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TO: Commissioners and Interested Persons / U I I d

FROM: Charles Damm, Senior Deputy Director
Gary Timm, District Manager
Steve Hudson, Staff Analyst

SUBJECT: Proposed Major Amendment (2-97) to the University of California
Santa Barbara Certified Long Range Development Plan for Public
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, 10 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 revetment/dune 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 2-97
Page 4

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 3 ft. 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 less 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 8. The
suggested modifications are found on pages_10 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 polnc;es 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.

. ACTION ON UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA BARBARA
LRDP AMENDMENT 2-97

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

MOTION |

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 |

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 Il Resolution to approve certification of the University of
California, Santa Barbara Long Range Development Plan Amendment 2-97, if
modified.

MOTION il

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 1l

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 Il 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.

. 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-out.
Language proposed by Commission staff to be inserted is shown underlined.
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Modification 1

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 will may wish to develop a-mere

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-1980-LRBR-propeses In order to maintain the lagoon
barrier by-constructing-a-revetment-that-allows 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 uniess 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 required
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 S0 as not to block Iateral access. Ih&pmpeem

mFaL-aeeess Shorelme protect:on and enhancement prog_gms 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.
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berm's-encroachment—The-Campus-will-designthe :evetment Shorehne p_retecbon shall be
designed to; (1) protect,_and to the maximum extent feasible enhance, the lageen
environmentally sensitive habitat_areas as designated by the LRDP (Figure 27), te-protect
the-Seawater—System-pump--house—structure; to and (2) minimize alteration of natural

shore!me processes, and to maintain coastai access along dry sand area. Ihe-;eek

v - . DUR OUES- The restrooms
wm remam in the same locatlon and wﬂ! be upgraded to be accesssb for persons w1th

westside. To allow for easy and safe pedestnan and wheeled access to the beach UCSB
proposes to place a beach ramp acrose-the—revetment to provide wheeled access for
gedestnans and the physncanv challeng_g to the beach mgreese—eeasmhaeeess-fe;

Modification 2

Policy 30235.1
(page 219)

Where seawalls 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 aiternative, 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. and ¥Visual impacts shall be minimized through the use
of appropriate colors and materials. ’

Modification 3

Lagoon Management Plan
(complete document)

Al 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 and/or beach replenishment, shall be considered as potential
alternative(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.

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 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(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.

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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Modification 6

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
lot 6.

Modification 7

Lagoon Management Plan Action PU i.3:
(page 3-31) :

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.

. 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 |
(Suggested Modifications) above. The Commission hereby finds and declares as
foliows:

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 biuff 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 biuff 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 biuff 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.
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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 ltems

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 fines, 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 species 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 geclogic, 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 surrounding
area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would substantially
alter natural landforms along biuffs 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 snte 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 10 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.”! 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
refreat 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.?

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.’

! saving the American Beach: A Position Paper by Concerned Coastal Geologists (March 1981,
Sk;daway Institute of Oceanography), pg. 4.

Savmg the American Beach: A Position Paper by Concemed Coastal Geologists (March 1981,
Skldaway institute of Oceanography), pg. 4.

3 State Depaﬁment of Boating and Waterways (formerly called Navigation and Ocean Development),
Shore Protection in California (1876), 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, armoring can contribute to the
downdrift deficit of sediment through decreasing the supply on an eroding coast and
interruption of supply if the armoring projects into the active littoral zone.*

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 dependent 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 resuilt 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. 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.

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.’> 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.

® 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...In
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. 8

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).”
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

® 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 Ibid.
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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. |f 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.
Moadification 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, Maodifications 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. :

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
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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 feasibie provided. Finally, §30220 of the Coastal
Act requires coastal areas suited for coastal recreational activities, that cannot be
- provided at inland water areas, be protected.

Coastal Act §30210 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 is
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 3 ft. 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 400 ft. 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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E. 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..While some
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smothering of benthic infauna may occur, effects are expected to be localized and short-
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 §21080.9 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 n13515(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, 1897, at UCSB.
Written comments were received from public agencies, organizations and individuals
during the comment period.

For the reasons discussed in this report, the LRDP 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 LRDPA 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 LRDP
amendment, as modified, is consistent with CEQA and the Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act.

SMH-VNT
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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 Pian 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

Dean, Robert G., “Coastal Sediment Processes: Toward Engineering Solutions”.
Coastal Sediments '87.1987.

Denison, Frank and Hugh Robertson. “Assessment of 1982-83 Winter Storms
Damage to Malibu Coastline”. California Geology. September 1985.

Graber & Thompson. The Issues and Problems of Defining Property Boundaries
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.




EXHIBITS TO THE STAFF REPORT ARE o
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was identified as the best unit to coordinate efforts of this sort because: it has a successful track
record of similar projects; it is well situated to work with community or UCSB volunteers such as
the Habitat Restoration Club; 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 recommended
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
ce 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, Fire, 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.

