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Hearing and Commission Action at the June 9, 1998, Commission 
Meeting in Santa Barbara. 

STAFF NOTE 

This application was presented to the Commission at two previous hearings on March · 
12 and April 9, 1998. The application was continued at each of these hearings due to 
concerns raised by staff and the Commission that the University had not included an 
adequate analysis of all feasible alternatives to the proposed rock revetment in its 
submittal as required by Section 30235 of the Coastal Act and by the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). At the Commission's request, this item has been 
rescheduled to be heard at the June Commission hearing in order to allow the 
University an opportunity to provide the additional information necessary for such 
analysis. Commission staff met with University staff on April 30 and May 11, 1998, to 
discuss possible alternatives to the originally proposed rock revetment that would 
minimize impacts to sand supply and public access. 

The University has now modified the originally proposed project to substitute the 
construction of a 460 ft. long, 1 0 ft. high, 15-32 ft. wide, rock revetment core/dune 
(Exhibit 3a) for the originally proposed 460 ft. long, 10 ft. high, 15-37 ft. wide, rock 
revetment core/dune (Exhibit 7), add a second stairway to the south of the pumphouse, 
and remove approximately 400-450 linear feet of existing revetment located south of 
the project site at Goleta Point. The primary differences between the new and the 
original proposal is that the rock revetment core/dune would be located further 
landward and constructed with a steeper face slope of 1.5:1 (H:V) than the originally 
proposed rock revetment which would have been constructed at a 2:1 (H:V) slope. In 
addition, the University would implement an annual program of sand placement on top 
of the rock structure. The more steeply angled revetment design of the rock revetment 
core/dune would serve to reduce the footprint of the structure and would be located 
further landward than the previous proposal in order to decrease impacts to the sandy 
beach. 
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However, since the University has submitted only preliminary sketches for the proposed 
modification, it is not possible to accurately determine how much further landward the 
proposed rock revetment core/dune would be located than the originally proposed 
project. Staff recognizes that although the rock revetment core/dune alternative 
submitted by the University does appear to occupy a smaller portion of certain 
segments of the beach south of the pump house, the preliminary sketches submitted by 
the University also appear to indicate that the proposed rock revetment core/dune 
would occupy substantially the same amount of beach as the original proposal for all 
portions of the beach located to the north of the pump house. Further, staff notes that 
the proposed rock revetment core/dune could feasibly be located significantly further 
landward to the north of the pump house through relocation of the proposed ramp and 
relocation of the rock core revetmenUdune further landward both north and south of the 
pump house. 

Although aspects of the new shoreline protection device component of the project now 
proposed by the University are an improvement over the previous proposal, staff notes 
that with additional modifications to the shoreline protective device aspect of the project 
proposal, the adverse impacts to public access and sand supply from direct occupation 
of the sandy beach by the structure could still be further significantly minimized. 
Commission staff is willing to continue to work with the University towards developing 

.... 

an acceptable alternative form of shoreline protection which may include relocation of • 
the proposed ramp and revetment further landward in order to minimize occupation of 
the sandy beach by rock. Further, Staff will consider any direction provided by the 
Commission regarding the development of an acceptable alternative form of shoreline 
protection. 

The applicant wishes to proceed now with the proposed improvements to the seawater 
renewal system and utility lines despite the fact that Staff can not presently recommend 
approval of the revetment and other aspects of the project as proposed (Exhibits 12 
and 13). The seawater renewal system components (the pumphouse and the intake 
and utility line improvements) proposed in this project are distinct and segregable, and 
structurally and functionally independent, from the other components of the project. 
The March 26, 1998, letter by Penfield and Smith Engineers indicates that the 
proposed seawater renewal system pump house is "designed to be free-standing on its 
pile foundation" and does not require the construction of a rock revetment or seawall. 
The University has also confirmed by letter dated May 22, 1998, that the construction 
and integrity of the proposed seawater renewal system pump house and associated 
utility lines are not dependent upon the construction of a rock revetment (Exhibit 8). 
The applicant has indicated that the intake and electrical lines which are located below 
grade within the existing lagoon barrier can be adequately protected through 
encasement of the subterranean intake and utility lines in concrete. 

Staff notes that the other components of this project, including the stairways and ramp • 
improvements that are proposed to be constructed as part of the rock revetment 
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core/dune are integrally related to the construction of the rock revetment and can not 
be approved separately. In addition, the removal of the 400-450 linear feet of existing 
rock revetment has been submitted in connection with the proposed construction of the 
new rock revetment core/dune and should be considered together with the revetment. 
Therefore, at this time, staff is only recommending approval of the improvements to the 
seawater renewal system (the pump house and the intake and utility lines). 

PLEASE NOTE: Twenty-two letters from the public in addition to a petition titled 
"Save Campus Point" signed by approximately 962 people in opposition to the 
construction of a revetment as part of the proposed project have been received 
(Exhibit 10) . 



University of California, Santa Barbara 
Long Range Development Plan Amendment 2-91 

Pagel/ 

SYNOPSIS 

The University of California Santa Barbara is requesting an amendment to its Long 
Range Development Plan (LRDP). The amendment consists of four components: (1) 
expansion of the existing seawater renewal system; (2) adoption of the Lagoon 
Management Plan; (3) change in the proposed location of a public coastal access trail; 
and ( 4) added provisions to allow for improvements to the existing eastern lagoon 
barrier which will include 700 cu. yds. of grading, pavement of an existing access road 
across the barrier, construction of emergency vehicle turnaround, and the construction 
of an approximately 460 linear ft. long, 15-32 ft. wide, rock revetment core/dune. 

• 

The existing seawater renewal system provides seawater to Campus laboratories. The 
expansion will serve to increase the capacity of the system from its current maximum of 
800 gallons per minute (gpm) to 1,200 gpm in order to meet increased educational and 
scientific needs and to increase the reliability of the system. Portions of the expanded 
seawater renewal system will be located in offshore marine habitat, sandy beach area, 
and in environmentally sensitive habitat area as designated by the LRDP. The existing 
seawater renewal system consists of offshore and onshore components including two 
1,500 ft. linear-foot intake pipelines, a beach pumphouse, wet well, seawater filters, 
storage tanks, supply pumphouse, and distribution lines to several buildings on 
campus. The proposed expansion will include enlarging the pumphouse located on the • 
beach directly in front of the lagoon barrier, a new wet well, new 2,500 linear-foot intake 
pipelines, new underground seawater storage tanks, additional seawater filters, pumps 
and distribution lines. 

Preparation of the Lagoon Management Plan (LMP) was required by the Commission 
as a requirement of the University Center expansion project and associated LRDP 
Amendment approval. The LMP encompasses an area of approximately 94 acres, 
nearly a quarter of the entire Main Campus of UCSB, and includes coastal bluffs and 
terraces, ocean beaches, sand dunes, the rocky Goleta Point, wetlands, and the 
lagoon itself. The LMP identifies specific policies to protect, enhance, and restore the 
lagoon area; maintain and improve public access and education opportunities for the 
lagoon area; and ensure that activities occurring outside the lagoon area do not create 
adverse impacts within the lagoon area. 

The University is also proposing to reroute the last link of the bluff top path to the 
beach around the landward side of the Marine Biotechnology Laboratory (Exhibit 3b). 
The existing terminus of the bluff trail will remain open to the public. A new sidewalk 
will connect the bluff top path with the existing access road to the beach will be 
designed to allow for access by the physically challenged. The new configuration of 
the access trail is minor in nature, and will not result in a significant disruption to 
coastal access. • 
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A cobblestone revetment to maintain the lagoon barrier and prevent breaching is 
identified for future development in the 1990 LRDP. The University is now proposing to 
construct a more substantial rock revetment core/dune which will occupy 25-50 percent 
of the public sandy beach to protect the existing/expanded seawater renewal system 
pumphouse, intake lines and lagoon barrier. However, regardless of the type of 
shoreline protection device to be used, the LRDP also specifically states that any future 
revetment would be subject to Coastal Commission review. In addition, the State 
Lands Commission has determined that the proposed revetment will be located on 
sandy beach seaward of the mean high tide and will therefore be subject to a lease 
agreement between the University and the State Lands Commission. Although the 
University has a certified Long Range Development Plan, the proposed rock revetment 
core/dune, pumphouse, and intake lines are located within the original permit 
jurisdiction of the Coastal Commission (which includes all tidal lands) and are, 
therefore, subject to a coastal development permit (Exhibit 6). 

Other improvements to the existing lagoon barrier would include the placement of 
approximately 700 cu. yds. of fill to raise the height of the barrier from approximately 8 
ft. mean sea level (MSL) to approximately 11 ft. MSL. In addition, an access road 
across the barrier will be paved and a turnaround will be constructed at the terminus of 
the access road at Lagoon Island. The Commission notes that the pavement of an 
access .road atop the proposed 700 cu. yds. of fill would constitute the construction of a 
new, or reconfigured, road across the lagoon barrier. Sand elevation is approximately 
5 ft. MSL at the lagoon barrier. As the lagoon barrier now exists, beachgoers may 
easily access the sandy beach from any point along the approximately 400 ft. long 
barrier road with only an approximate change in elevation between the road and the 
beach of 3ft. As such, the placement of fill to increase the height of the barrier and 
reconfiguration of the existing access road will raise concerns under the Coastal Act 
policies regarding impacts to public access. 

The proposed amendment is inconsistent with the Coastal Act. §30235 of the Coastal 
Act allows for the construction of a shoreline protection device when necessary to 
protect existing development and coastal dependent uses only when designed to 
eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts to the shoreline sand supply. However, under 
§30235 of the Coastal Act, the proposed rock revetment core/dune can not be 
considered "necessary" if a feasible alternative which would result in fewer adverse 
impacts to coastal resources exists. In this case, there may be feasible shoreline 
protective alternatives which could result in Jess adverse impacts to the shoreline sand 
supply and public access than the proposed rock revetment core/dune and these 
possible alternatives have not been adequately addressed in the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) or other information submitted for the proposed amendment. Therefore, 
the Commission can not find that the rock revetment core/dune component of the 
proposed amendment is consistent with the Coastal Act. Further, the policies within the 
LRDP are inadequate to ensure that any adverse impacts to public access, 
environmentally sensitive habitat resources, and shoreline sand supply which may 
result from the proposed amendment would be adequately mitigated. 
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Additional Information: Please contact Steven Hudson, California Coastal Commission, 
South Central Coast Area, 89 So. California St., Second Floor, Ventura, CA. (805) 641-0142. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff is recommending that the Commission, after public hearing, deny the amendment 
to the certified LRDP as submitted; then approve, only if modified, the amendment to 
the LRDP. The modifications are necessary because, as submitted, the LRDP 
amendment is not consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The 
motions to accomplish this recommendation are found on page 8 and 9. The 
suggested modifications are found on pages 1 0 through 13. 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The standard of review for the proposed amendment to the certified LRDP, pursuant to 
§30605, 30512(c), and 30514(b) of the Coastal Act, is that the proposed amendment 

• 

meets the requirements of and is in conformance with the Chapter 3 policies of the • 
Coastal Act. 

MATTERS IN ISSUE AREA 

The proposed LRDP amendment does not meet the requirements of the Coastal Act. 
The matters that are at issue are discussed in the following sections according to the 
issue raised under the LRDPA proposal and the related Coastal Act analysis. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

§30503 of the Coastal Act requires public input in preparation, approval, certification 
and amendment of any LRDP. The University circulated a Notice of Preparation and a 
Draft EIR. In addition, the University held a public hearing and received written 
comments regarding the project from public agencies, organizations and individuals. 
The hearing was duly noticed to the public consistent with §13552 and §13551 of the 
California Code of Regulations which require that notice of availability of the draft 
LRDP amendment (LRDPA) be made available six (6) weeks prior to the Regents 
approval of the LRDP amendment and Final EIR. Notice of the subject amendment has 
been distributed to all known interested parties. • 
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PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 

Pursuant to §13551(b) of the California Code of Regulations, the University resolution 
for submittal must indicate whether the LRDPA will require formal adoption by the 
Board of Regents after the Commission approval, or is an amendment that will take 
effect automatically upon the Commission's approval pursuant to Coastal Act §30512, 
§30513 and §30519. Because this approval is subject to suggested modifications by 
the Commission, the University must act to accept the adopted suggested modifications 
and the requirements of §13547, which provides for the Executive Director's 
determination that the University's action is legally adequate, within six months from the 
date of Commission action on this application before the LRDPA shall be effective. 

I. ACTION ON UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA BARBARA 
LRDP AMENDMENT2~7 

Following a public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following 
resolutions and findings. The appropriate motion to introduce the resolution and a staff 
recommendation are provided just prior to each resolution. 

A. RESOLUTION I Resolution to deny certification of the University of 
California, Santa Barbara Long Range Development Plan Amendment 2-97, 
as submitted 

MOTION I 

I move that the Commission certify the University of California, Santa Barbara Long 
Range Development Plan Amendment 2-97, as submitted. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends a NO vote and the adoption of the following resolution and findings. An 
affirmative vote by a majority of the appointed Commissioners is needed to pass the motion. 

RESOLUTION I 

The Commission hereby denies certification of the University of California, Santa Barbara 
Long Range Development Plan Amendment 2-97 and adopts the findings stated below on 
the grounds that the amendment will not meet the requirements of and conform to the 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and that approval of the amendment as submitted 
will have significant adverse environmental effects for which feasible mitigation measures 
have not been employed consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act. There 
are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially 
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lessen the significant adverse effects which the approval of the Long Range Development 
Plan amendment would have on the environment. 

B. RESOLUTION II Resolution to approve certification of the University of 
California, Santa Barbara Long Range Development Plan Amendment 2-97, If 
modified. 

MOTION II 

I move that the Commission certify the University of California, Santa Barbara Long Range 
Development Plan Amendment 2-97, if it is modified in conformity with the suggested 
modifications set forth in this staff report. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends a YES vote and the adoption of the following resolution and findings. An 
affirmative vote by a majority of the appointed Commissioners is needed to pass the motion. 

RESOLUTION II 

• 

The Commission hereby certifies the University of California, Santa Barbara Long Range 
Development Plan Amendment 2-97 for the reasons discussed below, on the grounds that • 
the amended Long Range Development Plan meets the requirements of and conforms to 
the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act if modified according to the suggested 
modifications stated in Section II of this report. The Long Range Development Plan 
amendment, if modified, will not have significant environmental effects within the meaning of 
the California Environmental Quality Act. The Commission further finds that if the University 
adopts and transmits its revisions to the amendment to the Long Range Development Plan 
in conformity with the suggested modifications, then the Executive Director shall so notify 
the Commission. 

II. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

The staff recommends the Commission certify the following, with modifications as shown. 
Language proposed by the University of California, Santa Barbara in the subject LRDP 
amendment and language presently contained within the certified LRDP is shown in straight 
type. Language recommended by Commission staff to be deleted is shown in line owt. 
Language proposed by Commission staff to be inserted is shown underlined. 

