
of the Master Plan.

The campus contains no wetland habitat or U.S. Geological Survey-designated blueline streams;
therefore, implementation of the Master Plan would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act through their direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means.

The campus is not suitable for, or used as, a wildlife dispersal or migration corridor because it is
developed and entirely surrounded by urban and suburban uses and major roadways. It is not close to

1 California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), Habitat Conservation Division. Canoga Park and surrounding
quadrangles. Database accessed November 10, 2005.
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7.0 Effects Not Found to be Significant

7.2.4 Geotechnical/Soils

Geotechnical impacts were assessed in the CSUN Campus Master Plan Update, Final Master EIR, April
1998.2 Because geological conditions have not changed since the Final Master EIR was prepared, the

conclusions drawn in that document are applicable to the currently proposed 2005 Master Plan project.

The closest active faults to the site are the Northridge Hills fault, approximately three miles north of the
site, and the Sierra Madre-San Fernando fault, approximately ten miles east of the project site. On
January 17, 1994, an earthquake occurred in the Northridge area, registering an estimated magnitude of
6.8 on the Richter scale. The epicenter of this earthquake was within a few miles of the campus.
According to Caltech seismologists, the earthquake occurred on an unnamed fault underneath the San
Fernando Valley. The fault is believed to be related to the Elysian Park thrust-fault system that extends
from the San Gabriel Valley through downtown Los Angeles, the Hollywood Hills, and the Santa Monica
Mountains. The EIR determined that there are no known geologic conditions that would prevent
development of the site. No known active faults pass through or are immediately adjacent to the campus,
and the campus is not located within any Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone. The 1998 Final Master EIR

concluded that the potential for fault rupture affecting the site is, therefore, considered to be low.

CSUN and all of the uses on the campus would be subject to strong ground motion during a significant
earthquake on faults in the vicinity of the campus. Although the Northridge Hills fault is located within
three miles of the site, the campus is not exposed to a greater than normal seismic risk for the Los Angeles
basin. Southern California is a seismically active regions, and, thus, all new and existing development is
susceptible to sustaining damage during strong seismic events. All new structure will be designed and
constructed in conformance with the Uniferm-California Building Code. Even so, during a significant
seismic event, such as the January 1994 earthquake, damage to buildings could occur, but major

structural damage or building collapse would not be expected.

The 1998 Master Plan EIR concluded that no significant geologic hazards are anticipated to result from
implementation of that Campus Master Plan. Construction activities have occurred on the campus for
over 40 years without incidence of expansive soils or subsidence. There are no significant slopes on the
campus, and no known existing or potential landslides are present on or immediately adjacent to the site.
According to the Los Angeles County Safety Element (1990), the campus is not within an area of shallow
groundwater; therefore, the possibility of liquefaction occurring is considered low. The site is sufficiently
distant and elevated from the Pacific Ocean that it would not be prone to hazards from tsunami, seiche,

or flooding from a breached upgradient reservoir.

2 California State University, Northridge Campus Master Plan Update, Final Master EIR, April, 1998, Parsons
Harland Bartholomew & Associates, Inc. (HBA).

California State University, Northridge 7.0-4 2005 Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
November 2005



7.0 Effects Not Found to be Significant

7.2.9 Public Utilities (Solid Waste)

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) was enacted to promote the reduction,
recycling, and reuse of solid waste generated throughout the state. AB 939 required City and County
jurisdictions to divert at least 50 percent of the waste they send to sanitary landfills by January 1, 2000.
Each agency is required to develop an integrated waste management plan in order to achieve this goal
through source reduction, recycling, and safe disposal. Each City is required to conduct an annual Solid
Waste Generation Study and prepare a Source Reduction and Recycling Element to describe attainment

of the diversion goal. The City of Los Angeles surpassed the 50 percent goal in 2000 and has since

established a 70 percent diversion goal for 2020.

Assembly Bill 75 was passed in 1999 and the State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Act

(Chapter 764, Statutes of 1999, Strom-Martin) took effect on January 1, 2000.4 The Bill added new
provisions of the Public Resources Code (PRC), mandating that State agencies develop and implement an

integrated waste management plan (IWMP). The changes brought about by AB 75, which require each
State agency or large State facility, such as the University, to develop and implement an integrated waste
management plan (IWMP) by July 1, 2000; to divert at least 25 percent of its solid waste from landfills or
transformation facilities by January 1, 2002; and to divert 50 percent by January 1, 2004.