III. 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 V1. 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, 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, 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 Campus Rrip-rap rock
material at this location has reduced coastal erosion without significantly altering natural
beach conditions. As described in Part 2, Chapter II, Section C, coastal erosion affects the

east- and south-facing bluffs on the Main Campus.
| ExaBTs @
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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 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 has-decided-to-will develop a more
permanent revetment at that location. Accordingly, the 1990 LRDP proposes to maintain
the lagoon barrier by constructing gn-aesthetically pleasingfill revetment that allows for I
easy foot traffic both to the beach and across the barrier to the bluffs to the south. Policy 3-
2 of the County LCP permits revetments when designed to mitigate adverse impacts on
locaz‘ shorelme sand supply and so as not to block lateral access. The proposed revetment is

designed b designed to mindhave no significant
gﬁeg on lggai sand supply tlggg woggd rggguge ar_qg aadwéll—be—suheet—feﬁ«:#he#
S 5i rewbeaches and block latera SS.

This proposed revetment will include the-removal _@p&gmg_of exzstmg sandbags ggg

g;gye_l_kg__ rm (spoils and debris from old construction sites) w

feet of rock revetment on either side of the Seawater System Qump hog:ge, eédmgjﬁ#
The revetment does not include
materials which could erode and degmde the visual quality of the area, or become a safety
hazard. ’I‘he revetment desi lcs' he ne fructure th the istin

0 to 12 fee r the

Campu.s' wzll deszgn the reverment to protect Ihe lagoon hab:tat ro {,z Q;ggt thg Seawater
System pump house structure, to minimize-avoid alteration of natural shoreline processes.,
and to maintain coastal access along dry sand area. he_rock revetment is designed to arrest
the landward migration of the coastline in the vicini d stabilize th use si
e reve may result in the removal of up t0 0.3 of sandy beach h
oximately 2 acres of sandy beach adjacent to the revetment. The r nt shou
lated from significantly impacting the erosion process because both the proposed
xisting revetments are located within the wave and wind shadow from the typicall

northwesterly winds.
The-fill revetment will-restore thereplace the cobble, gravel, sandbags, and soil materials
;kge—kas—ered’ed—a&d—ﬁ-s#eu@prmqée

hat have eroded as well rovi m 11]
protection to the pump house. The restrooms will remain in the same Iocatzon— and will be
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rip-rap-on-the-west-side-while_The r e ip- .
on addingfill-to-reinforee-the-rip-rap the_wesiside. To allow for easy and safe pedestrian

and wheeled access to the beach-the-1990-LRDR m,p;oposes to place a beach ramp

dacross the revetment to provide wheeled access to the beach.

r 2 -

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
Sacilities necessary for public health and safety, research needs, and temporary 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.

uly 22, 1997 11



STATE OF CALIFORNIA PETE WILSON. Governor
- w‘.' . . e
CKLIFORN 1A STATE LANDS COMMISSION
’ 100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South
.Sacramcnto, CA 95825-8202

ROBERT C. HIGHT, Executive Officer

(916) 574-1800 FAX (916) 574-1810

California Relay Service From TDD Phone 1-800-735-2922
Jrom Voice Phone 1-800-735-2929

Contact Phone: (916) 574-1833
Contact FAX: (916) 5741925

December 15, 1997

File Ref: W 25374

)
Catriona Gay j D{ @E H /]
University of California, Santa Barbara RN

Office of the Assistant Chancellor
Budget and Planning DEC 18 199
Santa Barbara, California 93106-2030 7

oA s
Dear Ms. Gay: SOty CFNT C?g;\gl&&g
ST

T Disy
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 of UCSB’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 formal 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,
e Q(ucj)
% Dugal EXHIBIT 6
ublic Land Man: ent Specialist UCSB LRDPA 2-97

State Land Letter




.. Catriona Gay : 2 December 15, 1997

]

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

Gary Timm

California Coastal Commission
89 South California Street, #200
-San Buenaventura, CA 93001

Dr. Theresa Stephens

U. S. Amy Corps of Engineers
2151 Alessandro Drive, #255
Ventura, CA 93001




UCSB LRDPA 2-97
Original Proposal (Site Plan)

EXHIBIT 7

HEEREEEHEE!
Wi

L

il
ISR ERIRRIER L




MAY-22-98 FRI 6:59 AM  BUDGETA&PLANNING FAX NO. 18058938368 P2

" UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA BARBARA UCSB

S SANTA BARBARA *  SANTA CRUZ

BERXELEY + OAVIS - IRVINE + LOSANGELES + RIVERSIDE « SAN DIEGO < SAN PRANCISCO -‘

Office of the Assistant Chancellor —
Budget apd Planning

Sants Barbaca, CA 93106-2030

Tel:  (80%) 893-3571

Fax: (B05) 893-8398

May 22,1998

Mr, Steve Hudson

Califormia Coastal Commission

89 South California Street Suite 200
Ventura, CA 93001

Desar Mr. Hudson:

‘This letter is in response to your request that the University confirm that the pumphouse and
utility lines associated with our proposed Seawater System can be constructed in such a
manper as not to require a rock revetment or seawall as a form of protection. It is my
understanding from my conversation with Deputy Director Damm that staff are
reoommendng that the Commission approve the Seawater System Project as originally
submitted with the exception of the original proposed rock revetment. It is also my
understanding fror Deputy Director Damm that it is staff’s opinion that the barrier road and
handicap access ramp constitute structures and that, an appropriate form of shorefine
protection, such as proposed in our project xevision, is consistent with the Coastal Act.