• 
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Part 2. Chapter VI. Section D 
(Page 218-219) 

2. The 1990 LRDP 

Campus Lagoon and Beach Protection 

The Campus Lagoon is an environmentally sensitive habitat area and sometimes used for 
the instructional and research purposes of the Campus (a coastal-dependent use) (see Part 
2, Chapter V, Section A). The lagoon was created by the Campus from a dry salt flat, when 
the University took over the Goleta Point site in 1950. Its water surface elevation is about 
seven feet above sea level, contained from overflow into the ocean by sandbars on the 
south and east side of the Point and artificial outlets to the ocean. In the past, the sandbar 
and beach on the east have come close to being breached by winter storm waters, 
adversely affecting existing plant and animal populations and, therefore, the value as an 
instruction and research resource (see Part 2, Chapter V, Section A). 

While sandbags have been used as a temporary measure to stem the high waters and 
protect the sandbar and beach from erosion, the Campus wiU may wish to develop a more 
permanent revetment some form of permanent shoreline protection at that location. The 
beach seaward of the lagoon barrier is located within state tidal lands; and; therefore. the 
construction of any form of shoreline protection at this location will require a coastal 
development permit. Accordingly, the 1990 LRDP proposes In order to maintain the lagoon 
barrier by constructing a revetment that allo'NS for easy foot traffic ... both to the beach and 
across the barrier to the bluffs to the south ... the height of the lagoon barrier shall not be 
increased through the placement of fill unless necessary as an integral component of 
approved shoreline protection. Policy 3 2 of the County LCP permits revetments Section 
30235 of the Coastal Act allows for the use of shoreline protection measures when reguired 
to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in 
danger from erosion. and when designed to mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline 
sand supply and so as not to block lateral access. The proposed revetment is designed to 
have no significant effect on local sand supply that would reduce area beaches and block 
lateral access Shoreline protection and enhancement programs that minimize adverse 
impacts to shoreline sand supply. public access and the habitat value of the beach ESHA, 
such as dune nourishment and/or beach replenishment. shall be considered as potential 
alternative form(s) of protection for the lagoon barrier. 

This proposed revetment will include the replacement of existing sandbags and gravel berm 
(spoils and debris from old construction sites) \\4th approximately 4 00 lineal feet of rock 
revetment on either side of the Seawater System pump house. The revetment does not 
include materials which could erode and If shoreline protection is permitted. it shall not 
degrade the visuaJ quality of the area, or become a safety hazard. The re~letment design 
links the ne'N structure 'Nith the f:\.vo existing rock revetments on either side of the lagoon 
barrier. The footprint of the new revetment has an approximate width of 28 feet to 38 feet, 
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ana extends 1 0 to 12 feet more onto the sanay beaGh than the existing sand and gra\'~1 
berm's enGroaGhment. The Campus will design the revetment Shoreline protection shall be 
designed to,;,__[ll protect. and to the maximum extent feasible enhance. the lagoon 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas as designated by the LRDP (Figure 27), to proteGt 
the Se&•Jater System pump house struGture, to and (2) minimize alteration of natural 
shoreline processes, and to maintain coastal access along dry sand area. The roGk 
re)tetment is designed to arrest the lanciwar<i migration of the Goastline in the 'liGinity, and 
stabilize the pump house site. The revetment may result in the remC>\(al of up to 0.33 aGFe 
of sandy beaGh from the appro~mately 2 aGres of sandy beaGh acljaG&nt to the r&ltetmeAt. 
The revetment shoula be isolatea from signifiGantly impaGting the erosion proGess beGause 
both the proposed ana existing revetments are loGated 'Nithin the wa¥e and wina shadO'.v 
from the typiGally northwesterly •Ninds. 

The re\(etment will replaGe the Gobble, gra¥el, sandbags, ana soil materials that have 
eroaed as well as pro)tide some additional proteGtion to the pump house. The restrooms 
will remain in the same location and will be upgraded to be accessible for persons with 
disabilities. The restrooms will Gontinue to be proteGted by the rip rap on rip rap the 
westside. To allow for easy and safe pedestrian and wheeled access to the beach, UCSB 
proposes to place a beach ramp aGr~ss the revetment to provide wheeled access for 
pedestrians and the physically challenged to the beach and increase coastal aGGess for 
marine researohers by allovling for the launGh of small inflatable craft. A service vehicle 
roaa ana truGk turnaround will be GonstruGted on top of and between the revetment and the 
lagoon to provide for emergency vehiGie aooess ana maintenance of the pumphouse. 

I Modification 2 

Policy 30235.1 
(page219) 

Where sea,.•Jalls shoreline protection is are required for the protection of existing 
development or to serve coastal-dependent uses, or to protect public beaches in danger 
from erosion, and there is no less environmentally damaging alternative, seawall shoreline 
protection design and construction shall minimize, to the maximum extent feasible, the 
alteration of natural landforms, and eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on public access 
or on local shoreline sand supply. 8A9 ¥Visual impacts shall be minimized through the use 
of appropriate colors and materials. 

I Modification 3 

Lagoon Management Plan 
(complete document) 

All references to the use or construction of a revetment shall be replaced with the following 

• 

• 

language (consistent with modification one): • 
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Shoreline protection and enhancement programs that minimize adverse impacts to 
shoreline sand supply, public access and the habitat value of the beach ESHA, such as 
dune nourishment ancl/or beach replenishment, shall be considered as potential 
altemative(s) form(s) of protection for the lagoon barrier... If shoreline protection is 
permitted, it shall not degrade the visual quality of the area, or become a safety hazard ••• 
Shoreline protection shall be designed to: (1) protect, and to maximum extent feasible 
enhance, the environmentally sensitive habitat areas as designated by the LRDP (Figure 
27), (2) protect the lagoon barrier, and (3) minimize alteration of natural shoreline 
processes and maintain coastal access along dry sand area. 

All figures within the LMP shall be revised or replaced consistent with this modification. 

f Modification 4 

Long Range Development Plan 
(complete document) 

All references to the use or construction of a revetment shall be replaced with the following 
language {consistent with modification one): 

Shoreline protection and enhancement programs that mmtmtze adverse Impacts to 
shoreline sand supply, public access and the habitat value of the beach ESHA, such as 
dune nourishment ancl/or beach replenishment, shall be considered as potential 
altemative(s) form(s) of protection for the lagoon barrier ••. If shoreline protection Is 
permitted, it shall not degrade the visual quality of the area, or become a safety hazard ... 
Shoreline protection shall be designed to: (1) protect, and to maximum extent feasible 
enhance, the environmentally sensitive habitat areas as designated by the LRDP (Figure 
27), (2) protect the lagoon barrier, and (3) minimize alteration of natural shoreline 
processes and maintain coastal access along dry sand area. 

All figures within the LRDP shall be revised or replaced consistent with this modification. 

I Modification 5 

Lagoon Management Plan 
(Figure 3-1) 

Update Figure 3-1 to delete the rock revetment, including the stairways and ramp 
improvements which are dependent upon the construction of the rock revetment, and 
modify language regarding regraded path to be consistent with the text contained in the last 
sentence of paragraph 2 of Modification 1 . 
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Figure 26: Coastal Access Improvements: 
(page 163) 

Update Figures 26 to include the improvements approved by the Coastal Commission and 
include relocation of coastal access route to the beach from the bluff top path and parking 
lots. 

I Modification 7 

Lagoon Management Plan Action PU 1.3: 
(page3-31) 

All currently available vehicle access routes for emergency services, maintenance, and 
other UCSB-authorized purposes should be maintained as necessary for public safety in 
the lagoon area in a manner that causes the least amount of environmental damage to the 
area. 

• 

Ill. FINDINGS FOR THE APPROVAL OF THE LONG RANGE • 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN IF MODIFIED AS SUGGESTED 

The following findings support the Commission's denial of the LRDP amendment as 
submitted, and approval of the LRDP amendment if modified as indicated in Section II 
(Suggested Modifications) above. The Commission hereby finds and declares as 
follows: 

A. Amendment Description 

The University of California Santa Barbara is requesting an amendment to its Long 
Range Development Plan (LRDP). The amendment consists of four components: (1) 
expansion of the existing seawater renewal system; (2) adoption of the Lagoon 
Management Plan; (3) change in the proposed location of a public coastal access trail; 
and (4) added provisions to allow for improvements to the existing eastern lagoon 
barrier which will include 700 cu. yds. of grading, pavement of an existing access road 
across the barrier, construction of emergency vehicle turnaround, and the construction 
of an approximately 460 linear ft. long, 15-32 ft. wide, rock revetment core/dune. 

1. Expansion of the Existing Seawater Renewal System 

The existing seawater renewal system was designed and constructed in the 1970's to 
provide 500 gallons per minute (gpm) of seawater to campus laboratories. The system • 
was designed to be expandable to a maximum capacity of 800 gpm at which it is now 
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operating. The expansion of the seawater renewal system is proposed in order to meet 
present and future demands, as well as to ensure a more reliable source of seawater 
supply, for the Marine Biotechnology Laboratory. 

The existing system consists of offshore and onshore components including two 1,500 
ft. linear-foot intake pipelines, a beach pumphouse, wet well, seawater filters, storage 
tanks, supply pumphouse, and distribution lines to several buildings on campus. The 
majority of the system is located directly adjacent to the Marine Biotechnology 
Laboratory, however, the pumphouse is located on the sandy beach in front of the 
eastern lagoon barrier with seawater intake lines extending offshore. The proposed 
expansion will include enlarging the approximately 250 sq. ft. beach pumphouse 
located in front of the eastern lagoon barrier to approximately 1,460 sq. ft., a new wet 
well, new 2,500 linear-foot seawater intake pipelines, new wet well, new 150,000 gallon 
and 36,000 gallon underground seawater storage tanks, additional seawater filters, 
pumps and distribution lines. The new system's capacity will be 1,200 gpm. The 
existing wet well, pump and two 1,500 ft. intake lines will remain as a backup system in 
the event of a failure. 

2. Lagoon Management Plan 

The Campus Lagoon and much of its surrounding area has been designated as ESHA 
in the LRDP. Preparation of the Lagoon Management Plan (LMP) was required by the 
Commission as a requirement of the University Center expansion project and 
associated LRDP Amendment approval. The LMP encompasses an area of 
approximately 94 acres, nearly a quarter of the entire Main Campus of UCSB, and 
includes coastal bluffs and terraces, ocean beaches, sand dunes, the rocky Goleta 
Point, wetlands, and the lagoon itself. The LMP identifies specific policies to protect, 
enhance, and restore the lagoon area, maintain and improve public access and 
education opportunities for the lagoon area, and ensure that activities occurring outside 
the lagoon area do not create adverse impacts within the lagoon area. 

3. Change in Proposed Coastal Access Path Location 

The University is also proposing to reroute the last link of the bluff top path to the beach 
around the landward side of the Marine Biotechnology Laboratory (see figure 3-5) in order 
to allow for greater security for the Marine Laboratory Service Yard. Rerouting the path will 
also allow for the provision of access for the physically challenged while reducing adverse 
impacts to coastal bluff habitat. The change in location is minor in nature and will not result 
in adverse impacts to public coastal access. The existing terminus of the bluff trail will 
remain open to the public. A new sidewalk will connect the bluff top path with the existing 
access road to the beach which will be designed to allow for access by the physically 
challenged . 



University of California, Santa Btubtll'a 
Long Range Developnumt Plan Anumdmtmt 2-97 

PageU 

4. Improvements to lagoon Barrier 

The existing lagoon barrier is located on the southeast perimeter of the Main Campus 
and is bordered by the Marine Biotechnology laboratory to the north and the "lagoon 
island• to the south. The barrier separates the Campus lagoon to the west from the 
Santa Barbara Channel to the east. The lagoon barrier serves to retain the water of the 
Campus lagoon which has a surface elevation of approximately 6 ft. above Mean Sea 
level (MSl). The eastern lagoon barrier was originally constructed in 1942 when the 
subject site was used as a Marine Air Corp station in order to extend a dirt road to 
Goleta Point. In 1952, after the project site had been awarded to the Regents of the 
University of California, the barrier was raised and widened through the placement of 
construction debris. 

A cobblestone revetment to maintain the lagoon barrier and prevent breaching is 
identified for future development in the 1990 lRDP. The University is now proposing to 
construct a more substantial rock revetment core/dune to protect the lagoon barrier. 
However, regardless of the type of shoreline protection device to be used, the lRDP 
also specifically states that any future revetment would be subject to Coastal 
Commission review. In addition, the California State lands Commission has 
determined that any shoreline protective device at the proposed location would be 
located within state tidal lands. Therefore, a coastal development permit is required for 

• 

the proposed development. • 

Other improvements to the existing lagoon barrier would include the placement of 
approximately 700 cu. yds. fill to raise the height of the barrier from approximately 8 ft. 
mean sea level (MSl) to approximately 11 ft. MSL. The pavement of an access road 
across the lagoon barrier and construction of a turnaround is also proposed. Although 
there is currently an existing access road across the lagoon barrier, the pavement of an 
access road atop the proposed 700 cu. yds. of fill would constitute the construction of a 
new, or reconfigured, road across the lagoon barrier. 

5. Related Hearing Items 

Notice of Impending Development (2-97) for a project which includes the expansion of 
the seawater renewal system, 700 cu. yds. of fill of the lagoon barrier, pavement of an 
access road, construction of a turnaround, landscaping, upgrading the existing public 
restrooms in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act will be reported to· the 
Commission at the June 1998, Commission Hearing. The California State lands 
Commission has determined that the rock revetment and intake lines for the seawater 
renewal system are located within state tidal lands. The original permit jurisdiction of 
the Coastal Commission includes all tidal lands, therefore, this revetment, pumphouse, 
and intake lines will require a coastal development permit. Therefore, in addition to the 
Notice of Impending Development, Coastal Development Permit Application 4-97-156 • 
for the expansion of the existing seawater renewal system pumphouse, placement of two 
2,500 ft. long seawater intake lines, and the construction of a 460 ft. long, 10 ft. high, 15-32 
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ft. wide, rock revetment core/dune, two stairways, access ramp and the removal of 
approximately 400-450 linear feet of existing rock revetment is also scheduled for the 
June 1998 Commission Hearing. 

B. Background 

On March 17, 1981, the University's LRDP was effectively certified by the Commission. 
The LRDP has been subject to seven major amendments. Under LRDP Amendment 1-
91, the Commission reviewed and approved the 1990 UCSB LRDP; a 15 year long 
range planning document, which substantially updated and revised the certified 1981 
LRDP. The 1990 LRDP provides the basis for the physical and capital development of 
the campus to accommodate a student population in the academic year 2005/06 of 
20,000 and to expand the building area of the campus by 1.2 million square feet. 

C. Marine Environment 

The proposed amendment is project-driven by the University's proposal to allow the 
expansion of the existing seawater renewal system and construction of a 460 ft. long 
rock revetment core/dune with related improvements. The revetment is proposed to 
protect the existing and expanded seawater system pumphouse and associated intake 
and distribution lines, as well as to prevent the lagoon barrier from breaching. 

Coastal Act §30230 states: 

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

Coastal Act §30231 states: 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms 
and for the protection of human health shall be maintained, enhanced, and where 
feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste 
water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground 
water supplies and substantial Interference with surface water flow, encouraging waste 
water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian 
habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

• Coastal Act §30235 states: 
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Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and 
other such construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall be permitted when 
required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public 
beaches In danger from erosion and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse 
Impacts on local shoreline sand supply. Existing marine structures causing water 
stagnation contributing to pollution problems and fish kills should be phased out or 
upgraded where feasible. 

