STATE OF CALIFORNIA —THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
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CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT (SANTA CRUZ)
DEPUTY DIRECTOR'S REPORT

For the
December Meeting of the California Coastal Commission

MEMORANDUM Date: December 13, 2007

TO: Commissioners and Interested Parties
FROM: Charles Lester, Central Coast District Deputy Director
SUBJECT: Deputy Director's Report

Following is a listing for the waivers, emergency permits, immaterial amendments and extensions
issued by the Central Coast District Office for the December 13, 2007 Coastal Commission hearing.
Copies of the applicable items are attached for your review. Each item includes a listing of the
applicants involved, a description of the proposed development, and a project location.

Pursuant to the Commission's direction and adopted procedures, appropriate notice materials were sent
to all applicants for posting at the project site. Additionally, these items have been posted at the District
office and are available for public review and comment.

This report may also contain additional correspondence and/or any additional staff memorandum
concerning the items to be heard on today's agenda for the Central Coast District.

@& CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT DEPUTY DIRECTOR'S REPORT PAGE 1 OF 4



CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT DEPUTY DIRECTOR'S REPORT CONTINUED

REGULAR WAIVERS
1. 3-07-062-W Alistair Black (Live Oak, Santa Cruz County)

DE MINIMIS WAIVERS
1. 3-07-043-W City of Grover Beach, Attn: George Hansen (Grover Beach, San Luis Obispo County)

IMMATERIAL AMENDMENTS

1. 3-04-052-A1 The Witter Family Trust, Attn: Dean & Rebekah F. Witter, I 11, Trustees (Carmel Highlands,
Monterey County)

EXTENSION - IMMATERIAL
1. A-3-SLO-03-117-E2 Brown Family Trust, Attn: Josh Brown; James & Johanna Townsend (North Coast Planning
Area, San Luis Obispo County)

| TOTAL OF 4 ITEMS
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CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT DEPUTY DIRECTOR'S REPORT CONTINUED

DETAIL OF ATTACHED MATERIALS

REPORT OF REGULAR WAIVERS

The Executive Director has determined that the following developments do not require a coastal
development permit pursuant to Section 13250(c) and/or Section 13253(c) of the California Code of

Regulations.

IReturn concrete blocks that have moved seaward to | 4440 Opal Cliff Drive (base of bluffs fronting 4440
their previously recognized configuration in a stacked ; Opal Cliff Drive along Private's Beach), Live Oak
seawall, (Santa Cruz County)

T
3-07-062-W
Alistair Black

REPORT OF DE MINIMIS WAIVERS

The Executive Director has determined that the following developments do not require a coastal
development permit pursuant to Section 30624.7 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.

afec ation
West Grand Avenue at Meadow Creek, Grover
Beach (San Luis Obispo County)

roje Fiplo

Replace the Grand Avenue concrete and timber
bridge over Meadow Creek with a 32-foot wide span
bridge; replace the existing deteriorated corrugated
metal stormwater outfall pipe east of the bridge with
a new 66-inch concrete outfall pipe in the same
location.

3-07-043-W
City of Grover Beach, Attn:
George Hansen

REPORT OF IMMATERIAL AMENDMENTS

The Executive Director has determined that there are no changes in circumstances affecting the
conformity of the subject development with the California Coastal Act of 1976. No objections to this
determination have been received at this office. Therefore, the Executive Director grants the requested
Immaterial Amendment, subject to the same conditions, if any, approved by the Commission.

Move the location of the approved fencng adjacent | 112 & 112A Yankeé Ponﬁt Drive, Carmel
to the Old Coast Road public access trail. Highlands (Monterey County)

3-04-052-A1
The Witter Family Trust,

Attn: Dean & Rebekah F.
Witter, I I I, Trustees

REPORT OF EXTENSION - IMMATERIAL
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CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT DEPUTY DIRECTOR'S REPORT CONTINUED

A-3-SLO-03-117-E2
Brown Family Trust, Attn:

Josh Brown
James & Johanna Townsend

Division of two parcels (of 117.56 acres and 80
acres) into three parcels (of 97.34, 45.22, and 55
acres); conversion of an existing 1,200 square foot
residence to storage; and relocation of a water meter
to the new 45.22 acre parcel.