In recognition that:

1. Staff is requesting to work with the University to refine the desiga of the handicap
ramp to ensure that it is set back as far off the beach as le;

2. mthwmymﬂtmdefermemofCoastalCommMonacuonmourpmposcd
solution for shoreline

3. Inoxdertoenabletheg Comrmssmotobeabletomkencnon on the remaising
components of the project;

the University confirms that it can construct the beach pumphouse and encase the utility lines
in concrete so as not to necessitate a hard form of shoreline protection such as a rock
revelment or seawall, Ishouldalsostateti\atthssxsnotourprefened option nor do we feel
that it is the optimum approach for oux overall project.

\\M;E;uf%gf

¥
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_ STATE OF CALFORMNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY k PETE WILSON, 60vemor
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Y LIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
H CENTRAL COAST AREA
89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 200
VENTURA, CA 93001
(805) 6410142

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.

Scf::; Sl

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 Opposition




ramp. at Campus Point.

L

¢ The loss of lateral access.
[ J
*

JSave Campus Point

Without the benefit of public mput the Ui 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 469 ft. long, 10 ft. high, 15-45 ft. wnde, rock revetment, stairway, and access

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 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.
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Letter from the 4
- Public

Staff has received 22 letters from the public in
opposition to the revetment, attached are 5 sample
letters.
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‘Ventura, CA 93001 CCAS

N Surfrider FoundaTion

Santa Barbara Chaprer April 1, 1998
| REBE
Z DECEIVEL
California Coastal Commission MAY 20 1998

Attention: Steve Hudson
89 8. California Street, Suite 200

CAUFGRNHA

4 TAL COM
YOUTH CENTRAL CO&??:S*ON

. DI .
RE: UCSB CAMPUS POINT SEAWALL; SEAWATER RENEWAL SYSTEM PROJEE;F',’L
LRDP 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 due 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.0. Box 21703

Santa Barbaza California

93121-170.




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 pleasant 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.

Sincerely,

Keith Zandona
Chapter Chair

Santa Barbara Chapter
Surfrider Foudation

PO Box 60021 ,
Santa Barbara, CA 93160

cc: Coastal Commissioners
Steve Hudson, CCC Staff
Environmental Defense Center




772\ Surfrider FoundaTion .

SANTA Barbara Chaprer . May 18, 1998

California Coastal Commission
Attn; Steve Hudson

89 S. California Street, Suite 200
Ventura, CA 93001

RE: UCSB CAMPUS POINT SEAWALL; SEAWATER RENEWAL SYSTEM 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 mile
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.

RECELE] ==

v Chapter Chair
MAY 20 1998 Santa Barbara Chapter

Surfrider Foundation

CALFORNIA
g PO Box 60021
COASTAL COMMISSION
| SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DIST.i Santa Barbara, CA 93160
i ,
. cc: Coastal Commission-Steve Hudson
‘ Environmental Defense Center

P.O. Bax 21703 Santa Bazbasa California ‘ 93121-17¢



mz&woz@mze?

May 20, 1998 | ummm

California Coastal Commission ..1.1. av
.»&o.&onmgg ‘w o.
S. Californis Strogt, 2* Floor &
<3§¢.n>83» ' .

by fax: (805) 641-1 qwﬂ .

RE: UCSB LAGOON SEAWALL; SEAWA' E%@ggﬁ
LRDP %g

Honorsble ch&nl?

?mggg %%%iggg
Senta Barbara Chaptér of the Surfiider Foundation in the matter ¢oncerning the proposed
LRDP Amendment by UCSB foc its proposed seawater rencwal project and rip rap seawall at
Campus Point. On bibalf of Sixfrider, we attended the April 9, 1998 Coastal Commission
Eﬂégg;ggﬁngﬁgg? Eng
Santa Barbara. Pleass consider thess comments as supplements to our March 31, 1998 letter
to you (sttached.)

To reiterate our client's E%ggu&gg
System is inconsistent with the"Couatal Act for the reanons stated in cur March 31, 1998 letter,

g&iﬁggﬁggggggﬁi%!& :
smendment would violste, we refer you 1o our previous letter.

- ??ﬁoﬁﬂﬁug to address 3 selntively new proposal by UCSB to remove existing

éaﬂamggaggégsgﬂg%%
oae. %E%% substantial impacts to shoreline processes and coastal

?%ﬁ&gﬁsgg p rap shoreliive protettion and the concrete ramp
ot Campus Point is flawed because the ramp is currently acting as & plug which hinders the
down-coast movement of sand. As & result, the ramp has caused sand to sccumulate up-coest

" from Campus Point. This bulld up of sand resulting from this phag has afforded significant

protection to the Lagoon®s two other mouths. Elimination of the ramp would allow the
ascumulated sediment and sand to continue down coast, thereby rendering the lagoon's two

other mouths unprotected by the existing sand bufier. As 8 result of eliminating the existing fip

3-&8&33?:33&8&35&3&;-&8&5!&%&5
it is now. UCSB would be foreed to place rip rap at the other two mouths, just as it is
gs%%&?géggﬁaoﬂ .