Coastal Act §30253 states: 

New development shall: 

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

(2) Assure stability and structural Integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to erosion, geologic Instability, or destruction of the site or su«oundlng 
area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would substantially 
alter natura/landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 

• 

Section 30235 allows for the construction of a shoreline protection device when 
necessary to protect existing development and coastal dependent uses only when 
designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts to the shoreline sand supply. In 
addition, §30253 of the Coastal Act requires that all new development must assure • 
structural integrity and not contribute to significant erosion or destruction of the site or 
surrounding area. 

Therefore, it is necessary to review the proposed project for its consistency with 
sections 30235 and 30253 of the Coastal Act and with past Commission action. In 
addition, under section 30235, the proposed rock revetment core/dune, can not be 
considered "necessary" if a feasible alternative which would result in fewer adverse 
impacts to coastal resources exists. The following sections will analyze the physical 
characteristics and dynamics of the subject site shoreline to determine whether the use 
of a shoreline protective device is required to protect the existing and proposed 
structures, as well · as the existing lagoon, and whether the proposed shoreline 
protective device is designed to eliminate or mitigate the adverse impacts of such 
development or ·if there are feasible project alternatives which would accomplish 
adequate shoreline protection with fewer adverse impacts. 

The California State Lands Commission has determined that a revetment at the 
proposed location would periodically be located seaward of the ambulatory mean high 
tide line. In addition, the Scour and Overtopping Report dated April 20, 1997, 
submitted by the University predicts that wave runup would have a 27 percent chance 
each year of overtopping a 1 0 ft. rock revetment on the project site. 

Therefore, based on the determination by the California State Lands Commission and • 
information provided by the applicant, the Commission finds that a rock revetment, at 
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the proposed location, would periodically be seaward of the Mean High Tide Line and 
would encroach into an area of the beach that is currently subject to wave action during 
severe storm and high tide events. A revetment at this location, as a result of wave 
interaction, will potentially result in adverse impact the configuration of the shoreline 
and the beach profile· 

It is a generally accepted opinion within the discipline of coastal engineering that, 
"Seawalls usually cause accelerated erosion of the beaches fronting them and an 
increase in the transport rate of sand along them. "1 Ninety-four experts in the field of 
coastal geology, who view beach processes from the perspective of geologic time, 
signed the following succinct statement of the adverse effects of shoreline protective 
devices: 

These structures are fixed in space and represent considerable effort and expense to 
construct and maintain. They are designed for as long a life as possible and hence are 
not easily moved or replaced. They become permanent fixtures in our coastal scenery 
but their performance is poor in protecting community and municipalities from beach 
retreat and destruction. Even more damaging is the fact that these shoreline defense 
structures frequently enhance erosion by reducing beach width, steepening offshore 
gradients, and increasing wave heights. As a result, they seriously degrade . the 
environment and eventually help to destroy the areas they were designed to protect. 2 

The above 1981 statement signed by 94 respected coastal geologists indicates that 
sandy beach areas available for public use can be harmed through the introduction of 
seawalls. Thus, in evaluating an individual project, the Commission assumes that the 
principles reflected in that statement are applicable. To do otherwise would be 
inconsistent with the Commission's responsibilities under the Coastal Act to protect the 
public's interest in shoreline resources and to protect the public's access along the 
ocean and to the water, as discussed in more detail in the subsequent Section IV.D. 
Public Access. 

The impact of seawalls as they are related to sand removal on the sandy beaches is 
further documented by the State Department of Boating and Waterways: 

While seawalls may protect the upland, they do not hold or protect the beach which is 
the greatest asset of shorefront property. In some cases, the seawall may be detrimental 
to the beach in that the downward forces of water, created by the waves striking the wall 
rapidly remove sand from the beach.3 

1 Saving the American Beach: A Position Paper by Concerned Coastal Geologists (March 1981, 
Skidaway Institute of Oceanography), pg. 4 . 
2 Saving the American Beach: A Position Paper by Concerned Coastal Geologists (March 1981, 
Skidaway Institute of Oceanography), pg. 4. 
3 State Department of Boating and Waterways (formerly called Navigation and Ocean Development), 
Shore Protection in California (1976), page 30. 
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Finally this observation was underscored more recently in 1987 by Robert G. Dean in 
"Coastal Sediment Processes: Toward Engineering Solutions": 

Armoring can cause localized additional storm scour, both In front of and at the ends of 
the armoring ••• Under normal wave and tide conditions, armorlng can contribute to the 
downdrift deficit of sediment through decreasing the supply on an eroding coast and 
Interruption of supply if the armorlng projects Into the active littoral zone. 4 

The Commission has observed this phenomenon up and down California's coast where 
a seawall has successfully halted the retreat of the shoreline, but only at the cost of 
usurping the beach. For example, at La Conchita Beach in Ventura County, placement 
of a rock revetment to protect an existing roadway has caused narrowing of the existing 
beach. Likewise, at City of Encinitas beaches in San Diego County, construction of 
vertical seawalls along the base of the bluffs to protect existing residential development 
above, has resulted in preventing the bluffs' contribution of sand to the beaches, 
resulting in narrowing. Although this may occur slowly, the Commission concludes 
that it is the inevitable effect of constructing a seawall on an eroding or equilibrium 
shoreline. 

There is substantial evidence that a rock revetment core/dune, as proposed in this 
amendment, will adversely impact shoreline sand supply and public access as a result 
of beach scour, and retention of potential beach material. However, Coastal Act 
§30235, which is previously cited, states that shoreline protective devices, such as 
revetments and other construction that would alter natural shoreline processes, shall 
be permitted when those structures are necessary to serve coastal-dependent uses or 
to protect existing structures or to protect public beaches in danger from erosion and 
when they are designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline 
sand supply. Although a shoreline protective device may provide protection for the 
existing lagoon barrier, the March 26, 1998, letter by Penfield and Smith Engineers 
indicates that the proposed seawater renewal system pump house is "designed to be free
standing on its pile foundation" and does not require the construction of a revetment The 
applicant has indicated that. the intake and electrical lines, which are located below grade 
within the existing lagoon barrier, may be further protected through encasement of the 
subterranean intake and utility lines in concrete. The University has. confirmed by letter 
dated May 22, 1998, that the construction and integrity of the proposed seawater renewal 
system pump house and associated utility lines is not depend~nt upon the construction of a 
rock revetment (Exhibit 8). Staff notes that the proposed rock revetment core/dune would 
serve to protect the existing lagoon barrier and road and prevent breaching of the lagoon, 
however, the Commission notes that coastline development is routinely subject to potential 
damage as a result of storm and flood occurrences and that the lagoon barrier has been 
maintained with periodic maintenance in its present condition for more than 50 years. Staff 
observation of the site after recent severe storms has confirmed that both the pumphouse 

4 Coastal Sediments '87. 
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and barrier remained relatively intact. Thus, the applicant has not demonstrated that the 
proposed rock revetment core/dune is consistent with Section 30235 of the Coastal Act. 

In addition, under section 30235, the proposed rock revetment core/dune, can not be 
considered "necessary" if a feasible alternative which would result in fewer adverse 
impacts to coastal resources exists. An analysis of alternatives to the proposed 
revetment which might better eliminate or mitigate adverse effects, is included in the 
Seawater Renewal System Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) dated May 1997, 
As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

However, the Commission notes that alternative forms of shoreline protection which 
could achieve basic protection of the lagoon barrier with fewer adverse impacts have 
not been adequately addressed in the Environmental Impact Report or other 
information submitted by the University. The UCSB LRDP states that the Campus 
Lagoon must be prevented from naturally breaching in order to maintain its ESHA, 
instructional and research value. Although the proposed rock revetment core/dune 
may protect the existing educational and scientific opportunities provided by the 
Campus Lagoon, it would also result in adverse impacts to the ESHA, habitat, 
recreational and public access values of the beach area. Furtber, alternative forms of 
shoreline protection, such as dune nourishment and beach replenishment, may not only 
be feasible but could also serve to enhance the habitat, educational, and scientific 
value of the project site which is located within an area designated as ESHA by the 
LRDP. 

1. No Shoreline Protection Alternative 

The EIR identifies a "No Shoreline Protection Alternative" stating that "Over time, sand 
sediments comprising the lagoon barrier would naturally erode and transport offshore 
through wave action and littoral processes" which could allow the lagoon to partially 
breach. In addition, the provided analysis does not explore the alternative of periodic 
maintenance of the barrier. Since the lagoon is now being maintained as an unnatural 
closed system, it may be very acceptable to rebuild the lagoon closure after a partial 
breach, rather than to provide a solid, long-term closure. Periodic partial breaching 

. may also provide some natural scour of the lagoon which could offset the 
sedimentation which could occur from upland runoff. 

In addition, there is no analysis of the rate of erosion for the lagoon barrier and the 
possibility of a partial breach. In the Scour and Overtopping Report prepared by Dr . 
Anikouchine, it was found that "long-term erosion of the beach at the subject site is 
improbable." It is likely that the no protection alternative was in consideration of the 
short-term shoreline change which can occur during extreme storm events. Permanent 
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shoreline armoring would provide a greater level of protection against breaching than 
the No Protection Alternative; however, there is no information on the immediacy of 
concern. 

Although this alternative would not provide additional protection for the existing 
seawater renewal system, staff notes that a shoreline protective device is not 
necessary to protect the expanded pumphouse structure which will be constructed on 
16 grade beam driven piles not including the wet well structure which also serves as an 
independent support for the structure. The University has also confirmed by letter dated 
May 22, 1998, that the construction and integrity of the proposed seawater renewal system 
pump house and associated utility lines are not dependent upon the construction of a rock 
revetment {Exhibit 8). 

2. Beach Replenishment Alternative 

• 

The EIR found that this alternative would protect the lagoon barrier and seawater 
system while resulting in beneficial effects on coastal access and beach recreation. 
However, this alternative/ was determined not to be feasible "because beach • 
replenishment would need to be implemented on a periodic basis along the entire 56 
mile coastline between Isla Vista and Point Mugu to achieve the basic project 
objectives of protecting seawater system improvement." It is also noted in the EIR that: 

beach replenishment would not provide a permanent structure and would require long· 
term maintenance activities to permanently stabilize the coastline •.. Costs associated with 
beach nourishment make It Infeasible." 

However, Commission staff notes that, in many respects, the project site would be a 
prime area for beach nourishment. (1) The project site is in the upshore portion of the 
Santa Barbara Littoral Cell and, as such, could serve well as a feeder beach for the 
regional beach system. The Campus lagoon Beach would receive primary benefits 
from the nourishment, but it might easily be developed as a long-term regional 
program. In addition, this alternative would serve to create new opportunities for 
educational and scientific studies. (2) There is approximately 24 million cubic yards of 
sand in an offshore deposit site immediately offshore from Goleta Point. 5 ·This sand 
has not been tested extensively for suitability for beach nourishment; however, it does 
hold promise as a source for the 20 to 40 thousand cubic yards of sand needed for 
beach replenishment. 

5 The Final EIR for the BEACON Beach Nourishment Demonstration Project, September 1992. • 
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Beach nourishment was found in the EIR to be infeasible because of costs and the 
need to replenish 56 miles of shoreline. However, the EIR does not indicate what the 
costs for beach nourishment are, so it is impossible to determine whether beach 
replenishment would, in fact, be too costly. (Critical to the determination of project 
costs would be the estimated replenishment rate for long-term stability.) Further, it is 
not clear why the beach replenishment program must address the entire Santa Barbara 
Cell to be effective at the Campus Lagoon Beach. The area between Goleta and the 
Santa Barbara Harbor is an identified subcell and this provides a better bound for the 
coastal processes affecting the Campus Lagoon Beach. Since the project site is at the 
upcoast portion of the cell and subcell, its nourishment could benefit much of the 
downcoast shoreline, but complete nourishment of the entire cell would not be 
necessary for nourishment to be successful at the Campus Lagoon Beach. Thus, the 
Commission finds that there is no basis for finding that beach nourishment is not 
feasible. 

In addition, for the purpose of an adequate comparison, the analysis of the proposed 
rip-rap revetment does not address the long-term maintenance of this structure. While 
the proposed rock revetment core/dune will be an engineered structure, using 
geotextile material and core rock, it will be founded on sand and old landfill material. 
From study of revetment structures in the central coast, Griggs and Fulton-Bennet 
found that: 

Most engineered and non-engineered rip rap that we observed required additional stone 
after almost every moderate (say 5 to 10 year recurrence interval) storm season ••• ln 
addition, rip rap settlement appears to be reactivated each time a major storm arrives. At 
many locations, rip rap has moved 5 to 10 feet vertically downward and 10 to 30 feet 
horizontally seaward during single storms. 6 

Further, the option of beach replenishment was found in the EIR to be infeasible due to 
the need for long-term maintenance; however, the long-term maintenance for a 
revetment in this location was never considered and could equal or exceed the 
maintenance required for beach replenishment. Fulton-Bennet and Griggs found that 
"after a storm of roughly ten-year recurrence interval, engineered structures along the 
Central California coast required repairs totaling between 20 to 40 percent of their 
construction cost (2 to 4% per year) and that non-engineered structures required 
repairs totaling between 50 to 150 percent of construction cost (5 to 15% per year). •7 

Since the proposed rip rap revetment would be located on a significant proportion of 
the available dry beach, it would be very important for the University to maintain the rip 
rap revetment and replace all dislodged rock promptly. Dislodged rock does not 

6 Fulton-Bennet, Kim and Griggs, Gary (No Date) Coastal Protection Structures And Their Effectiveness. Joint 
Publication of the State Department of Boating and Waterways and marine Science Institute of the University of 
California at Santa Cruz. 
7 1bid. 
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provide effective protection of the backshore area and further reduces the area of • 
beach available for public access and recreation. 

3. Dune Nourishment Alternative 

One method for maximizing the retention of beach nourishment material not discussed 
in the EIR is to include a stable back beach dune into the beach nourishment project. 
This can often be very effective where there is limited space or nourishment material. 
The beach area seaward of the dunes can provide access and recreational 
opportunities and the dunes can provide habitat, new educational and scientific 
opportunities, reduce wind blown losses of sand, and provide a stable barrier to wave 
erosion and lagoon breaching. If appropriate, the dune system could be underlain by a 
rock or geotube core and covered by appropriate dune vegetation. Periodic additions 
of sand are often needed to sustain the dune system over the long term, but the 
amount of sand is usually less than that required for a standard beach nourishment 
program. A further benefit of this option for the academic setting provided by the 
University of Santa Barbara is that the dune system could be studied providing 
valuable information to assist in dune restoration efforts elsewhere along the coast. 
This alternative was not analyzed in the EIR and should be considered. 

4. Conclusion 

The University has included as part of this amendment application, changes to the text 
of the certified 1990 LRDP which would provide for the construction of a rock revetment 
to prevent the lagoon barrier from breaching and to protect the seawater renewal 
system. Section 30235 of the Coastal Act allows for the construction of a shoreline 
protection device when necessary to protect existing development and coastal 
dependent uses only when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts to the 
shoreline sand supply. However, under section 30235, the proposed rock revetment 
core/dune, can not be considered "necessary" if a feasible alternative which would 
result in fewer adverse impacts to coastal resources exists. 