Solid waste is collected in dumpsters throughout the campus and is hauled away for disposal by

Browning-Ferris Industries of California, Inc. (BFI) a private contractor. In 2002, 2003 and 2004, the

University generated 12,412, 10,652 and 17,083 tons of solid waste, respectively.? Of these amounts, the

University diverted 10,745, 9,039 and 15,362 tons of solid waste, in 2002, 2003 and 2004, respectively.®

Thus; the University diverted 87, 85, and 90 percent of the total waste generated in 2002, 2003 and 2004,

respectively, and is in compliance with the requirements of AB 75.

Solid waste generated in the City of Los Angeles and at the University is currently disposed of at the

Sunshine Canyon landfill above Granada Hills, the Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center in Sun Valley,
and the Olinda Alpha Landfill in Orange Coungg.7

In order to divert recyclable materials from the University waste stream and promote the benefits of

recycling, the University Recycling Program has been developed as a cooperative effort by the Associated
Students and University administration. The program is a comprehensive effort to inform, educate, and

4 California Integrated Waste  Management  Board  website, accessed February 13, 2006.
<http:/ /www.ciwmb.ca.gov /StateAgency / Requirements />

5  Information provided by Toni Manzella, Director, Administrate Support Coordinator, Financial Services,
California State University, Northridge,

6 TIbid.

7 City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Sanitation, December 2005.
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7.0 Effects Not Found to be Significant

encourage the campus community to recycle. A Coordinator of Recycling manages and implements the

University Recycling Program by overseeing recycling services for the University. The University

manages a disposal and collection program to recycle bottles and cans, household beverage containers,
paper, cardboard, construction and demolition waste, green waste, wooden palettes, and hazardous
materials, such as inkjet and laser toner cartridges, inkjet housings, and lighting tubes. The University

Recycling Program also coordinates collection services for University departments and events.

Numerous collection locations are provided throughout the campus, including housing facilities, for the
disposal of these materials and maps of the locations are made available to the campus community by the
Recycling Program.

All solid waste from the University is taken to the Sunshine Canyon City Landfill, a solid waste facility
located at 14747 San Fernando Road, in Sylmar. Operated by BFI, the Sunshine Canyon City Landfill
encompasses the closed Unit 1 disposal area and the active Unit 2 Phase 1 disposal area. Opened in 2003,
Unit 2 Phase 1 is permitted to accept 5,600 tons of non-hazardous solid waste per day. The City of Los
Angeles deposits approximately 3.6 million tons per year at the landfill. Unit 2 Phase 1 of the landfill has
a maximum capacity of 13,441,030 cubic yards, which was also the remaining capacity as of 2003, and an
expected closure date of 2008.8 Following closure of Unit 2 Phase 1 of the landfill, it is a proposed landfill
expansion could extend the landfill life an additional 21 years. In the event of closure, other area or out-
of-county landfills would provide additional disposal capacity for California State University,

Master Plan implementation is anticipated to result in the generation of construction and demolition

debris as well as waste materials resulting from campus operations; these materials represent a very

small portion of the total solid waste intake at the Sunshine Canyon Landfill and other landfills serving

the City of Los Angeles. Throughout Master Plan implementation, BFI (or a similar provider contracted

by the University) would continue to provide waste collection and disposal services for California State

University, Northridge. It is assumed that the University’s recycling programs would remain in

operation and would contribute to meeting the 50 percent diversion goal for State agencies. University-

generated waste would continue to be disposed of at Sunshine Canyon City landfill. Unless that facility
expands, upon its expected closure in 2008, future waste generation would be directed to other area
landfills or out of county. The 2035 Master Plan buildout date occurs after the projected closure dates of
the three landfills serving the City of Los Angeles, and it is assumed that the City and County will
continue their long-term efforts to expand existing regional landfill capacity, seek new landfill sites, or
develop new methods of waste stream diversion as alternatives to landfill disposal.

8  Los Angeles Environmental Affairs Department, http://www.lacity.org/ead /EADWeb-MWR /lea /Sunshine
SWEP%20(Issued %205-21-03).pdf, accessed January 2006.
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7.0 Effects Not Found to be Significant

Ongoing and increasing campus recycling efforts, together with the City’s ongoing and increasing

diversion of its waste stream, will continue to reduce future solid waste generation and ensure solid

waste disposal capacity. Moreover, the expected increase in student population and faculty and staff at

CSUN, has already been accounted for in SCAG projections for the Northridge community, and

accordingly is included in waste disposal capacity projections.

Incremental buildout of the proposed Master Plan over the next 30 years is anticipated to contribute

incrementally to the increase in demand for waste disposal capacity in the City, but the University will

continue to be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to serve its solid waste disposal

needs and will continue to comply with applicable regulations. Impacts on solid waste disposal are

anticipated to be less than significant.
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