6925 Jordan Road (Northwest of Cambria Pines
Road; approximately 1 mile north of the community
of Cambria), North Coast Planning Area (San Luis
Obispo County)
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NOTICE OF COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT WAIVER

DATE: December 4, 2007
TO: Alistair Black
FROM: Peter M. Douglas, Executive Director

SUBJECT: Waiver of Coastal Development Permit Requirement:
Waiver Number 3-07-062-W

Based on project plans and information submitted by the applicant(s) named below regarding
the development described below, the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission hereby
waives the requirement for a Coastal Development Permit, pursuant to Title 14, Section
13252 of the California Code of Regulations.

APPLICANT:  Alistair Black

LOCATION: 4440 Opal Cliff Drive (base of bluffs fronting 4440 Opal Cliff Drive along Private's
Beach), Live Oak (Santa Cruz County) (APN(s) 033-151-08)

DESCRIPTION: Return concrete blocks that have moved seaward to their previously recognized

configuration in a stacked seawall.

RATIONALE: Concrete blocks from a pre-Coastal Act stacked concrete seawall have moved seaward
over time. As a result, the effectiveness of the wall has been compromised, and the
blocks are seaward from the bluff where they can block recreational and lateral beach
access at the Private’s beach area. The applicant will use a hand winch to roll (i.e., edge
by edge) the blocks back into place, thus repairing the seawall to its prior configuration
and ensuring recreational beach access is not impacted. Thus, recreational beach access
will be protected and enhanced, and there will not be significant impacts on coastal
resources otherwise.

IMPORTANT: This waiver is not valid unless the site has been posted AND until the waiver
has been reported to the Coastal Commission. This waiver is proposed to be reported to the
Commission at the meeting of Thursday, December 13, 2007, in San Francisco . If three
Commissioners object to this waiver, a coastal development permit will be required.

Persons wishing to object to or having questions regarding the issuance of a coastal permit
waiver for this project should contact the Commission office at the above address or phone

number prior to the Commission meeting date. W

Sincerely, By: DAN CARL
PETER M. DOUGLAS District Manager
Executive Director

cc: Local Planning Dept.
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NOTICE OF COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT WAIVER
DATE: November 29, 2007
TO: City of Grover Beach, Attn: George Hansen

- FROM: Peter M. Douglas, Executive Director

SUBJECT: Waiver of Coastal Development Permit Requirement:
Waiver De Minimis Number 3-07-043-W

Based on project plans and information submitted by the applicant(s) named below regarding
the development described below, the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission hereby
waives the requirement for a Coastal Development Permit, pursuant to Title 14, Section
13238 of the California Code of Regulations.

AppLICANT:  City of Grover Beach, Attn: George Hansen

LocaTioN:  West Grand Avenue at Meadow Creek, Grover Beach (San Luis Obispo County)

DESCRIPTION: peplace the Grand Avenue concrete and timber bridge over Meadow Creek with a 32-foot
wide span bridge; replace the existing deteriorated corrugated metal stormwater outfall
pipe east of the bridge with a new 66-inch concrete outfall pipe in the same location.

RATIONALE: The purpose of the project is to replace the collapsing West Grand Avenue bridge over
Meadow Creek and upgrade the aged stormwater system that currently outfalls to
Meadow Creek just east of the bridge. The existing bridge is badly deteriorated and has
suffered earthquake damage. Eastbound lanes are currently out of service due to dry
rot. The existing stormwater system is failing and heavy wet weather flows flood portions
of the business district along West Grand Avenue.

Multiple project components are included to avoid resource impacts and improve habitat
values over existing conditions. The existing concrete and timber bridge will be replaced
with a span bridge that will "open" the natural creek channel and improve its hydrologic
function. The new span bridge will allow for a natural substrate and for the free upstream
and downstream movement of aquatic life in Meadow Creek. The replacement
stormwater outfall pipe will discharge storm runoff in its current location and has been
modified to include placement of heavy willow logs planted with deep rooting riparian
willows instead of rock rip-rap for energy dissipation. This method of energy dissipation
will limit sedimentation during high flows, maximize natural infiltration, and will mimic the
surrounding vegetation and habitat. In addition, the project includes removal of non-
native plants and revegetation/restoration with native non-invasive plant species
appropriate to Meadow Creek. Performance standards have been established and
monitoring and reporting is included as part of the revegetation/restoration effort.