In this case, alternative forms of shoreline protection which could achieve the basic 
protection objectives with fewer adverse impacts are available which have not been 
·adequately addressed in the University's submittal. In addition, as indicated in the 
March 26, 1998, letter by Penfield and Smith Engineers, the proposed seawater 
renewal system pump house is .. designed to be free-standing on its pile foundation• 
and does not require the construction of a revetment. The applicant has indicated that 
the intake and electrical lines, which are located below grade within the existing lagoon 
barrier, may be further protected through encasement of the subterranean intake and 
utility lines in concrete. The University has also confirmed by letter dated May 22, 

• 

• 
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1998, that the construction of the proposed seawater renewal system pump house and 
associated utility lines is not dependent upon the construction of a rock revetment 
(Exhibit 8). Staff notes that the proposed rock revetment core/dune may serve to 
protect the existing lagoon barrier and road and prevent breaching of the lagoon. · 
However, the Commission notes that coastline development is routinely subject to 
potential damage as a result of storm and flood occurrences and that the lagoon barrier 
has been maintained with periodic maintenance in its present condition for more than 
50 years. Staff observation of the site after recent severe storms has confirmed that 
both the pumphouse and barrier remained relatively intact. Thus, the applicant has not 
demonstrated that the proposed rock revetment core/dune is consistent with Section 
30235 of the Coastal Act or CEQA requirements. 

Therefore, the Commission can not find that the rock revetment core/dune component 
of the proposed amendment is consistent with §30235 and §30253 of the Coastal Act. 
Modification one (1) is suggested in order to ensure that the proposed textual 
amendment of the LRDP does not provide for the construction of a rock revetment 
core/dune before all feasible alternatives which would result in less adverse impacts to 
shoreline sand supply, public access, and habitat resources have been considered. 
Modification four (4) is suggested to ensure that all references (text and figures) within 
the LRDP which refer to a revetment to protect the lagoon barrier and pumphouse are 
consistent with the language contained in modification one ( 1 ). Modification Two (2) is 
suggested in order to ensure that the policies contained within the LRDP are sufficient 
to provide for the elimination or mitigation of adverse impacts to shoreline sand supply 
and public access from the use of shoreline protection devices. The Lagoon 
Management Plan which the University proposes to incorporate into the LRDP makes 
extensive references to the placement of a rock revetment to protect the lagoon barrier 
and seawater renewal system and, therefore, is not consistent with the LRDP or §30235 
and §30253 of the Coastal Act. In order to ensure that the proposed Lagoon 
Management Plan is consistent with the LRDP and §30235 and §30253 of the Coastal 
Act, Modifications Three (3) and Five (5) suggest that all references (text and figures) 
to a revetment in the Lagoon Management Plan are either deleted or replaced with 
language consistent with the text contained in Modification One (1 ). Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the proposed amendment to the LRDP, as modified, is 
consiste.nt with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

D. Public Access 

One of the basic mandates of the Coastal Act is to maximize public access and 
recreational opportunities along the coast. The Coastal Act has several policies which 
address the issues of public access and recreation along the coast. Coastal Act 
§30210 and §30211 mandate that maximum public access and recreational 
opportunities be provided and that development not interfere with the public's right to 



University of Califomit~t Sant11 Barb11ra 
Long Range Development Plllll Amendnient 2-97 

Page24 

access the coast. Likewise, §30212 of the Coastal Act requires that adequate public • 
access to the sea be provided to allow use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches. In 
addition, §30213 requires that lower cost visitor and recreational opportunities be 
protected, encouraged and, where feasible provided. Finally, §30220 of the Coastal 
Act requires coastal areas suited for c6astal recreational activities, that cannot be 
provided at inland water areas, be protected. 
Coastal Act §3021 0 states: 

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

Coastal Act §30211 states: 

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

Coastal Act §30212 states (in part): 

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

Coastal Act §30213 states (in part): 

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

Coastal Act §30220 states: 

Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot 
readily be provided at Inland water areas shall be protected for such uses. 

• 

The LRDP identifies a commitment to provide and maintain public access to coastal 
areas. The LRDP further provides that public access is permitted to all parts of the 
Campus except for the Coal Oil Point Natural Reserve where a special permit h~ 
required. The location of the proposed revetment and expansion of the existing beach • 
pumphouse for the seawater renewal system is identified in the LRDP as a primary 
coastal access point (Figure 25). 
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The LRDP Figure 26, Coastal Access Improvements, identifies that the bluff top path 
that currently terminates at a seating area east of the Marine Biotechnology Laboratory 
would continue down the bluff face to the beach. In order to provide better security to 
the Marine Biotechnology Building yard which houses many of the components of the 
existing and proposed additions to the seawater renewal system such as storage tanks, 
filters, pumps and distribution lines and to avoid further impacts to the fragile bluff face, 
the University is proposing to reroute the last link of the bluff top path to the beach 
around the landward side of the Marine Biotechnology Laboratory (Exhibit 3b). The 
existing terminus of the bluff trail will remain open to the public. The new configuration 
of the access trail is minor in nature, and will not result in a significant disruption to 
coastal access. In addition, the new sidewalk which will connect the bluff top path with 
the existing access road to the beach will be designed to allow for access by the 
physically challenged. Signs indicating public access to the coast will be posted along 
the new pathway. Modification six (6) is suggested in order to ensure that the above 
changes to coastal access are accurately reflected in the LRDP. 

The University is proposing to amend the LRDP to allow for a rock revetment core/dune 
to protect the existing lagoon barrier which would convert a significant portion of the 
adjacent public sandy beach, depending on tides, to large rock rip-rap resulting in a 
reduction of the physical area of the sandy beach available ·for coastal access. In 
addition, as discussed above, over time the use of shoreline protection devices, while 
effective at protecting upland areas, is likely to contribute to erosion of the sandy beach 
area located seaward of the device further reducing the sandy beach area available for 
lateral public access. 

Further, the existing lagoon barrier is approximately 8 ft. in height above mean sea 
level (MSL). The University has submitted information confirming that the average 
sandy beach elevation at the barrier is approximately 5 ft. above MSL Thus, there is 
approximately only a 3ft. difference in elevation between the existing barrier road and 
the sandy beach. As the lagoon barrier now exists, beachgoers may easily access the 
sandy beach from any point along the approximately 400 ft. long barrier road. The 
placement of a an 11 ft. high revetment along the existing lagoon barrier will adversely 
impact or restrict vertical public access. 

The University is proposing to incorporate a stairway adjacent to the beach pumphouse 
and a beach access ramp which will allow beach access for the physically challenged 
as part of the design of the lagoon barrier revetment. Although the construction of a 
ramp will supply new access for the physically challenged, the Commission notes that 
the stairway improvement is not necessary unless the approximately 400ft. area which 
allows vertical public access along the existing lagoon barrier to the sandy beach is 
eliminated through the construction of a revetment. Further, ramp access to the sandy 
beach for the physically challenged is possible regardless of whether a revetment is 
constructed in the proposed location. 
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The addition of other related improvements to the lagoon barrier including the 
placement of approximately 700 cu. yds. of fill to raise the height of the existing barrier 
from approximately 8 ft. MSL to approximately 11 ft. MSL, paving an access road 
across the barrier, and constructing a hammerhead style turnaround at the Lagoon 
Island terminus would also require an amendment to the LRDP. Although pavement of 
the access road in its existing configuration and the construction of a turnaround will 
not adversely impact public access, the Commission notes that the pavement of an 
access road atop the proposed 700 cu. yds. of fill would constitute the construction of a 
new, or reconfigured, road across the lagoon barrier. In addition, the placement of 700 
cu. yds. of fill in order to raise the height of the revetment to 11 ft. MSL will create a 
difference in elevation between the access road and the sandy beach (sand elevation 
is approximately 5 ft. MSL at the lagoon barrier according to University information) of 
approximately 6 ft effectively restricting or eliminating public access to the sandy 
beach. In addition, the Commission notes that the placement of fill in order to increase 
the height of the existing lagoon barrier and road is integrally related to the 
construction of a shoreline protection device and should not be approved as separate 
development. 

The Commission finds that the amendment, as proposed, will result in significant 
adverse impacts to public access both to and along the beach. As discussed in the 
previous section, the Commission also finds that there are potentially feasible shoreline 
protection alternatives which could result in less adverse impacts to the shoreline sand 
supply and public access than the proposed rock revetment and that these possible 
alternatives have not been adequately addressed in the EIR submitted for the proposed 
amendment. Therefore, Modification One (1) is suggested in order to ensure that the 
height of the lagoon barrier shall not be increased unless necessary as an integral 
component of approved shoreline protection. Modification Four (4) is suggested to 
ensure that all references (text and figures) within the LRDP which refer to a revetment 
to protect the lagoon barrier are consistent with the language contained in modification 
one (1 ). Modification Two (2) is suggested in order to ensure that the policies 
contained within the LRDP are sufficient to provide for the elimination or mitigation of 
adverse impacts to shoreline sand supply and public access from the use of shoreline 
protection devices. The Lagoon Management Plan which the University proposes to 
incorporate into the LRDP makes extensive references to the placement of a rock 
revetment to protect the lagoon barrier and seawater renewal system and, therefore, is 
not consistent with the LRDP or the public access sections of the Coastal Act. In order 
to ensure that the proposed Lagoon Management Plan is consistent with the LRDP and 
the applicable Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, Modifications Three (3) and Five 
(5) suggest that all references (text and figures) to a revetment in the· Lagoon 
Management Plan are either deleted or replaced with language consistent with the text 
contained in Modification One (1 ). Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed 
amendment to the LRDP, as modified, is consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the 
Coastal Act. 

• 

• 

• 
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Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area 

The Coastal Act mandates that ESHAs be protected against habitat disruption. 
Furthermore, the Coastal Act requires that development adjacent to an ESHA be sited 
and designed to prevent impacts that would degrade the ESHA value. Specifically, 
§30240 states: 

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

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

In certifying the UCSB LRDP, the Commission found that ESHAs should be defined by 
the following four categories: 1} areas that support plant or animal species which are 
officially classified as "Rare or Endangered" or "Fully Protected" by State or Federal 
agencies; 2) areas that support a large number and/or diversity of species. If such 
areas were lost, many species that are now regularly occurring would become locally 
threatened or disappear; 3} areas that represent the last example of a certain habitat 
type on Campus, the disappearance or major alteration of which would result in a loss 
of species that depend solely on the habitat type; or, 4) areas that provide unique 
opportunities for UCSB instruction and research. 

By applying the criteria contained in the LRDP which defines ESHA, in part, as any 
area that provides unique opportunities for UCSB instruction and research, the Campus 
Lagoon and surrounding area was identified for inclusion in the LRDP as an ESHA. 
The proposed expansion of the seawater renewal system is compatible with Coastal 
Act §30240. The Lagoon Management Plan (LMP) has been developed specifically to 
address the unique nature of the lagoon and its surrounding environs. The LMP 
contains policies and implementation procedures which are designed to protect and 
enhance the lagoon as a functioning wetland habitat while maintaining public access 
and recreation goals. Modification 7 is suggested in order to ensure that the policies 
contained within the proposed LMP are adequate to provide protection for the unique 
resources contained within the management area. The expansion of the seawater 
renewal system will have no new adverse impacts to the lagoon ESHA and may 
contribute to improved water quality, better circulation of lagoon water, and a reduction 
in eutrophication problems. 

In addition, any impacts resulting from the placement of the offshore intake lines for the 
Seawater Renewal System would not be significant. The Marine Biology/Water Quality 
Report by MEC Analytical Systems dated 11/22/96 states: 

Mobile organisms, such as fish and marine mammals (including sensitive species}, 
would have the ability to leave or avoid the area of impact and not be affected. 
Organisms that are attached or buried, however, would be affected ••• Whlle some 
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smothering of benthic lnfauna may occur, effects are expected to be localized and shotf .. 
term. These organisms are routinely impacted by winter storms and recover rapidly 

Adverse impacts from the operation of the intake lines include increased surface area 
of hard substrate on the sea floor and impacts to biological resources from the intake of 
seawater. The increase in hard substrate surface on the sea floor will be localized in 
nature and result in a change of habitat in the affected area. The pipeline and anchor 
structures may result in the beneficial impact of the development of a hard-bottom 
community through the colonization of benthic invertebrates and algae. The capacity of 
the existing seawater renewal system will increase by 400 gpm from 800 gpm to a new 
maximum capacity of 1 ,200 gpm. However, studies of similar larger facilities indicate 
that impacts to plankton which may occur from the 400 gpm increased intake of 
seawater will not be significant. As such, the adverse impacts to the marine 
environment resulting from the physical presence of the new intake lines, and 
corresponding increase in hard substrate habitat will not be significant. 

The proposed expansion of the seawater renewal system is consistent with Coastal Act 
§30230 as it will serve to maintain existing educational and scientific uses of the marine 
environment. In addition, the lagoon functions artificially receiving its source water 
from the Campus stormwater drainage system and the seawater discharge of the 
marine laboratory which has a capacity of 800 gpm. Outflow from the lagoon is from an 

• 

overflow weir located at the western terminus of the lagoon and from two overflow pipes • 
located in the lagoon barrier. As discharge from the existing seawater renewal system 
is the main source or input of water for the lagoon, the expansion of the seawater 
renewal system will serve to increase water circulation and quality within the lagoon 
and is consistent with Coastal Act §30231. 

As discussed in a previous section, there is substantial evidence that a rock revetment 
core/dune, as proposed in this amendment, could adversely impact sand supply and 
public access as a result of beach scour, and retention of potential beach material. 
Further, the Commission notes that alternative forms of shoreline protection which 
could achieve basic protection of the lagoon barrier and seawater renewal system with 
fewer adverse impacts have not been adequately addressed in the Environmental 
Impact Report submitted by the University. The LRDP maintains that the Campus 
Lagoon should be prevented from naturally breaching in order to maintain its ESHA, 
instructional and research value. However, the Commission notes that although the 
proposed rock revetment core/dune may serve to protect the existing educational and 
scientific opportunities provided by the Campus Lagoon in its present state, such 
development would also directly result in adverse impacts to the habitat, recreational 
and public access values of the public beach area (located on State Tidal Lands) which 
the LRDP has also designated as ESHA. Further, alternative forms of shoreline 
protection such as dune nourishment and beach replenishment, may not only be 
feasible but could also serve to enhance the habitat, educational, and scientific value of • 
the project site which is located within an area designated as ESHA by the LRDP. 
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Therefore, Modification One (1) is suggested in order to ensure that the proposed 
textual amendment of the LRDP does not provide for the construction of a rock 
revetment core/dune before all feasible alternatives which would result in less adverse 
impacts to ESHA value of the beach have been considered. Modification four (4) is 
suggested to ensure that all references (text and figures) within the LRDP which refer 
to a revetment to protect the lagoon barrier and pumphouse are consistent with the 
language contained in Modification One (1 ). The Lagoon Management Plan which the 
University proposes to incorporate into the LRDP makes extensive references to the 
placement of a rock revetment to protect the lagoon barrier and seawater renewal 
system and, therefore, is not consistent with the LRDP or the applicable Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act. In order to ensure that the proposed Lagoon Management 
Plan is consistent with the LRDP and the Coastal Act, Modifications Three (3) and Five 
(5) suggest that all references (text and figures) to a revetment in the proposed Lagoon 
Management Plan are either deleted or replaced with language consistent with the text 
contained in Modification One (1 ). 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed amendment to the LRDP, as 
modified, is consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

F. California Environmental Quality Act. 

Pursuant to §21 080.9 of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the Coastal 
Commission is the lead agency responsible for reviewing Long Range Development 
Plans for compliance with CEQA. The Secretary of Resources Agency has determined 
that the Commission's program of reviewing and certifying LRDPs qualifies for 
certification under §21080.5 of CEQA In addition to making the finding that the LRDP 
amendment is in full compliance with CEQA, the Commission must make a finding that 
no less environmentally damaging feasible alternative exists. §21080.5(d)(l) of CEQA 
and §13540(f) of the Coastal Code of Regulations require that the Commission not 
approve or adopt a LRDP, " ... if there are feasible alternative or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact 
which the activity may have on the environment." 