91/87/1995 ©3:40 9623152 . EDC PAGE B2

CanmnﬂaCMCommlden
May 20, 1998
Page 2

Surfrider is opposed to shoreline protective devices such as the one that is proposed by UCSB
becayse they adversely affoct coastal access and recreation. UCSB's proposal, including both
the rip rap and the pumphouse, also eliminates delineated sandy beach and wetland ESHA,
severely impairs the visual attributes of the ares, and thrextens coastal water quality in the
Lagoocn in viclstion of the Californis Coastal Act. The University has the means available to
feasibly implement an alternative that would be consistent with the Act while accomplishing the
University's goals. Numerous alternatives exist that have not been proven infeasible (please
refer to EDC’s March 31, 1998 letter.) Relocation of the pumphouse is one alternative,
according to UCSB, ﬂutwwldhemoreexpemwc, would require constructing a new dry well
into the shale, and woulki possibly require installing and maintaining submersible pumps in the
seawnter intake lines. While this may not be the most attractive option for UCSB, itis oneof
several alternatives that are fepsible and consistent with the Coastal Act,

Please deny the proposed améndrnent to UCSB's LRDP as inconsistent with the Coastal Act,

and encourage the University to submit a project that is consistent with the Coastal Act’s
important provisions for protecting coastal resources.

On behalf of the Surftider Foundation®s Santa Barbara Chapter, thank you for your artention to
our comments, and your diligent work to uphold the Coastal Act.

Sincerely,

B, A

BﬁmTumwoin,
Envn'omnentaleeCm

co: Steve Hudson, Coastal Commission Staff Analyst
Keith Zandona, Santa Bariara Chapter of Surfrider Foundation

Primed on 100% Recyoind Peper .



" RE:UCSB LAGOON SEAWALL; SEAWATER RENEWAL SYSTEM PROJECT;
LRDP AMENDMENT 2-97

?gggw non-profit environmental law firm representing the
Saata Barbara Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation in all matters pertaining to the proposed

UCSB Lagoon Seawall, Seawater Renewal System project and LRDP Amendment 2-97. We

~ bave reviewed the staff reports and Notice of Impending Development for the subject project
and submit the following comments for consideration by the Constal Commission in

anticipation of the April 9, 1998 hearing regarding this issue.

~ Assubmitted, it is our conclusion that the proposed LRDP Amendment and the proposed

construction of a rip-rep seawall near Campus Point st UCSB is inconsistent with the
California Coastal for the reasons desaribed below.

. Iohibits Constal Acoees

?ggggsﬁosﬂoﬁggﬂgw?&sgsig
the coastline of this state. Coastal Act Sections 30210, 30211 and 30212 mandate that .
maximum public scoess opportunities be provided and that new development not interfere
with the public’s right to acoess the beach. The proposed amendment and construction of &
rip rep structure on the beach near the UCSB lagoon are inconsistont with these sections of
the Act. The rip rap would prevent or inhibit access for the majority of the public to the beach
along an approximately 400+ foot section of shoreline where acoess is currently available to a
majority of the public. This section of available access is vital because the shoreline on either
&o%gggﬂiwg?&wg%

: ?gi%g%gﬂgaggigﬁg -38&::8

staff report, and this would make it impossible or substantially more difficult to access the
sandy beach for most people. The angular nature of the rocks and the crevices that would
exist betwoen the rocks would render access difficult and unsafe during normal conditions and
5@39&85?%:&.8&? Additional impacts to public access would
result from the extension of the rip rap a significant distance horizontally sway from the
barrier road onto the sandy beach. This would bave the effect of causing people to have to
gxgnggfaw—&.égsgnsgegn
locations where currently scoeas is readily availsble.

. § ;Gm mﬂgg Q 93101 » (BOS) 963-14822 FAX: (8 ouvoo

E. MAIN ST, VENTURA, CA 9 8.13:&.&32”285 8416143 E z> a@.
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Californla Coastal Comminsion
March 31, 1998
Page 2

Tt would also result in & lesser availability of beach for Iateral secess along the sandy -
coastline. By extending much further onto the sandy beach than the existing minor barrier
protection, the proposed seawsll would reduce available beach for beach walkers by 25% 10
50%, would crowd beach usery, and reduce the amount time during which access along the
sandy beach would be available. Documentation of the erosive effects of these types of
proposed structures is in the Commission’s staff reports for this LRDPA. These structures

- cause the sand on the sesward side of them to be eroded away, depleting the beach of sand,

mduamhmm&udnwwlowdwﬁwem&wlmmum

_wnlhngdongﬂ:ebmh.

While the proposed LRDPA includes & new staircase near the eastern end of the proposed
project site (near the pump house), it is toteworthy that this festure is pursly mitigatory, ie., it
would not be nseded without the inhibiting effects of the proposed seawall on coastal access
at this location. Additionally, this feature of the project, which is specifically the only feature
that would be allowed on the bluff fece, may result in significant impacts to biological

resources, goological , and aesthetics. These potential impacts were not adequately
umndintheﬂm.bumbemmpted, Furthermore, according to the plans, it appears
that the proposed staitcase and ramp would not extend to the beath during times when sand
levels are low, a&cbuc&wmandthuswouldwtbecomduodumhab!o,pmmd
acoess point for the public.

