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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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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) 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 

• Oviatt 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/. 

(b) 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. 

(c) 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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(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 

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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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

2.1 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. 
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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 

• 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, 
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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.1 

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. 
2  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). 

3  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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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.4 

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. 
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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 19th, 2005, in conjunction with presentation of the final Master Plan, to obtain 
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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 

• Public Services: (Police and Fire) 

• Recreation 

• Transportation/Traffic 

• Public Utilities: Water Demand and Supply 

• 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  2005 Master Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report 
750.001  February 2006 

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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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.   
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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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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.1  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. …[A]ctual 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 21st [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.“2 

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. 

                                                             
2 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. 4th 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 
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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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Student Recreation Center (Building R)  

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 (Building J)  

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 Leq 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 quantif iable 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 4J, 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 

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 

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 



 

 

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).   

1
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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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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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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 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 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 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 
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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 Landfill, 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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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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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 



3.0  Written Comments and Responses to Comments 

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

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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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 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 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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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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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 4J, 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. 



���� ����� ���� �� ��� ���� �������� ����� �����
����� ������ ����� ������������������

�������� ���� ������� ���� ����
��� ����� ������� ������������������������
������ ��� ������ �� ����� �������������������������������

������� �� ������ ������������������

�����

����� ��� �� ��������� ��� ��� �������� ��� ��� �� ���� ���� �������� �� �������
��� � ��� ����� ��� ������ ���� ���� ������������ ��������� ������� �� ��� ���� �� ���� ������
� ��� ������ �� ������� �� ��� � ����� �� ������� � ������ ��� ����� ���� �

����� �� � ��� ����� �� ���� �� ��� ���������� ��� ������� � ���� ������ �� ��
���� ��� ����� �� ����� �� ��� �������

� ����� �� ������ �� ����� ������ ������ �� ������� ��� � ���� ���� ��������
����������� ���� ��������� ���� ����� ��� ���� ����� ���� ���������� �
���� ���� �� ���������� ��� ����� ��������� ������������ ��� �� ���� ������

�� � ��������� ��������� ���� ��� �� ������� ���� ������ �� � �����������
�������������

�� � ����� � �������� ��� ���������� ��� �� ��� ������ �� ����� �� ��� � �����
���� �� �� �� �������� ����� ���� ��� ��� ������������� � ���� � ������� ��������
�� ��� ���������� ���� � � � ������������ ������� ������ ����� ��� ����

�������� ����� ���� ��� ��� ���� ���� ��������� �� ����������� ����������
�� � ����� ����� �� ����� ����� ����� ��� ������ �� ��� ������ �� ���� � ����
������� ������������ ���� ��� ���������� �� �� ��������� �� ����� �� ���� ������ �����

���� �� ��������� �� ������ ���� �� ����� ���� �� ���� �������� ������ ��
���� ����� ��� ���� ��� ������

��� ������� �� ������� ���� ���� ��� ������ �� ��� ����� ��� ��� ������ ��
������� ���� ��������� ������� � ��� �� ����������� ������� ��� �� ���� ���
���� ��� ���� ����� �� ��� ����������� �������� ��������� ������

���� ���� ��� ������ �������� �� �������� �� ���� �� ����� ���� ����� �� �����
�� ������� ���� ��� �������� ��� ����������� ������� �� ������ ����� �� �� ���

���� ������ ������ ���� � ������ ����������� ������ ������ ���� ��� � �����
���� �� ��� �������� ��� ���� ������� ������� ���� �� ��������� ������� ����������� ��
������ ��������� �� ������ ��� � � � ��� ���� �� ������ ������ �� �������� �� ������������

�� ������ �� ����� �� ��� ����� ��� ��� ��������� �� ��� ����

�� ���� ���� �������� ��� ����� ��� ���� ������� �� ���������� ����������

����� ���� ������ ��� ������� � ����� �� ����� ����� ��� ������������ ��
����� ��� ��� ������ ��� � ������ ��� ��� ������������ �� ����� ��� ���
���������� ��� ���� ��� � ������ ��� ���� � ��������� ���������� ���� ���

� ������� ��� ������ ������� �� ����� ������� ������ �� ����������� ��
������ �������� ��� �������� �������� ��� ��� ������ ����� ����� ������ ����
�� ���������� ��� ������� ������� �� ����� ��� �� ���� �� ������ �� ��������

�� ��� ����� ������� �� ��� �������� ���������� ������ �� ��� ���� ���� �� �������

���� ��� ����� ����� ��� ���������� � ����� ���� ��� ��� ���� ����� ������� ������

�� ����� ���� ���� ����� �� ������� � ���������� ������� ���� ���� �������� ���
������ �� ���� ��������� ��� ���� ����� ��� ������������ � � ���� ��� ��� ��������� ���
������ ���� ������

���� ���� ����� ��� ���� ��� ����� ���� ��� � �������� ���� �������� ����� ����
�� ���� ���� �� � ����� ��� � ������� ������� ���� ��� �� ������� ��������
�� ��� ����� ��� ��� ����� ������ ����� �� ���� ��� ���� �� ����� ��������

������ �����

���������� ���� ������������ ����� ������ �������� �����������

��� ����� ���� ��������� �� ����

Letter No. 10   

2

3

4

1

5

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



3.0  Written Comments and Responses to Comments 

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

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 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. 
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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 



3.0  Written Comments and Responses to Comments 

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

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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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 4J, 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-site 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.4  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.6  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. 



Letter No. 15   

1

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



1

2

3

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



3

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



3

4

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



5

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



3.0  Written Comments and Responses to Comments 

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

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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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,.  It is 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 

to 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 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.  



Letter No. 17   

1

2

3

4

5

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



5

6

7

8

9
10

11

12

13

14

15

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



16

15

17

18

19

20

21

22

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



23

24

22

25

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



25

26

27

28

29

30

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



30

31

32

33

34

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



34

35

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



3.0  Written Comments and Responses to Comments 

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

 

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 
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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 4J, 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 4J, 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 4J, 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 4J, 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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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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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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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 

4.1 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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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).3, 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.5 

                                                             

3  California Education Code, §66010.4(b).  Website: http://missionwww.lamission.edu/wms/accreditation/ 
documentation/ed%20code-66010.4.htm.  Accessed: July 6, 2005. 

4  California State University, Board of Trustees.  The Mission of the California State University.  November 1985. 
5  California State University. About the CSU.  California State University official website.  Accessed: June 15, 2005. 
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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. 
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 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 
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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).9 

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. 
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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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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 
 

Year Use 

Million Gallons  
Per Day 
(MGD) 

Million Gallons  
Per Year 
(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 would may require a 

development fee for each new connection.  CSU/CSUN would coordinate directly with the DPW at the 
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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 would may require a development fee 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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7.2.2 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.1  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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7.2.4 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 Uniform 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). 
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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.5  Of these amounts, the 

University diverted 10,745, 9,039 and 15,362 tons of solid waste, in 2002, 2003 and 2004, respectively.6  

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 County.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  Ibid. 
7  City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Sanitation, December 2005. 
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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, 

Northridge.  

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/ 

SWFP%20(Issued%205-21-03).pdf, accessed January 2006. 
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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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