. A Notice of Preparation ("NOP") for the seawater renewal system was circulated on 
November 18, 1996 and a draft of the EIR was released for public review in February 
1997. Notice of the availability of the draft documents was sent to all organizations and 
individuals who had requested such notice, and was also published in the Santa 
Barbara News-Press (a newspaper of general circulation) and the Nexus, UCSB's 
campus newspaper. Pursuant to a13515{a), notice of the availability of the document 
was also given to potentially affected local governments and special districts, and state 
and federal agencies listed in Appendix A of the Local Coastal Program Manual. 
Copies of the draft document were made available at local public libraries and at the 
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UCSB Library, and were provided at no charge to all individuals, community groups, • 
state and local agencies, and University-affiliated groups who requested them. 

The notice provided to interested parties began a 45-day public review and comment 
period, which ran from February 14, 1997, through March 28, 1997. A noticed public 
hearing to receive comments on the draft EIR was held on March 19, 1997, at UCSB. 
Written comments were received from public agencies, organizations and individuals 
during the comment period. 

For the reasons discussed in this report, the LROP amendment, as submitted is 
inconsistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, there are feasible 
alternatives or mitigation measures available which would lessen any significant 
adverse effect which the approval would have on the environment. The Commission 
has modified the proposed LROPA to include such feasible measures as will reduce 
environmental impacts of new development. As discussed in the preceding section, the 
Commission's suggested modifications bring the proposed LRDP amendment into 
conformity with the Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission finds that the LROP 
amendment, as modified, is consistent with CEQA and the Chapter 3 policies of the 
Coastal Act. 
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APPENDIX 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS 

Scour and Overtopping Report by William Anikouchine, PH.D, dated 4/20/97. 

Marine Biology/Marine Water Quality Report by MEC Analytical Systems, Inc., dated 11/22/96. 

Certified Long Range Development Plan 1990-2005, University of California at Santa Barbara 
dated 12/11/86. 

Final Environmental Impact Report for Seawater System Renewal Project, University of 
California at Santa Barbara, dated May 1997. 

Draft Management Plan for the Campus Lagoon, University of California at Santa Barbara, 
dated August 1996. 

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for the BEACON Beach 
Nourishment Demonstration Project by Chambers Group, Inc. dated February 1992 . 

STUDIES AND PUBLICATIONS 
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Coastal Sediments '87.1987. 

Denison, Frank and Hugh Robertson. "Assessment of 1982-83 Winter Storms 
Damage to Malibu Coastline". California Geology. September 1985. 
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on Tidal Waters in California. California's Battered Coast (California 
Coastal Commission, 1985). 

Griggs, G., K. Fulton-Bennet. Coastal Protections and Their Effectiveness. Joint Publication of 
the State of California Department of Boating and Waterways and the Marine Science 
Institute of the University of California at Santa Cruz. 

Griggs, G., J. Tait, and W. Corona. "The Interaction of Seawalls and Beaches: 
Seven Years of Monitoring, Monterey Bay, California". Shore and Beach. 
Vol. 62, No. 3. 1994 

McDougal, W.G., M.A. Sturtevant, and P.D. Komar. "Laboratory and Field 
Investigations of the Impact of Shoreline Stabilization Structures on 
Adjacent Properties". Coastal Sediments '87. 1987. 
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was identified as the best unit to coordinate efforts of this sort because: it bas a successful track 
n=cord of similar projects; it is well situated to work with community or UCSB volunteers such as • 
the Habitat Restoration Cub; it has the extensive botanical and zoological knowledge required for 
this type of work; and the ability to coordinate restoration work with instructional opportunities. 

The instructional aspects of the implementation program is a key component of the n=conunended 
approach. The annual funding will go much further if portions of the work are performed by 
volunteers or as part of class exercises. It is anticipated that Museum staff will use some of the 
funding to seek grants. 

To monitor implementation of the plan, the Director of the Museum would prepare an annual status 
report describing management actions accomplished during the preceding year, and submit it to the 
Office of Budget and Planning, for distribution to the California Coastal Commission staff, 
members of the Wetlands Committee and Landscape Committee, and other interested persons. 

Category 3 
Existing campus activities that are related to management of the lagoon area include such things as 
maintenance of the outflow weir, roads, fences, stairways, and parking lots, replacement of signs, 
and law enforcement. The Management Plan assumes the existing activities and responsibilities of 
Police, rue, Environmental Health & Safety and Facilities Management will continue. The current 
maintenance of the campus physical plant would be supplemented by new habitat management 
activities under the direction of the Museum. The additional burden of maintaining these areas 
would not fall to existing Grounds personnel who are already committed to maintaining the more 
urbanized portions of the campus. 

ill. 1990 Long Range Development Plan Text Changes 

Part 1: Seawater 

The Seawater System Renewal project as proposed requires the following text changes to the 1990 
LRDP, Part 2: Coastal Act Element, Section VI. Marine Environment, D. Revetments, 
Breakwaters [PRC § 30235]. Text deletions are shown with strike-out and text additions are 
underlined. 

D. REVETMENTS. BREAKWATERS. ETC. [PRC § 30235] 

Revetments, breakwaters, groins. harbor channels. seawaUs. cliff retaining walls. and 
other such construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall be permitted when 
required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches 
in danger from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on 
local shoreline sand supply. · 

1. Existing Conditions and the 1980 lRDP 

There is only one location on Campus where a structure has been placed to reduce coastal 
erosion: at the base of the east-facing coastal bluffs on the Main CampusRtjp-rap rock 
material at this location has reduced coastal erosion without significantly altering natural 
beach conditions. As described in Part 2, Chapter II. Sectio11 C. coastal erosion affects the 
east- and south-facing bluffs on the Main Campus. 
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The 1980 LRDP included policies allowing the construction of additional protective devices 
to protect existing development from the effects of coastal erosion, as long as the site or 
surrounding area is not significantly disrupted. These policies have been reincorporated in 
Part 2, Chapter II, Section C of the 1990 LRDP. No specific projects to construct seawalls, 
revetments or other shoreline protective devices were proposed in the 1980 LRDP. 

2. The 1990 LRDP 

Campus Llgoon and Beach Protection 

The Campus !A. goon is an environmentally sensitive habitat area and sometimes used for 
the instructional and research purposes of the Campus (a coastal-dependent use) (see part 
2, Chapter V. Section A). The lagoon was created by the Campus from a dry salt flat, 
when the University took over the Goleta Point site in 1950.1ts water surface elevation is 
about seven feet above sea level, contained from oveiflow into the ocean by sandbars on 
the south and east side of the Point and artificial outlets to the ocean. In the past, the 
sandbar and beach on the east have come close to being breached by winter stonn waters, 
adversely affecting existing plant and animal populations and, therefore, the value as an 
instruction and research resource (see Part 2, Chapter V. Section A). 

While sandbags have been used as a temporary measure to stem the high waters and protect 
the sandbar and beach from erosion, the Campus has 6eeided te will develop a more 
permanent revetment at that location. Accordingly, the 1990 LRDP proposes to maintain 
the lagoon barrier by constructing {1ft t.ie5thetie6U'Y plea&iRgfiU revetment that allows for 
easy foot traffic both to the beach and across the barrier to the bluffs to the south. Policy 3-
2 of the County LCP pennits revetments when designed to mitigate adverse impacts on 
local shoreline sand supply and so as not to block lateral access. The proposed revetment 11 
-.viU he 6esigned with these mitigatien eh;iee#·;es in desimed to mintlhave no significant 
dfect on local sand suwlv that would reduce area end will he slihjeet tefirrthe,= 
Cei'Hmissi9R Fe'liewbeaches and block lateral access. 

This proposed revetment will include the remeWll replacement of existing sandbags fJl1!J. 
gravel berm ( swils and dekris from old construction sites) with-g.pproximately 400-lineal 
feet of rock revetment on either side Qjthe Seawater System pump house. edtlingfill 
e9Rsisting efeehhles, gFsvel, snd seil. Thisfill willThe revetment does not include 
materials which could erode and degrade the visual quality of the area, or become a safety 
hazard. The revetment design links the new structure with the twO existing rock revetments 
on either side of the la~oon barrier. The footprint qfthe new revetment has an llJlProximate 
width q.f28 feei to 38feet. and extends 10 to 12 feet more onto the sandy beach than the 
existing sand and gravel berm's encroachment. Thejill will he placed en the heseh side 6/ 
the hamer, e•snding its te18l width te sewmty fi·,.e te J{)()feet st fil1t'Y gi"l61t peint. The 
Campus will design the revetment to protect the lagoon habitat, to protect the Seawater 
System pump house structure. to minimize-:6W!Jidalteration of natural shoreline processes._ 
and to maintain coastal access along dry sand area. he rock revetment is desiined to arrest 
the landward migration of the coastline in the vicinity. and stabilize the pump house site. 
The revetment may result in the removal ofup to 0.33 acre ofsandv beach from the 
approximately 2 acres gfsandy beach cu{jacent to the revetment. The revetment should be 
isolated from siinlficantly impacting the erosion process because both the praposed and 
existing reyetments are located within the wave and wind shadow from the fJlpically 
northwesterly winds. 

The-fill revetment will."'esteFe the-replace the cobble. gravel. sandbau and soil materials 
that hss eredcd, anJ it sheuldpF9'-'ide that have eroded as well as provide some additional 
protection to the pump house. The restrooms will remain in the same location;- and will be 
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upgratled to be accessible for persons with disabilitie l,661ttiNNil'f8 te he fJ1'6teettHJ by the 
rip-rap 8lt the lW!'BI sitle while. The restrooms will continue to be protected lzy the rip-rqp • 
aa tftlllil'f8Jill te I'Si:1tfs~ree lite rip-rap the.JUSJ.side. To allow for easy and safe pedestrian 
and wheeled access to the beach; the 199+J l:.R:i)p UC$8 proposes to 11face a keach ran'IR 
across the revetment to provide wh«led access to the beach. Blspe the fill gently ilelwttwml 
tewaFd the eeaelt with Bll t!te Wtate"Fials e61ftjH1€1etl aeeeFtlil'f8 te "geetl el'f8ineei'Vtgf11'6eliee." 
fi!JJI_increase coasral access fQr marine reseqrchers lzy allowinr for the lqunch q[smgll 
inflatable crtft. A service vehicle roa4 and trnck turnaround will be C(}nsfruCted on tqp of. 
qnd between the revetment qnd the lar;oon. to provide for emergency vehicle access and 
maintenance qfthe pumphouse 

3. Policies and Implementation Measures 

Policies related to the protection of development from coastal erosion are discussed in Part 
2, Chapter V, Section A Polices related to habitat protection on coastal beaches and bluffs. 
are discussed in Part 2, Chapter V, Section A. 

30235.1 
Where seawalls are required for the protection of existing development or to serve coastal· 
dependent uses, or to protect public beaches in danger from erosion, and there is no less 
environmentally damaging alternative, seawall design and construction shall minimize, to 
the extent feasible, the alteration of natural land forms, adverse impacts on public access, 
and visual impacts through the use of appropriate colors and materials ( 1980 LRDP policy, 
as amended). . 

30235.2 
No permanent above-ground structures shall be permitted on the dry sand beach except 
facilities necessary for public health and safety, reseqrch neet/s. a:nd ""'P'r41Y recreational • 
structures such as volleyball poles and nets ( 1980 LRDP policy, as amended). 

PART 2: LMP 

The 1990 LRDP will be amended to include the Lagoon Management Plan; an implementation plan 
with policies for protection, enhancement, restoration, and public interpretation and access for the 
Campus Lagoon. No other LRDP land use changes or text revisions are proposed. The LMP was 
written to be consistent with, and identifies management actions to implement LRDP policies. The 
LMP was prepared during.the same time frame as design development for the Seawater System 
project, and thus reflects the .proposed changes to the revetment design described in Part 1: 
Seawater. 

The following sections follow the California Administrative Code ("CAC') sections related to the 
content of amendments to certified Long Range Development Plans. 

July 21. 1997 11 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
,..-: . 
c;(LIFORNJA STATE LANDS COMMISSION 
100 Howe A venue, Suite 100 South 

PETE WILSON. Governor 

• Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 

ROBERT C. HIGHT, Executive Officer 
(916) 574-1800 FAX (916) 574-1810 

California Relay Service From TDD Phone 1-800..73S.%92l 
from Yoice Phone l-800..735-l9l!J 

• 

• 

December 15, 1997 

Catriona Gay 
University of California, Santa Barbara 
Office of the Assistant Chancellor 
Budget and Planning 
Santa Barbara, California 93106-2030 

Dear Ms. Gay: 

Contcct Phone: (916) S74-t833 
Contact FAX: (916) S74·192S 

File Ref: W 25374 

;~m&mowff!ffJ 
DEc 181997 

r•o ~ .... (tr·(l~· 
sovr~ c~~~~fo~Mtss,<... 

.. COAST DIS 
"'·· Subject: Expansion of Seawater Renewal Project, Santa Barbara County 

This letter confirms our recent discussions regarding the University of California, Santa 
Barbara's (UCSB) proposed seawater renewal project and serves to clarify the status ofUCSB's 
application. 

When staff reviewed UCSB's initial application, we determined that the existing and 
proposed intake pipelines would involve State lands under the jurisdiction of the Commission 
and a lease would be required. At that time, we had not made a final determination regarding the 
rock revetment and whether it involved lands under the jurisdiction of the Commission. 
Commission staff recently completed a fonnal review of the additional information provided 
regarding the rock revetment portion of the proposed seawater renewal project Based on this 
review, we have determined that the revetment will involve lands under the jurisdiction of the 
Commission and will, therefore, require a lease. It is our intent to process a lease to the 
University for both the intake pipelines and for both the existing and proposed rock revetment: 

I am currently drafting the proposed lease terms and am having a land description 
prepared. Normally, this portion of the application process can take between one and two 
months to complete. Once these two items have been completed, I will forward the proposed 
lease document to the University for review and consideration. After I receive the signed lease 
documents from the University, I will schedule this item to be heard by the Commission at a 
regularly scheduled Commission meeting. 

I hope this clarifies the status of the University's application with the Commission. I do 
appreciate your patience and cooperation regarding the lease application. Please do not hesitate 
to contact me at (916) 574-1833 should you have any questions regarding the application process. 