Inhibits Coastal Recreation

Sections 30210, 30213, andSMOofﬂleCWActwqmﬁmﬁepublthave
maﬁmmomnmhummmdmmﬂwmstdmm This project, however, by
lisniting public access as described above, would also limit recreation. It would eliminate
25% to 50% of the sandy beach available at the project site for recreation, end the public
currently uses this site heavily for recreational activities. .

Additionally, by modifying the beach geo-morphology, ﬂn sea wall would potentially modify

the shape, size and formation of waves st this location, a popular surfing spot, especially for
surfers. It would also, sccording to the research done by Commission staff, raduce
the amount of sand available at the site, adversely affecting coastal recrestional activities. As
mnmwmmuummmwmmwmm 30220, and
SOMO(b)':mndmdemuuﬁmdoppmmnmabemdedandpmmd

It is also important for the Commission to recognize the documented loss of beach sand and -
the reduction of natural nourishment processes in this region, even since the passage of the
cmm mdepkﬁonoftlﬁsmwrcebumdm«vuyumdninsmhm

Vi e now,

Secbon 30251 ofthaCom-l Actreqmu protewou of the scenic and visual qualities of
coastal areas as a “resource of public importance.” The proposed sea wall is inconsistent with

Printad on [00% Recyclnd Pajer



California Coastal Commission
March 31, 1998
Page3

the Coustal Act’s Eﬁgggg&%g&g it would
_~§g§g§§§%§§§§ viewed from the sandy
beach st this location. Currently, it is possible to view the striking lagoon environs when
standing on the beach looking northwest over the existing barrier road. However, by adding
spproximately five 0 six foet to the height of the barrier, these visual resources would be
blocked by the proposed sea wall. Additionally, the magnitude of the proposed sea wall

. would detrimentally kmpact views of the site from up and down the coast and from in the

Etg%ggiﬁga&oig As proposed, the project .

would be visible fom many public viswing locations including Goleta Beach County Park

and the Golets Pier. The proposed wall and expanded pump house would completety
dominate the landscape st this locstion, and thus, both of these slements would be

 inconsistent with the Cosstal Act. - They would not be visually compatible with the

gg&igﬁiggﬁgg%ﬁs& V

Impacts ESHA

. gwoﬁoﬁ&ogziﬁigc “environmentally sensitive habitat areas

. gf%%&%&%&&g% and only uses dependent

‘ on those resources shall be aliowed within those rezources.” Further, it gg@

gg?ip&i&%&mg-&égg?&g

mﬁmﬁlagm!g%gxiggggigg
. " compatible with the contimunce of those habitat and recreation areas.” The project is
inconsistent with this section of the Coastal Act because the rip rap seawal]l would be
constructed on the sandy besch, a designated ESHA, would fill s small area of the lagoon
. %iigiﬁsg%gﬁégﬁ&guﬁg park and
recreation arce.

gg;gin‘g&%&ia&g%g;
lagoons aid estuaries be maintained. This proposal, however, threatens both water quality
and the biological productivity of constal waters. The rip rap would encrosch into the
wetlands, altering both productivity and water quality, and the paved acoess road would
introduce new asphalt leachase (i.e. e, ol fuel, etc.) into the shore of the lagoon. Runoff
contaminated with asphalt ¢ leachats from road surfaces has been identified as 8 2 non-point
source pollutant that threatens water quality. Therefors, the proposed seawall and paving of
Wﬂgﬂ%g with Section 30231, and must be dsleted from the project and

nooa-:rnmgo..uﬁu -Bo!-?_,zs&oom iﬂgﬁgsgg

83&%3%&&%&%&3%53&&%&8%%

or mitigate adverse impacts to the shorefine sand supply. dﬁuaaoa&ﬂ-ia is not
designed 1o eliminate or mitigate impacts to the beach sand supply. 1n addit .o:.meﬁrat-:

.2:.&8:_.5&3.! :

|
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California Coastal Commission
March 31, 1998
Page 4

to be considered necessary, no feasible, less damaging alternatives can exist, UCSB has
improperly joined the seewall end the pump house. Without ons, the other is
unhecessary/infessible, UCSB must perform an analysis of relocating the pump house, as will
ultimately have to be done anyway, to address the nocessity of the seawall. In this case, there
are a number of viable aptions to a rip rap seawnll for which adequats analyses and -
evalustions have not occurred. No evidence has boen presentad to ths Commission, and no
evidence exists that less damaging alternatives are not feasible. The EIR and submittals to the
Commission for this project fail to adequately address reasonable, less damaging alternatives,
Altenmtivuthummbaﬁnlly investigated by the University include, but are not limited to:

Beach Replenishment

No Shoreline Protection’ Rebuilding of the Bacrier Following Potential Breaches
Dune Nourishmest with Dune Habitat Restoration -