Sincerely, 

~~ EXHIBIT& 
UCSB LRDPA 2-97 
State Land Letter 



Catriona Gay ,., .. . 
'I 

cc: Rebecca Richardson / 
California Coastal Commission 
89 South California Street, #200 
San Buenaventura, CA 93001 

GaryTimm 
California Coastal Commission 
89 South California Street, #200 

·San Buenaventura, CA 93001 

Dr. Theresa Stephens 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
2151 Alessandro Drive, #255 
Ventura, CA 93001 

2 December 15,1997 

• 

• 

• 
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EXHIBIT 7 

UCSB LRDPA 2-97 
Original Proposal (Site Plan) 



MAY-22-98 FRI 8:59 AM BUDGETLPLARHIHG 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA BARBARA 

Mr. Steve Hudson 
California Coastal Commi$$ioD 
89 South CaUfomia Street Suite 200 
VentuJa, CA 93001 

Dear Mr. Hudson: 

FAX NO. 1 8058938388 P. 2 

UCSB 

SIJI'I'A IAUW • SANtA CIVZ 

o&.e oftheAuistantCb~
Bu4eet aod Pllmdll& 
Saata Batbata. CA ':SIGrZ030 
'ah (805) 193.S971 •u: (105) 893-8388 

May22,1998 

• 

Tbis letter is in response to your request that the Uaiversity conrum that the pumphouse and. 
utility lines. associated with our proposed Seawater System can be constructed io s\leh a 
mmmer as not to requite a rock revetment or seawall as a {onn of protection. Xt is my 
understandmg from ~ conversa.ti011 wJtb Deputy DlJ:ector Damm that staff are • 
recommendiDa that the Co~ion ~e the Seawater System Project as originally 
submitted witfi the axcepdon of chc ongioal ~rock revetment. It is also my 
understanding from Deputy Dittctor Damm that it i$ staff's opiaion that the banier IWd aad. 
handicap acceas ramp consti.tute sa:uctures and that, an app10priate form of sb.orelioc 
protection. such as proposed in our project revision, ls cOiisiStent with the Coastal Act. 

In recognitioo that: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Staff is ttquesdng to woxt with the UDiversity to refine the ~n of tbe ba.Ddlcap 
ramp to ensure tba.t it is set baek as far off tbe beach as possible; 
1bat this ma~ te&Ult in det'erment of Coastal Commission action on our proposed 
solution for sb.oPUle pcotection; and 
In order to enable tbe Coastal Commissioo to be able to take action on the mna.ming 
components or the projectt . . 

the University coaflDD$ that it ean construct tba beach pumphouse and encase tbe utillty lines 
in concrete so u not to necessitate a hard fonn of sborelil1e protectioD such as a IOCk 
revetment or seawall. labould also state that this i& not our preferred option nor do we feel 
that it is the optimum approach for our overall ptOject. 

EXHIBIT 8 
UCSB LRDPA 2-97 
UCSB Letter 

• 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, GoY~Jmor 

-At\UFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
~H CENTRAL COAST AREA 

89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 200 
VENTURA. CA 93001 
(805) 641-0142 

May 22, 1998 

Martha J Levy 
Director 
Capital and Physical Planning 
Office of the Assistant Chancellor - Budget and Planning 
University of California Santa Barbara 
Santa Barbara, CA 93106-2030 

Re: Long Range Development Plan Amendment 2-97 and Coastal Development 
Permit 4-97-156 

Dear Ms. Levy: 

• 
I have received your letter dated May 22, 1998, and wish to clarify that while it is accurate 
that staff does believe that the existing barrier road and the new proposed access ramp are 
structures under the Coastal Act, Staff has not reached an opinion that the form of shoreline 
protection proposed in UCSB's project revision is consistent with the Coastal Act. 

• 

Sincerely, 

Sc~-=--- (r,._L_-----
Steve Hudson 
Staff Analyst 

cc: Charles Damm 
Cat Gay 

EXHIBIT 9 
UCSB LRDPA 2-97 
Response to UCSB Letter 



Save Campus Point 
Petition 

Staff has received a petition in opposition to the 
revetment which includes approximately 962 
signatures. 

(A sample page has been attached) 

EXHIBIT 10 
UCSB LRDPA 2-97 
Petition in UDDiOSitiOI 

• 

• 
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ave Campus Poin 
Without the benefit of public input, the University of California at Santa Barbara is 

attempting to gain Coastal Commission approval for expansion of a seawater renewal 
system, pumphouse, placement of two 2,500 ft. long seawater intake lines and the 
construction of a 469ft. long, 10ft. high, 15-45 ft. wide, rock revetment, stairway, and access 
ramp. at Campus Point. · 

The proposed structured will result in several negative impacts to Campus Point, 
including, but not limited to the: 
• Alteration of the shape and rideability of the waves at Campus Point. 
• The loss of lateral access. · 
• The Joss of the beach, to erosion and structures. 
• The destruction of the Campus Point environment. 

We, the undersigned, would like to encourage the members of the California Coastal 
Commission to follow Staff's recommendation and deny the University of California at Santa 
Barbara a permit for the Campus Point project. 

NAME ADDRESS PHONE 



Letter from the 
Public 

Staff has received 22 letters from the public in 
opposition to the revetment, attached are 5 sample 
letters. 

EXHIBIT 11 
UCSB LRDPA 2-97 
Letters from Public Against 
Revetment 

• 

• 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Steve Hudson 
89 s. California Street, Suite 
Ventura, CA 93001 

200 

April 1, 1998 

m~©~~Wlli]J 
MAY 2 0 1998 

(...,tffOK•-:,·1. 
COAS " ' 

RE: UCSB 
LRDP 

iOUTH CE~:RlAClOMMISSION 
. COAST OISik 

CAMPUS POINT SEAWALL; SEAWATER RENEWAL SYSTEM PROJECT1
;· 

AMENDMENT 2-97 

Honorable Coastal Commissioners: 

· The Santa Barbara Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation is one 
chapter of the international organization based in Southern 
California. The Santa .Barbara Chapter has a membership of over 
900 members dedicated to preserving access and environments 
of coastal and offshore Santa Barbara County. 

The Chapter would like to thank the Coastal Commission for 
continuing this issue for one month to allow for public input 
on this issue·. I was informed of this issue a mere 36 hours 
before the March 12th Coastal Commission hearing, being the 
SEAWALL was disguised.under the Seawater System Renewal Project. 
I·also was the one who happened upon the illegal dumping of 
rebar and pipe laden concrete into the ocean on March.11 and 
informed the Environmental Defence Center and Fish and Game 
which resulted in citing of both UCSB and Granite Construction 
co. 

My personal experience with Goleta Point (Campus Point) started 
in fall of 1957 when I started surfing at this extremely popular 
surfing spot. This is by far the most popular surfing beach 
in the Goleta area, with quality waves for not only beginners 

. but experts alike, and used not only by the University students . 
but the Community extensively. Access to this beach is very 
limited since the stairs in the cove has.been washed out. The 
only truly safe access is near the lagoon area. Putting a rock 
revetment and boulder seawall in this area would.create an 
extremely dangerous situation on high tide and large surf 
episodes. The reflection of waves from this seawall will make 
it nearly impossible to exit the beach d~e to the loss of the 
beach. This could be very dangerous for inexperienced waterusers 
because once caught in the 4 to 5 knot longshore current they 
will not ·be able to exit the ocean for nearly a mile to the 
east at Goleta Beach County Park. 

The University staff contends a net increase in access will 
result from the seawall development but it is a documented fact 
that seawalls in tidal zones will result in beach skewering 
which will result in less beach and less access. The connecting 

P.O. Oox 2170J 
9JI21-170: 



of the existing revetment along the bluffs South and North will 
reflect wave energy toward the cove area and will create a 
scalping of that area of the coast, which is already happening, 
and threatening the Universities road. The UCSB staff will 
probably be back to the Coastal Commission looking to get 
approval of a revetment wall in the cove area extending to Goleta 
Beach in the next few years. Where will it stop? Seawalls 
only exasterbate the problems. Arming of the coastal zone is 
not the answer. 

Alernatives need to be explored much more extensively than has 
been done in this review. Hardscapes along an ever changing 
coast are not the answer and placing the Pumphouse in the tidal 
zone is not the answer. The Pumphouse should be placed in a 
much less susceptible place. Suggestion of some sort of Dune 
Restoration Program'would be much more acceptible and·desirable. 
The Blue Prints look as if an industrial operation is going 
to take place in the area, such as an oil operation. 

The perplexing concept of degrading the coastal environment 
with this kind of development is hipicritical, to what the 
University maintains as being one the best environmental studies 
programs in the UC system. The view of a large Seawall on the 
beach will ruin views from the lagoon to the beach and from 
the beach to the lagoon, which are quite pleas~nt at this time. 

• 

This project violates the following sections of the Coastal • 
Act; 30210, 30211, 30212, and 30220 which mandate maximum public 
access and recreational opportunities and new development not 
interfere with that access. 

The Santa Barbara Chapter of Surfrider Foundation is in agreement 
with The .Coastal Commissions Staff's, RECOMMENDATION OF DENIAL 
OF THE CAMPUS POINT SEAWALL. 

cc: Coastal Commissioners 

Sincerely, 

~~d--
Keith Zandona · 
Chapter Chair 
Santa Barbara Chapter 
Surfrider Foudation 
PO Box 60021 
Santa Barbara, CA 93160 

Steve Hudson, CCC Staff 
Environmental Defense Center 

• 



• 

•• 

. ' , . 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn; Steve Hudson 
89 S. California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 

May 18, 1998 

RE: UCSB CAMPUS POINT SEAWALL; SEAWATER RENEWAL SYSTE~ PROJECT; 
LRDP. AMENDMENT 2-97 

Honorable Coastal Commissioners: 

· The Santa Barbara Chapter of Surfrider Foundation would like 
to thank the Coastal Commission for continuing this issue till 
June when the Commission will be meeting in Santa Barbara. 
The continuance will allow the community of Santa Barbara to 
participate in this very important democratic process. 

Surfrider is submitting a petition to Coastal Commission Staff 
of 962 signatures of people who.are against the Seawall at Campus 
Point. This is a very important recreational site • 

The University has sent the Coastal Commission an apology letter 
for illegally dumping on the beach to protect the lagoon from 
breaching, the fact is they cut the rebar off the concrete rubble 
and left it on the beach. 

The cummulative effect of both the 2,200 ft. Seawall at Del 
Playa and this 470 ft. Seawall at Campus Point less than a mil~ 
from each other will have cummulative adverse effects upon this 
area of the coast. This sort of arming the coast should be 
avoided whenever possible and alternatives need to be researched 
and implemented. 

The Santa Barbara Chapter of Surfrider urges your denial of 
the UCSB CAMPUS POINT SEAWALL. 

M.l\ Y 2 0 1998 

(AllfORI,liA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTkt~.- i 

Sincerely, · 

~~~/-
Keith z~:rth.ona 
Chapter Chair 
Santa Barbara Chapter 
Surfrider Foundation 
PO Box 60021 
Santa Barbara, CA 93160 

cc: Coastal Commission-Steve Hudson 
Environmental Defense Center 

P.O. Box 2170J 9}121-17( 
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CaWbmia CoaltaJ OJmmWoll 
May 10, 1998 • . . 

Plp2 

Surfrider is opposed to shoreline protective devices suda u the o.ac that is proposed by UCSB 
because they advol'Mly afJ'oct COIItiJ acceu.and recreation. UCSB's proposal, including both 
the rip rap and the pump.howe, al10 eliminates delineated Rndy beach and wetland ESHA. 
severely lmplln the vllual aautbutet oC the area, and tbratenl co1stal watu quality in the 
Lagoon in 'YiQiation of tho c.1iromia Coastal Ad. Tbo University hu the~ available to 
,._,ly implemeJit an alterumve that would be coasistent with tbe Act while aeoompHsbina the 
t.Jmwnity·s pa. Numemua llternatives exist that have not beeft provm infeuablc (please 
mer to BDC's Mardl31, 1998 letter.) Relocation of tbe pumphowe is one alternative, 
accordina to UCSB, that~ be moN e:x:penaivc, would require CODStructing a new dry weU 
iJJto the shale, md woukl pc»AAbly require installing and maintaiaiDa aJbmeni'bJe pumps in the 
seawater intake Jines. WJillo thla may DOt be the moat atirlctivo Option for UCSB, it is one of 
several altenl&tivca tb.t in: r.Rble aDCI QOnaiRent witk ihG Coutal AQt. 

Please deny the propoMd ~to UCSB'a LRDP a incolllistent with the Coutal Act, 
and cneourap dlc Uniwnity to submit a project that il CODBisteat with the Coastal Actts 
important proviltou tbr protectiaa coastal teiO\IIall. 

On behalf oftbe Surftider Fou~ation's Santa Barbara Chapter, thank you for your attemloa to 
our commeots, and your dill.,. wodt to uphold the Coaatal Al:t • 

Sincerely, 

~ ~"'-~·e· 
BrlartT~ 
Environmeral ADalylt 
Environment~~ Deieftle c... 

co: Stew Hlllhou, ~ eo..niMion Staff ADIIylt 
Keith Zlndona, Saata Bartilra Chapter of'Surftlder Foundation 
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Califbmla Coastal Coauniuion 
March 31. 1998 
Pap2 

EDC 

. . 
It would alao nsult m a..._ awilllhility of beach for lat.etai~Ceal along the laildy 

PAGE 64 

coutlimi. By eXtendiq much tbrther onto tbe ancly belch tbaD the edatiDa minor barrier 
protection. the propoii;ICIICIIWIJI would reduce available beach Ax- beech wailea by 25% to 
SOo/o, would CtOWd INIIIch .._.., UKI reduce~ IIIIOUDl time duriaa which IIA:'A:CII aloDa the · 
II.Jldy heach would be availaWe. Documenltdian of the cro.ne tfFecta ofthcto typea of 
propoeed lltnldurtl II ia the Commillioa'• ataft'reporta fbr this I.JU)P A. These atiVGtW'el 
QWM the 111111 OD the IIIWinilide of than to be .-oded away, depJedaa the belch of IIJid. 
aDd as a resWt, reduclaa tho awilable land sur6co available t'br COIItal/ beach a=eaa and 

. walking aloD8 tbe belch. · . 
Wbile tbe propoJed LIDPA iacludela new ltaircue neu the eutem end of the proposed 
:Pro.iect lite (neat 1M P'Uftll' -..), it il ftoteWOfthy tblt tlli& &ature it purely mltiaatory. le .• it 
would a0t be ll8llllecl wiJhciUl the iahibitins eft'ecla aftbe pmpo$11111 _,.,. on coastal acceaa 
It this lOCIIioa. Additioaelly. tiD fllllture of the project. ...... il apecifblly the cmly feature 
.tbat Would be allowed Oft tbe ltJuffillce, may result ill sipiflcar&t impacJJ to biolosical 
resource~, polop.lltabilltf. ad ~lcs. Tbele poteatial·lmpictl were not adequately 
l8lelaecl in tbe EIR, but lllllt h adtlptecl. Purthei'IDOR't, acconJiaa to the plans, it appern 
that the propoaed Mlitcue _.ramp would not 4!adend to the be8Ch duriDs times whea aalkl 
lovell aro low. such 111fter ~toms, and thus would DOt·bo ~a reliable, perennial 
ICCOSI point fbr the pubUC. · 

Igbiblta Cm•t ''P'IIIinn . . 
Sectiona 30210, 302~3, aDd 30220 ofdao Coutal Ad require tbl& the public abaU have 
maxhnum opponuai&iw to tllOII8 acli'OCn'late ht the eoutalao& Thia projec:lt however, by 
limidai pub&c acce11 u ...._,above. would aiiO limit recnmicm. It wouklelillliftltO 
25% to 50% atthe IlDdy beida avaiJabte at. the project lit8 tbr rec::reatida, tmd the public 
currently usa this lite belvlly tbr:~onalacdvitla~. 

Add.itionally, by modifyins the t.o~~ po-ntOiphoJ.ogy, the -wall would pote.nlially lbOdify 
the s&lpe. size IDd f'onnatioa of waves at this lac:atioo, a popular IUI'fins .,at.. especially fbr 
beSiMiDa aurfen. B l\OUlcl- accardJaj to the~ doae by COIIIII)itliola staff; reduce 
the IIDlOllft1 ottand IVIilable • t1ao site, ac~veno~y alfec:tins COIStll ~ lldiviti• ~u. 
such, tho project would be laaoall.._ with tJao Coutal Act Sdou 30210, 3Gn0, aad 
30240(b)'s.,....ate that COIItll ~opportunities beJWOVideciiiDCI protectecl. 

It Ia also important tor the CoauaiDiora to rocopize the documeDted lou of beach and and 
the nducdQD otaatural DOUdiiDe.nt ~ Ia this reaion.· evea since the pusaae attbe 
Coutal Act. The d.epletloa otthls retOW'te bu rendered fNUY romain.lns beach more 
valuable now. 

AdyotseJy Aft'ecta A•MJc:aiOd Seonio Resourr.g 
Section l02Sl of the Coastal Act ~ proteetion oftbe scenic and visual qualitiea ot 
coastal ueu as a~ of public importance.,. The propoaed aea wallis inconsllteftt with 
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Callfbmia Coutal Commillion 
Mareb 31, 1998 
Pqe4 

EDC PAGE 06 

to be couidered a.eceaMry. DO feuible, leu damasinJ alteruliva can txist. UCSB hu 
improperly Joined the te&waH IDd. the pump house. Without oae, abe Olher is 
Ullbec:aaaryfanfc:a~~,lt. UCSB DU~t pertbrm an -'Yti• ofrdoAdns tho pump houso. u wiU 
ultimately have to be dOIII~D.JMJ, to lddrell the DeCIIIity ottbe ~eaWIJl. Ia thia aue, then 
are a maanbw of viable aptioal to a dp n.p seawall tor which adequate ~y11e11Dd · 
ewluadona Juave not OGCUI1Id. No ~Vidence ha been pRWIIItld tD the Commission,. and DO 
evidence exl111 thlt ._. cfamlalna ~..,.a DOt filllble .. The Bill and 1Ubmittl1s to the 
Commltsion tor tbls project r.u to adequately lddral HIIIOlllble, less dalpginallltemldYeB. 
Alternatives dud mutt be fblly iDYeltiped by the Ualv«<lty iftclucle, but are not Hmited to: 

I. Belch R.ilpJeniahment . 
2. No ShorflliM ~..-Jdbl& orthe Barrier Followlfta Poteatlal B.._. 
3. Dual N~ witb'Dqlte H'a1ritlt R.eltonldon · 
4. Dt.me NCIUI'ilbmeat 'With Vaderlyiaa Geotube . . 
· S. Removal otCoacreto Plua Oft Beach at Campus Polat to Reltore Sand Flow to Site 
6. R.olotltiOD ofl\unp HOUII 
1. Removal otthe EdlliD& Artificial Blll'i4r llld ReatoratioD of Tidal Flow to l.Jpn 
a. R.elocatioft otthe Marillle lcleoces Buildiaa 
9. .llc:infbnxmcat or AppurtaJUt Intake llllll Ela:ltriet~ LiDia 
10. Dndaiua oftbe Ltaoon 
1 I. CombiDIItioDJ oftbe Above 

Tbe site currently hu veptadaa CldlbtJshiaa OD poltJoaJ ofthe bari•. this iUusll'ltel that 
eatablilhins a native dune hahirat cm dae barrier may be fttlslble. Non Dative veaetatioD, such 
u ice~ pteae1t Ia the dllnl.o of the banier slope should be removed and replaced with 
native dune tpeeiea propa.pted tom Dltllnlly-occurrina. locdy coUected seeds and/or 
cuttlap. 

Removal ofthe coaorete plus It Campa& Point was first sugellted to the Environmental 
Defense Ceatet by U.aivenity'faculty Mklftl a lesi dama,Jna ~tive to the piOpOIC!d. 
IC&WIIIL This e1ta'nalhte would reMOte tho shoteUAe IIDd flow aad naturally nplonish tt. 
lind Ilona the projoct site. acfdia& protoc.tion tbr the adldda bltrier. ldocatlna the pwnp 
bouse would be Aulble, ucl wadd iDclude placing the wet well ol~ ·ndba'tlllft 08 the 
beach at a tiJno when oeoa lm=lt ..., bownto be rilfDa. No dalled eccraomic malyses of 
thele llta'llatM1 w.. doDe to iUullnte their roladvo GO.c e~Feativene:a. Morcuvir, the COitl 
ot~nina the PftJPOJid rip 1IP ......n have not beai lddreued. 0ace conaidered. the 
costa ofiDIIIIilliDtn, the ...0 OYIIf tbe Jona u:rm would reacll!lr die propased pnJject 
relatively le11 teaalble compaNd to tbaleu damaglnJ altenativea. The University is a 'Yfii.'J 
larp institution with a tarp ltudpL It is feut"ble for tbe Univenky to uaclertake a less 
da.masins alternative. or a CICIIDbinatioa of less d~maaiaJ altematives. 

Tllo purpot10cl neod lor the MIWall ia qqestioaable beeauae the ODiy clamap to lhe exlltloa 
pump house haa 'beea to appurtenant tic:iliti• rather thq to the struc:tuns itul£ FurthetniOt'e. 
the proposed pump house wou1cl be almost six times u larp u tho CJdstins struc:ture on the 
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Califomia Coutal Commillioll 
Match31, 1991 
Plp6 

EDC PAGE 1!18 
.. .. 

University to IDalyze alternldwa thea propoee 1 projeetthala'VOids impedl to tbe beach and 
the coastal eavinmmeDt couilleat with the Coutll Act. · 
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UNIVERSITY OP CAL~OIOOA, SANTA BARB~ 
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Mr. Gary Tlmm. Dllldctltfaaapr 
California Coestal ComadllioD 
89 Satlth Ca1itoraia Street. Suite 200 
Veat'llra. Calllomla 93001 

Dear Mr. T"unm: . 

. 08ial ofdle~CiaiDr:IIIIM
Wputl PIMafn& .._..._.,CA ,1.,_20!0 
'II: (lOS) .,,..,,1 
P1W (105) lt.I-IJII 

March 24. 1998 

I bave beeo informed !bar diD University. mistabmly depcslred inapptaprla!e coostruction 
material oa. the birder~ IIKl beach. It is my UDdel'SflndiDI tba1 University officials 

UCSB 

bavc: beea workiol witb tbll)oplnaalmt of fish CJama to COlTOet tbia siwadon. The • 
UDivetsity Is CODtinuiD& to 1'CI'IlOW some of tile ~placed ak:Jns tbe barrier road 
durlDa tbe whiter SCOI'IDI, io •void any posaibiHty of plceea dlslod&taa onto the beach. tu 
you know. we \YOfbd widllhe Depanmenr ofFJSb aar1 GIIQO when CJ:DCI'Pl'ICY repair . 
work was teqWre4 duritfldle wont af the winter stotms. HolfCiftr, coatinuiG& to . 
reinforce the barrier I'Oid occmred wkn no srorm CGaditiOD was presetlt. Thil incident 
should not have blppened.and adc:Udooal meaaun:s ... Ia place to insure rhat Ibis type of 
situation ck'tes noe teOc:cUr. 

Jf )'QU have any quadoas coaccmlal this matter. pJcaa do DOt hesitate to call me i.t 
893~1. . 

cc: Coastal Commi.ssiOMrs 
Aeling DJteetor David Oonzales 
Tye Simpson 
Brian Tra.utWein 
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Steve Hudson 
Leslie Bwina 
Califomia Coastal Conunission 
45 Fremont Street 
San Francisco. California 

Dear Staft! 

Re: Campus Point Seawall 
UCSB 

c L 
PIEI.D OFFICE 

YIAFdK 
March 20, 1998 

u 

Thank you again for your well prepaicd staff report and presentation at the 
Monterey meeting of the Coastal Commission. We continue to be shocbcl and 
disappointed in the UC$B Marine Sciences Department for their outrasoous 
proposal to bw1d a gigantic rip-rap rock seawall at Campus Point · 

You will be pleased to learn that many organizations and individuaJs in the · · 
. Santa Barbara region have ODiy just learned of this pro~ and are requesting an 
oPPQrtUnity to participate in these proceedings.. This weekend the Santa Barbara 
County Chapter ofSurfiidcr F~dation is sponsorins a forum on the matter which 
is 'to coincide with a surf contest where over 200 people are expected. 

In speaking with other surfers who srew up in the area. learned to surf' at 
Campus Point and who recrcatc'd.on the beach long before the Marine Sciences 
Department constructed their ill-advised research fac.ilit,y on an eroding bluff 
above the beach, we are all perplexed at the rise of the water le\lel in tho lagoon. . 

Twenty-five years aso there w~ no such disparity bel ween the ocean level 
and the lagoon. They wexe roughly at the same level. No one recalls the dramatic 
inequality that exists today. We suspect that the Jagoon may have subsequently 
filled up with sediments. and risen as a result If this is the case, then 1he obvious . 
alternative to the rip-rock wall is dredging of the lagoon with ~ch nourishment " 
or Campus Point the result. Such dredging would of course also be more 
appropriate for "restoration" of the lagoon. We believe you are correct that such 
nourishment would benefit the entire southern Santa Barbara County. 

IS SECOND STREEt 2ND FlOOR. SAN FRANCISCO, CAti'FOKNIA 94105-3441 ~·&15; ?-n.>".73-": r-1\X ("15) 9TI· .. 
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~ . 
we· assume that an analy~is of the lagoon must necessarily include a 

detailed history o£ it, including its size and depth prior to the UnivCI'Iity being 
constructed. InterestinsJy. the blutl' area adjacent to the point itself does not 
appear to have eroded siardfj.cantly at all.· This will also need ~inatioa. 
Construetion or University bundings along the interior of the lagoon may also . 
have impaetod it. 

. -
Moreover, the Marine SCiences building itself may be the eause of some of 

the erosion currently underway in the southern reaoh of the beaoh. Movina 1bat 
inappropriately sited buUdina miaht be the most adv~tageous long term strateSY · 
to prevent tbtthcr erosion in the area. 

. . 
Wo arc also extremely eonccmcd that the University may. dC$troy a prodous 

(and famous) surfins environ~ at the beach. Tbis sudiDB rcsourco is priceless 
and entitled to protection by law pursuant to the Coastal Act. Tho University 
should bo required to conduct surfing stUdies and monitorins PRIOR. to aoy 
CODStruction in order to oreato baseline data. Futuro moliitorins will also need to 
be conducted and mitiption obtained should the University's Marine Scicotists 
destroy the surfina resource. 

Lastly, there. is simply no wtY that this project should bO considcrccl without 
a cumulative effects analysis with receu.tly approved milo Ions seawall p10posecl 
for Isle Vista Bcacb.. Topther 1hcse two gipntic seawall structures (perhaps tho 
most extensive seawall structures in the histoly of California?) would wall off 
nearly the entire town of Isle VIsta. anct may have cJramatlc adverse impacts to 
iurfins, beach qualitf, marine life, and the quality ofHfe for thousands of 
residents, studeala and visitors to tho repon. 

We apln tbpk you for allowing the IJU1?1ic tho opportualty to scmtiplm 
this important project.. We look fbrward also to ievlewfn1 with )"011 tbe 
documentation the U.oi.v.aity pmduccs. · Since we do DOt have a contact at the 
University, please forward this letter to them and request that they provide us with 
notice and informati.cm rcprdina their analysis at the earliest possible opportunity • 

.. 
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Dan Fontaine 

• 430 Whit.man St. Apt. #42 
Goleta, CA 93117 

California Coastal Commission 
Sout.h Central Coa..<;t. Area 
89 S. California Street Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 
Regarding: UCSB Rock Revetment 
LRDP Amendment No. 2-97 

Commissioners, 

Aprill2, 1998 

W~©~~W@f~: 
APR 2 4 1S;; 

Ll"'\a..trvf\•"'•·· 
COASTAL COMMI~~~v· 

SOUTH CENTRAl COAST DL ... : .... : 

Please do not allow t.he University of California to build a seawall at Goleta Point on the eastern boundary 
of the campus. I undP.rstand and appreciate the need for an expanded seawater renewal system, but the 
University should not sacrifice the public's beach by using the fastest and cheapest means to achieve its 

. short term agenda. I have several concerns: 

• 

• 

• Beach loss: The revetment it.self will occupy over 10,000 square feet of beach (length of ( 460') x (25') 
avP.rage width ) and even proponents of the seawall agree that it will accelerate erosion of the re-
maining beach. · 

• Move the pumphouse: "the university had looked into alternatives such as moving the pump 
house up a hill toward the labs. But the ground there was solid rock, she said, and it would be 
difficult to drill a well to the ocean floor. "1 That it will be "difficult" is no excuse to sacrifice a 
beach. Furthermore, "solid rock" sounds like a very safe place for the pumphouse. 

• The UCSB Lagoon: The University is also concerned that its picturesque lagoon may breach and 
empty into the ocean, but t.he lagoon isthmus can always be fortified from the other side. Moreover, 
the lagoon was artificially created. If it did breach, it would behave like the Goleta or Devereux 
Sloughs and actually support a grt>.ater diversity of plants and animals. 

• Safety: Under the proposed plan, access will be limited to a single narrow ramp. At high tide 
and/or in heavy surf couditions people cau become trapped against the rock wan. This already 
occurs and would only get worse. 

• Cumulative effects: Several seawalls have been built around Isla Vista and others are proposed. 
The bluffs just beyond the proposed and existing revetments are getting closer and closer to Lagoon 
Road. It will not be long before the University asks to armor that stretch of coast to protect that 
road. When all of Isla Vista is enclosed by seawalls what will the cumulative effects be for Goleta 
Beach and beaches further P.ast? This issue has not been addressed ·at all. 

Thanks for protecting our coast, 

M~~ 
Dan Fontaine 

1Santa Barbara News Press, "Surfers say proposal will take tbeir point." 3/28/98 
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California Coastal Commission 
Sout.h Central Coast Area 
89 S. California Street Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 
Regarding: UCSB LRDP Amendment No. 2-97 

Commissioners, 

Kambria Wesch 
6647 Trigo Rd . 
Isla Vista, CA 93117. 

April 12, 1998 

Please do not allow the University of California to build a seawall at Goleta Point on the eastern boundary 
of the campus. The University is amending its ''Long Range" Development Plan so it can sacrifice the 
public's beach and use the fastest and cheapest means to achieve its short term agenda. Not only is the 
seawall a poor solution, it creates several new problems: 

Concerning the beach: The revetment itself wi11 occupy over 10,000 square feet of beach, and even 
proponents of the s~.awall agree that it will accelerate erosion of the remaining beach. Furthermore, the 
seawall raises public safety issues. Under the proposed plan, access will be limited to a single narrow 
ramp. At high ·tide and/or in heavy surf conditions it will be far t.oo easy for people to become trapped· 