Dune Nourishment with Underlying Geotube

Removal of Concrete Plug on Beach at Campus Point to Restore Sand Flow to Site
Relocation of Pump Houss

Removal of the Existing, Artificial Barrier and Restoration of Tidal Flow to Lagoon
Relocation of the Marine Sclences Building
Reinforoement of Appurtepant Intake and Electrical Lines

The site currently has vegetation establishing on portions of the barrier. ‘This illustrates that
establishing s native dune habitat on the barrier may be feasible. Non native vegetation, such
as ice plant, present in the substrate of the barrier slope should be removed and replaced with
naﬁvhgune species propagated from naturally-occurring, locally collected seeds and/or

cutt

Rmmﬂofﬂwcmﬂephgﬂ&mpua?mntwhmwﬁhﬂnhwmm
Defense Center by University faculty seeking a less damaging altemative to the proposed
seawall. This elternative would restore the shoreline sand flow and naturally replenish the
sand along the projoct sitc, adding protoction for the existing barrier. Relocating the pump
housa would be feasible, and would include placing the wet well elsewhere, rather than on the
bmhuamwhmm!wdswhmwnwbendng. No detailed economic analyses of
these alternatives were done to illustrate their relative cost effectiveness. Moreover, the costs
of maintaining the proposed rip rap seawall have not bees sddressed. Once considered, the
costs of maintaining the seawall over the long term would render the propasad project
relatively less feasible compared to the less damaging alternatives. The University is a very
large institution with a large idget. | is feasible for the University to undértake a Jess
damaging alternative, or a combination of less damaging alernatives,

The purported need for the seawall is questionable becaise the only damage to the existing

pump house has been 10 appurtenant facilities rather than to the structure iteelf. Furthermore,
the proposed pump house would be almost six times as large as the existing structure on the

Printed on 100% Recyeled Paper
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California Coastal Commission .
March 31, 1998 .
Page 5

ggg&f&wg_muﬂog&mgﬁ_ﬁggg ‘

Q&wn&ﬁ-ggg&wgggeg% E-&
g»ﬂ illegally dumping ssphalt, dirt, construction waste and concrete with rebar at this
location, along the existing, small barrier (sce attached letter). Surftider and the
Environmental Defonse Center notified the Department of this illegal dumping. ‘This siteisa

popular recreational ares used extensively by our clicats and by the public in general. Aside
from the obvious gwggﬂg?gug%gﬁﬁ
~ the besch, the encroachment onto the beach frorn this illegal dumping affected access,

g%ii«i%i%%-&é&

%géiﬁf%&%nﬁ. E?gggﬂgﬂrﬂ
- patches of vegetation existed slong the biuff's toe and slong the sandy beach near the biuff
until recently. The decreass in beach st this location has ocourred since, and can be attributed

?%&ﬁg%?gg Aging seawnlls along Ellwood and Isla
g?&%S?%&Bnglﬁg Intensifying the use of
wich structures, as Is proposed, would sigmificantly exacerbate the adverse cumulstive effects
of the existing structures. In addition, Santa Barbara County reopritly approved a large
seawall for the Del Playa ares of Jala Vista. No mitigation of the proposed seawall’s impacts
to sand supply and bésch formation has been proposed by the University, As proposed,
mitigation of the projoct’s gwasg?g%g%gg
avoid these undesirable effects.

g
In conclusion, the Surfiider Foundation opposes the proposed project because it is
inconsistent with numerous sections of the Coastal Act. wiﬁ&iwnﬁags-

. Eﬂ%g_ﬂn?-g%%gg unmitigated impactato
‘ )

significantly degrade the visual resources of the site, and block views to, from, and of the

" beach and lagoon. ?ggem?gml ocesn water levels

possibly g@%&zgg? a temporary project for which an altemative

1_.&8.9& avoids impacts should «u!va.ei. ?ogioa-rocﬁg_ﬂ the

Printod o 1009 Racycled Pepar
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California Coastal Commission
March 31, 1998
Page 6

University 1o analyze siternatives thon propose a project that avoids impacts to the beach and
ﬂnwﬂdmﬂmﬂmﬁtﬂwﬂhthcmm

e SmHudmCoauﬂCukmnmonSlxﬁAnﬂy _ |
Keith Zandona, President, Surfiider Foundation, Santa Barbara Chapter
Interested Parties

Princed on 100% Recycled Papur
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA BARBARA

EDC PAGE @9

UCSB

SANTA BAREARA ~ SANTA CauZ

mm'm-umlﬁmm-MI-mm-wmo

89 South California Street, Suite 200
Ventura, California 93001

Dear Mr. Tinmm:

" Office of the Assistant Chancellor —
Budgst and Planning
* Sants Sarbars, CA 93106.2030
Tk (805) 893-2971
fax: (805) 893-0348

March 24, 1998

I have been informed thar the University mistakenly deposited inappropriate construction
material on the barrier road and beach. It is my understanding that University officials
muznwoﬁuzmmmpmotﬁshemmm&mﬁmnnm The
University is continuing to remove some of the concrete placed along the barrier road

during the winter storms, to avoid any
you know, we worked with the

of pieces dislodging onto the beach. As
of Fish and Game when cmergency repair

work was reguired during the worst of the winter storms. However, continuing to
reinforce the barrier rond occurred when no storm condition was preseat. This incident
Mdummmmmwdmﬂmmmhplm&mm&uywd

simation does not redccur.