against the rock wall. ~ 

Concerning the pumphouse and lagoon: The university bas said it would be too difficult to mciflf' 
the pump~ouse off the beach. That it will be "difficult" is no excuse to sacrifice a beach. FUrthermore, 
the University is also r.oncemed that the lagoon may breach and empty into the ocean. First of all, the 
lagoon isthmus can always be fortified from the other side. Secondly, the lagoon was artificially created. 
If it did breach, it would behave like the Goleta or Devereux Sloughs and actually support a greatP..r 
diversity of plants and animals. 

Thank you for your time, 

Kambria Wesch 
Chairperson, 
Isla Vista Surfrider Foundation 

mrn©~uw~]! 
----
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Letters from UCSB 
Staff 

Staff has received 17 letters from UCSB staff in 
support of the revetment, attached are 3 sample 
letters . 

EXHIBIT 12 
UCSB LRDPA 2-97 
Letters from UCSB Staff 



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA BARBARA 

BERKELEY • DAVIS • IRVIJIIE • LOS A.liGELP • RI\'ERSIDE • SAN DIEGO • SA~ fRANCISCO SAloiTA BARBARA • SAHTA CRUZ 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY. EVOLUTION & MARINE BIOLOGY 
PHONE: 18051893·3511 

SANTA BARBARA. CALIFOR!~IA 93106·9610 

FAX: 18051893·4724 

Rusty Areias, Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street Suite 2000 
San Francisco, Ca 941 OS 

Dear Mr. Areias: 

February 27, 1998 

... . . 
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; . . ~· .... MAR C S 1998 

. . 
' . : 
; . .. ,. 

*• " l I ! 

:.,_;_ .... .i 

I am a Professor of Marine Biology at the University of California, Santa Barbara. I 
am deeply concerned that the Coastal Commission does not fully understand the enormous 
costs to the State of California should the Seawater Renewal Project not go forward as 

• 

planned. Without the revetment to protect the pumphouse, utilities, road and lagoon our • 
seawater system, the backbone of the extensive marine research and teaching 
infrastructure at the campus, will be severely jeopardized from periods of high storm 
activity. The project is before the Coastal Commission because we cannot protect the 
system in its present form against the kinds of storm activity California is now 
experiencing regularly. Wrtbout this protection, we will not be able to maintain our· 
seawater system and the organisms that rely on it. Given the low impacts of the project 
(minor loss of only a few feet ofbeacb, no impact on coastal access (access will actually 
be improved), minimal impact of beach appearance), the enormous costs of not approving 
this project become especially appalling. What are those costs? 

Costs to the State of California if the project is not Approved. 

1. Quality of Undergraduate Education and qualifications for jobs: UCSB presently 
has 300 Aquatic Biology undergraduate majors, most in the marine area, each taking 
several laboratory courses dependent upon organisms maintained in the seawater 
system. Without a reliable seawater system we cannot offer these courses. The 
educational experience of these students will be severely downgraded. These students 
will no longer be as qualified for jobs in the state or for graduate and professional 
training. Many of these students come to UCSB because of the availability of live 
marine organisms for them to study. 

• 
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UCSB also has over 2400 undergraduate majors in Biology. The year long 
Introductory Biology course use marine animals maintained in the seawater system for 
many of its required laboratories. Without a reliable system these students will not 
experience the diversity of marine organisms or the various investigations ofbiological 
principles which use live marine organisms. They might as well have gone to college in 
Kansas! UCSB is one of the few Universities in the nation directly on the coast. Our 
location and the unique educational experience we can provide through our facilities is 
a tremendous draw for students, especially biology students. 

2. Impact on new Programs: UCSB just started a new Graduate Program in Marine 
Science with the blessings of the UC system and the State. Without a reliable 
seawater system to support graduate student research and training the value of this 
program and its ability to recruit students will be impacted at considerable loss to the 
program and to industrial, government, and educational institutions in California that 
might have hired them. 

3. Costs to Research: The UCSB research marine enterprise is enormous. Extramural 
funding to the Marine Science Institute was over $17 million dollars last year. Much 
of this research depends heavily on the seawater system. Without a reliable system, 
we cannot obtain grants. The loss in overhead to the State of California will total 
millions each year. The costs of the loss of research that might have benefited the 
people of California cannot even be evaluated I 

5. Loss of quality faculty: . No major Marine institution in the country can survive 
without a reliable seawater system. Faculty do not take jobs or stay in jobs where they 
cannot do their work. I myself could not stay here without access to a reliable sea 
water system. If the Coastal Commission denies this project, many faculty will be 
forced to go elsewhere. Such a decision would essentially dismantle 30 years of State 
investment in building the marine program at UCSB. This would not only be a temole 
loss of tax payer dollars, it would be totally irresponsible to the State of California. 

6. Loss to public Education: UCSB has a very sought-after program where thousands 
of elementary school students from all over the Tri-counties are brought in each year 
to view our live animals and enjoy our touch tanks. This experience invigorates many 
young students to go into science. This program would fold without the facilities to 
maintain marine organisms. Such a loss would be a great disappointment to many K-
12educators in our area as it enriches their programs and their students educational 
experience. 

The Seawater Renewal Project is intrinsically unique. The project proposes to protect 
the specialized marine facilities of a major State educational institution. This is not a 
seawall. This is not a proposal to protect private property. It is a proposal to protect 
public property that benefits the people of the State of California in many, many ways. The 
proposal will improve beach access and have minimal impact on beach size or appearance. 



We cannot continue to maintain revetment as we have done in the past because or pump 
house is most threatened during times of high waves, when access is the most restricted. 
Present measures are not working. Other options to protect this system are not viable; 
We cannot relocate the pump house because the geological conditions which support the 
wet well cannot be replicated without much greater damage to the environment. 

I urge the Coastal Commission to consider all of the costs a denial of this project would 
incur so that you can make a fully informed decision. There is much more at stake here 
than may appear. I urge you to approve this project. 

Sincerely, 

~-~ 
Alice Alldredge 
Professor ofMarine Biology and Chair of the 
Interdepartmental Graduate Program in Marine 
Science 

• 

• 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA BARBARA 

BERKELEY • DA\'IS • IR\'Il\OE • LOS ANGELES • IU\"EH:OI!>E • SAS DIE•:n • SAS FRASCISCO SASTA BARBARA • SANTA CRUZ 

BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES ADMINISTRATIVE SEH\'ICES 
PHONE: 18051 893·351 I 

FAX: 18051 893·-'72" 

Mr. Rusty Areias, Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 

Dear Mr. Areias: 

SA11.TA BARBARA. CALIF'OR'IiiA 9310ri·9610 

15) ( ~ ~ ~ V} ~ ~tarch2, 1998 

IIQ MAR 0 9 1998 LW 
CAliFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am writing to express my enthusiastic support for the Seawater Renewal 
Project as proposed by the University of California at Santa Barbara. It is my 
understanding that the Coastal Commission staff will be recommending approval 
of the Seawater Project, but not the revetment which is a vital component of the 
entire renewal project. It is imperative that the project be approved by the 
Commission as proposed by the University. The revetment was designed as 
part of the project to protect the seawater system pump house and the lagoon. 

I have been the manager of resources in the Biological Sciences Department at 
UCSB for the past 20 years. Part of my responsibilities has involved the 
maintenance of the existing seawater system. During that time the seawater 
system intake pipes have been damaged several times by storms and wave 
action. In each case, the seawater system has become disabled and inoperative 
for both short and long time periods. In each case, the research and instruction 
mission of the University has been compromised. 

I strongly believe that the revetment will provide adequate protection of the 
seawater system. The University cannot permit the untimely interruption of the 
seawater system if it is to maintain its research and teaching responsibilities. 

• With regard to teaching. The Biological Sciences has approximately 2300 
undergraduate majors. Each major must take specific core courses at the 
lower division level before progressing to upper division level courses. One 
of the core courses relies heavily on the seawater system to n;tail\ltta~~ ~~n~\Jl,...\~~-~"\ 
organisms for the laboratory course. Enrollment for this labor~t81J. r: 1 

- U \ V rl \ 
averages 800. 1 n II - -~ · 

• -In upper division courses, related to the Aquatic Biology major, abMAfSddJ 'i9~fl 
undergraduates enroll in laboratory and field courses that rely on the 

I...UASiAL l:v. 
SOUTI'l CENTRAl COi-l:" · 
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seawater system for maintaining and studying marine organisms and the 
marine environment. 

• The University serves as an important educational experience for 
elementary school children. The Marine Laboratory and its aquariums are 
opened to local elementary schools for field trips. Marine aquariums are set
up to introduce young students to the marine environment. The seawater 
system sustains the marine organisms for these activities. Approximately 
5000 elementary students visit the Marine laboratory annually for this 
hands-on experience. 

• Marine research is an important major activity on the UCSB campus, being 
located on a coastline where it can take advantage of marine resources. In 
conducting these Federal and State funded research programs, the seawater 
system is a vital element. In some cases, these research programs are 
directly funded by the Coastal Commission. Each of the research programs 
relies on a reliable and functional seawater system. Any disruption of the 
seawater system can cause loss of vital marine research organisms, loss of 
important data, and loss of valuable research time and effort. 

• 

The seawater system is a critical element in fulfilling the University's instruction, 
research and public service fUnctions. Furthermore, protecting the seawater • 
system and maintaining its operation 24 hours a day every day of the year is 
essential. The seawater system is a utility, similar to electricity or natural gas. It 
is not a utility that can be tumed off periodically for any duration. Consequently, 
every effort must be made to ensure that it is prot~ed from damage, erosion or 
other catastrophic interruptions. Installation of the rock revetment will provide 
that needed protection. 

I strongly urge the Commission to approve this project as proposed by the 
University. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
lawrence Nicklin 
Manager 

• 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA BARBARA 

MARINE BIOT"ECH:-zOLOG\" CE~TER 
MARI:-IE SCIENCE l~STITl TE 
T£1.: 80S·89J.898:! 
FAX: 80S-893·i998: or 80~·8'l3·806! 

Mr. Rusty Areias, Chainnan 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Steet, Suite 2000 
San Francisco. CA 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Areias: 

MAR ! ·· 

i..\., . .-St • 
SOUTt-1 CENT;r,::..l c~.,~ .. 

SA:O."TA BAQAI\A • SA!'."TA CRUZ 

February 28. 1998 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

I left my previous faculty position at Harvard Medical School to join the faculty at UCSB because 
ofUCSB's unique seawater system, and its unique capabilities for seawater-dependent research 
and teaching. My use of this seawater system has produced economic benefits to the State, 
provided training to California industries and regulatory agencies, and trained more than 1.000 
students in seawater-dependent research and industrial and regulatory methodolgy over the past 
two decades. Without UCSB's seawater system (unique in its physical capabilities among those at 
every marine research institution I have seen in the country) none of this would have been 
possible . 

My students, research colleagues and I discovered the natural "signals'' that regulate abalone 
spawning and larval development, and converted these discoveries to simple, reliable methods that 
increase the economic efficiency and yield of abalone production. These methods are now 
used world-wide in the commercial production of abalone and many other 
yaluable shellfish. We used our seawater labs at UCSB to train members of 
California's emer&Jn: aguaculture jndusta in the new methods we developed. and 
we also trained members of California's municipal. county and State re:ulatory 
a:encles Oncludln: researchers at CF&Gl in the use of these methods both for 

·production purposes, and for use jn a simplitled and hichly sensitiye test we 
deyelqpesJ for the detection and guantitatiQn of the effects Qf pqllutants jn cqastal 
waters. These new methods of production are now standard operating procedure in the most 
successful abalone producing aquaculture companies in California, and the pollution assay we 
developed is widely used by the State's regulatory agencies as one of the most sensitive monitors 
of coastal pollution. 

My cQIIeapes and I nqw brine mqre l}lan $2-mUiiqnlyear to the State in grants from 
the U.S. Department of Commerce, the National Institutes of Health, the National Science 
Foundation, the Office of Naval Research, the Army Research Office and major chemical, 
manufacturing and biotechnology industries, for our research inyestia:atin: the molecular 

h • II" b" • I* .,. • • • R . d mcc amsms cqntro me•ommera IZI,JQD m rnanne oreamsms. ecogruze 
internationally as pioneering research, these studies are shedding new light on the mechanisms 
controlling nonnal human bone development and abnonnal mineralization in human disease, and 
are providing new paths for the environmentally benign synthesis of high-performance composite 
materials for use in the next generation of computers, communication devices, smart medical 
implants and biosensors. Students trained jo Qur laboratories in this prqeram • in 
research based qo marine qreanisms cultivated in the University's seawater 
system - are findine excellent employment in the State's most adyanced silicqn, 
bjotecbnolQ&Y aod manufacturine companies. where they are leadioe in tbc 
dcvclqpmcnt Qf new tecbnolqcjes and industries that will maintain California's 
leadership in techngloey for the future. Remarkably. their trainine • and hs 
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strom: economic support • is based on research probin1 the 1enes and proteins of • 
abalones and other simple marine animals! 

Several years ago, I worked with members of the California Coastal Commission and our local 
community to help draft Santa Barbara's original Coastal Development Plan. and was pleased that 
maricultul'e. marine research and marine resource teaching were identified as "coastally dependent" 
activities. The State's investment of $8-million for the construction ofUCSB's Marine 
Biotechnology Laboratory (with laboratories equipped with thermostatically regulated, fresh 
flowing seawater as well as the latest in scientific mstrumentation), and the State's cumulative 
investment over the years of more than $15-million for the construction and renovation of UCSB's 
Seawater System, affinn the State's recognition of the value of the unique seawater-dependent 
research and traininJ activities of the kind described above, and affmn the State's commitment to 
continue these actiVIties. Ii is neeessar.y that the State now protect these ipyestments 
and the research apd trainin1 activities they were intended to suppgrt by 
physically protectinc the Seawater System upon wbich they are based. with the 
proposed reyetment. 

The environmental impact of the proposed protection will be minimal, since the vulnerable sand 
berm in question already is flanked on both sides by ri~rap that has become "sanded-in'r and of 
telatively low visibility. There is an environmental betlefit from the proposed protection as well, 
since this will maintain the integrity of the lagoon that is both a scenic and recreational resoun:e 
enjoyed by the wider Santa Barbara community, and a temporary and permanent home to 
thousands of migratory and resident watetfowl 

My students, colleagues and I ask that you please approve the proposed Seawater System project 
in its entirely, including the revetment that 1S essential for protecting the system. • 

On behalf of the generations of students who already have benefited from the unique training that 
UCSB's Seawater System has provided, the generations of future students now scheduled to 
receive such training, UCSB 's leSe8.l'Ch community, and California's many benefteiaries of the 
research and employment training made possible by this Seawater System, I thank you for your 
consideration of the campus's request for pennission to protect this unique resource. 

Sineerely, 

~~~ , . .4(' {?-~~ 
· Daniel B. Morse 
Professor of Molecular Genetics 
and Biochemistry, 

Chairman 
Marine Biotechnology Center 

• 