I you haveanyquﬂomcmningﬁﬂs mm,plmadonothesmtemcuImen

893-8541,

cc: Coastal Commissioners -
Acting Director David Gonzales
Tye Simpson
Brian Trautwein

 Shwerely,
i )
Capital and Physical
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Steve Hudson March 20, 1998
Leslie Ewing

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street

San Francisco, California

Re: Campus Point Seawall
UCSB

Dear Stafft

Thank you again for your well prepared staff report and presentation at the
Monterey meeting of the Coastal Commission. We continue to be shocked and
disappointed in the UCSB Marine Sciences Department for their outragoous
proposal to build a gigantic rip-rap rock scawall at Campus Point, -

You will be pleased to learn that many organizations and individuals inthe
_Santa Barbara region have only just leamned of this proposal and are requesting an
oppartunity to participate in these proceedings, This weekend the Santa Barbara
County Chapter of Surfrider Foundation is sponsoring a forum on the matter which
is to coincide with a surf contest where over 200 peoplc are expected.

In speaking with other surfers who grew up in thc area, learned to surf at
Campus Point and who recreatcd on the beach long before the Marine Sciences
Department constructed their ill-advised rescarch facility on an eroding bluff
above the beach, we are all perplcxed at the rise of the water level in the lagoon.

Twenty-five years ago thcre was no such disparity between the ocean level
and the lagoon. They were 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. Ifthis is the case, then the obvious
alternaftive to the rip-rock wall is dredging of the lagoon with beach nourishment
of Campus Point the result. Such dredging would of course also be morc
appropriate for “restoration” of the lagoon. We believe you are correct that such
nourishment would benefit the entire southern Santa Barbara County.

&S SECOND STREET, 2ND FL.OOR, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA  94105-3441 418} 2775737 T-aX (415)977-.
printed on rocycled paper
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We'assume that an analysis of the lagoon must nccessarily include a
detailed history of it, including its size and depth prior to the University being
constructed. Interestingly, the bluff area adjacent to the point itself does not
appear to have croded significantly at all.. This will also need examination.
Construction of University bu:ldmgs along the interior of the lagoon may also .
have impacted it.

Moreover, the Marine Sciences building itself may be the cause of some of
the erosion currently underway in the southem reach of the beach. Moving that

inappropriately sited building might be the most advmmgeous long tcrm strategy
topreventﬁmheremsmnmﬁww

We are also extremely concerncd that the University may destroy a precious
(and famous) surfing environment at the beach. This surfing resource is priceless
and entitléd to protection by law pursuant to the Coastal Act. The University
should be required to conduct surfing studies and monitoring PRIOR to any
construction in order to create baseline data. Future monitoring will also need to
be conducted and mitigation obtained should the University’s Marine Sciennsts
destroy the surfing rasom-ce.

Lastly, there is sxmply no way that this project should be considered without
a cumulative effects analysis with recently approved mile long seawall proposed
for Isle Vista Beach. Together these two gigantic seawall structures (perhaps the
most extensive seawall structures in the history of California?) would wall off
nearly the entire town of Isle Vista, and may have dramatic adverse impacts to
surfing, beach quality, marine life, and the quality of life for thousands of
residents, students and visitors to the region. :

We again thank you for allowing the public the oppmt\mhytosuuﬁpizc
this important project. We look forward also to reviewing with you the
documentation the University produccs.’ Since we do not have a contact at the
University, please forward this letter to them and request that they provide us with
notice and information regarding their analysis at the carliest possible opportunity.

Sincqgely.




. Dan Fontaine

.' 430 Whitman St. Apt. #42

Goleta, CA 93117
April 12, 1998

California Coastal Commission | D E(@EU\WE P ;
South Central Coast Area NI [

b

89 S. California Street Suite 200 : o
Ventura, CA 93001 APR 24 1322
Regarding: UCSB Rock Revetment -

LRDP Amendment No. 2-97 COASTAL COMMISor*

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST Di....iv:

Commissioners,

Please do not allow the University of California to build a seawall at Goleta Point on the eastern boundary
of the campus. I understand 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:

@

e Beach loss: The revetment itself will occupy over 10,000 square feet of beach (length of (460) x (25)
average width ) and even proponents of the seawall agree that it will accelerate erosion of the re-
maining beach. ‘

e Move the pumphouse: ‘the university had looked into aliernatives 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.”™ That it will be “difficult” is no excuse to sacnﬁce a
beach. Furthermore, “solid rock” sounds like a very safe place for the pumphouse.

e The UCSB Lagoon: The University is also concerned that its picturesque lagoon may breach and
empty into the ocean, but the 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 greater diversity of plants and animals.

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

e 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 east? This issue has not been addressed at all.

Thanks for protecting our coast,

Wasto

Dan Fontaine

!Santa Barbara News Press, “Surfers say proposal will take their point.” 3/28/98




Kambria Wesch
6647 Trigo Rd
Isla Vista, CA 93117

April 12, 1998

California Coastal Commission

South Central Coast Arca

89 S. California Street Suite 200

Ventura, CA 93001 ‘

Regarding: UCSB LRDP Amendment No. 2-97

Commissioners,

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 will occupy over 10,000 square feet of beach, and even
proponents of the seawall 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 too easy for people to become trapped
against the rock wall.

Concerning the pumphouse and lagoon: The university has said it would be too difficult to m@
the pumphouse off the beach. That it will be “difficult” is no excuse to sacrifice a beach. Furthermore,
the University is also concerned 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 greater
~ diversity of plants and animals.

Thank you for your time,

Kambria Wesch
Chairperson,
Isla Vista Surfrider Foundation
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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 « IRVINE ¢ LOS ANGELES » RIVERSIDE + SAN DIEGO « SAN FRANCISCO

. -
SANTA BARBARA  «  SANTA CRUZ .
*

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY. EVOLUTION & MARINE BIOLOGY SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA 93108-8610
PHONE: {BOS5) 893-3511
FAX: (805) 893-4724

February 27, 1998

Rusty Areias, Chairman AT S B
California Coastal Commission B S T
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 : | +': HMAR 61938 =
San Francisco, Ca 94105 e "
L

Dear Mr. Areias: " CIAMETAL COMASSHIIM

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, Without 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 of beach, 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.




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 of biological
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!

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 terrible
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 of Marine Biology and Chair of the

Interdepartmental Graduate Program in Marine
Science
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BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

SANTA BARBARA. CALIFORNIA 93106-9610
PHONE: {805) 893-3511

FAX: (805) 893-4724 \:"_" "[3 E n M E
- D March 2, 1988

Mr. Rusty Areias, Chairman MAR 091398
California Coastal Commission CALFORNIA

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 = ASTAL COMMISSION
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Mr. Areias:

| 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.

| 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 maintain maring, /) =
organisms for the laboratory course. Enroliment for this laboraita& %énv / \ S n i

averages 800. | il

e In upper division courses, related to the Aquatic Biology major, abdlitfsdo’ iS4t
undergraduates enroll in laboratory and field courses that rely on the
LUASTAL Lo

SOUTH CENTRAI CORi -
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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.

e 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 turned off penodncally for any duration. Consequently.
every effort must be made to ensure that it is protected from damage, erosion or
other catastrophic interruptions. Installation of the rock revetment will provide
that needed protection.

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence Nicklin ’
Manager
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Mr. Rusty Areias, Chairman
California Coastal gomxgigéaon
45 Fremont Steet, Suite
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 MAR 0 9 1998
CALIFORNIA
Dear Mr. Areias: COASTAL COMMISSION

Ileft my previous faculty posmon at Harvard Medical Schoo! to join the faculty at UCSB because
of UCSB’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 regulatc abalone
spawning and larval development, and converted these discoveries to simple, reliable methods that
mcmase the econormc efﬁc1ency and yxeld of abalone producncn. Ihm_mgjhgﬂmm

] alo

mm 'I'hese new methods of productxon are now standard Operaung 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.

NOW_Dring Imoj ~mi 1] ate in grants from
the U. S Department of Commerce, the Nauonal Insumtes of Health the National Science
Foundation, the Office of Naval Research, the Army Research Office and major chemlcal,
manufacmnng and blotechnology mdnstnes, mr__qy_:

: n_n Recogmzed
mtemanona]ly as pxoneermg research, mese studies are sheddmg new hght on the mechanisms
controlling normal human bone devek)pment and abnormal 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 dewces, smart medxcal
xmplants and bmsensors abor




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
mariculture, marine research and marine resource teaching were identified as “coastally dependent”
activities. The State’s investment of $8-million for the construction of UCSB’s Marine
Biotechnology Laboratory (with laboratories :_l&t]_uipped with thermostatically regulated, fresh

ic

flowing seawater as well as the latest in scientific instrumentation), and the State’s cumulative
investment over the years of more than $15-million for the construction and renovation of UCSB’s
Seawater System, affirm the State’s recognition of the value of the unique seawater-dependent
research and training activities of the kind described above, and affirm the State’s commitment to
g = ais W _DIOiCC] HESE ] S HICIH S

The environmental impact of the proposed protection will be minimal, since the vulnerable sand
berm in question already is flanked on both sides by rip-rap that has become “sanded-in” and of
relatively low visibility. There is an environmental benefit from the proposed protection as well,
since this will maintain the integrity of the lagoon that is both a scenic and recreational resource
enjoyed by the wider Santa Barbara community, and a temporary and permanent home to
thousands of migratory and resident waterfowl.

My students, colleagues and I ask that you please approve the proposed Seawater System project
in its entirely, including the revetment that is 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 research community, and California’s many beneficiaries of the
research and employment training made possible by this Seawater System, I thank you for your
consideration of the campus’s request for permission to protect this unique resource.

Sincerely,
e ‘ e
‘ - Daniel E. Morse
Professor of Molecular Genetics
and Biochemistry,
Chairman

Marine Biotechnology Center