The project also includes water quality protection measures to be implemented during
and after construction. The existing creosoted bridge timbers and pilings will be removed
from the creek channel, eliminating toxic pollutants from direct contact with the immediate
environment. The storm drain replacement element of the project includes seven
separate drop inlet structures. Each of these structures will be equipped with appropriate
media to filter/treat expected runoff pollutants. The City has also committed to ongoing
maintenance to inspect and clean by hand all drop inlet filters after every storm event.
Funds have also been budgeted to purchase a towed Vactor cleaning machine dedicated
to drop inlet cleaning.
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Coastal Commission Reference No. 3-07-043-W

Date:
Page 2

11/29/2007

Lastly, the project will enhance public access to the shoreline. The new bridge will
support vehicular traffic and includes dedicated bike lanes in both east bound and west
bound directions. There is also a 6-foot wide pedestrian sidewalk on both sides of the
bridge. These improvements will greatly improve vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian
access to a primary visitor destination point along the shoreline.

As proposed, the bridge and stormwater outfall replacement project wiil result in coastal
resource enhancement at an important habitat and access location, and doesn't have the
potential for adverse effects on coastal resources, including public access. The project
protects and enhances Meadow Creek and related habitats (including through
filtration/treatment water quality BMP's), and enhances public recreational access
opportunities at the primary beach access location in Grover Beach. As such, the project
is consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

IMPORTANT: This waiver is not valid unless the site has been posted AND until the waiver
has been reported to the Coastal Commission. This waiver is proposed to be reported to the
Commission at the meeting of Thursday, December 13, 2007, in San Francisco . If four
Commissioners object to this waiver, a coastal development permit will be required.

Persons wishing to object to or having questions regarding the issuance of a coastal permit
waiver for this project should contact the Commission office at the above address or phone

number prior to the Commission meeting date. wké ‘ g

Sincerely, By: DAN CARL
PETER M. DOUGLAS District Manager
Executive Director

cc: Local Planning Dept.

Garing Taylor & Associates, Attn: Jim Garing
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED PERMIT AMENDMENT

TO: All Interested Parties _
FROM: Peter Douglas, Executive Director
DATE: November 29, 2007

SUBJECT: Permit No: 3-04-052
Granted to: The Witter Family Trust, Attn: Dean & Rebekah F. Witter, lll, Trustees

Original Description:

for: Construction of a one-story, 2,232 square foot single family residence (modular home)
with attached 440 square foot garage, flagstone patio, concrete driveway and parking
area, landscaping (including at least 1,500 square feet of hardscaping and a 700 square feet
synthetic turf putting green), septic system, drainage system, and extension of existing
wood and wire fencing along public access trail between Yankee Point Drive and Malpaso
Creek Beach.

at: 112 & 112A Yankee Point Drive, Carmel Highlands (Monterey County)

The Executive Director of the Coastal Commission has reviewed a proposed
~ amendment to

Move the location of the approved fencing adjacent to the Old Coast Road public
access trail.

FINDING

Pursuant to Title 14, Section 13166(b) of the California Code of Regulations this

amendment is considered to be IMMATERIAL and the permit will be amended accordingly if

no written objections are received within ten working days of the date of this notice. If an objection
is received, the amendment must be reported to the Commission at the next regularly scheduled
hearing.

The Applicant’s property has been deed restricted through prior coastal development permits (CDPs) to
protect both public access along the Old Coast Road trail to Malpaso Creek Beach from Yankee Point
Drive, and to protect the Highway One viewshed (CDPs P-77-596, P-80-421, 3-00-020, 3-00-020-A1,
and 3-04-052). The Applicant most recently received a CDP that included residential development and a
fence within the scenic easement area, and that was conditioned to ensure that the fence was
appropriately designed and screened to avoid viewshed impacts, and to ensure it would be moved inland if
the trail needed to be moved inland in response to erosion (CDP 3-04-052). The current proposal moves
the approved fence location slightly to the south so that it more closely lines up with the Old Coast Road
trail. By virtue of the prior CDPs, the fence and public trail are required to be relocated inland on the
subject property as necessary to maintain the continuity of the public trail should it be affected by erosion.
The project does not alter these existing CDP requirements, and the fence will be sited, designed, and
landscaped so that it does not affect the public viewshed (in the same manner it was approved in CDP 3-
04-052). As a result, the project maintains the existing public recreational access and public view
protections at this location, and thus it does not have the potential for adverse coastal resource impacts.
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If you have any questions about the proposal or wish to register an objection, please contact
Katie Morange at the Central Coast District office at (831) 427-4863.

cc: Lombardo & Gilles, Attn: Tony Lombardo
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NOTICE OF EXTENSION REQUEST
FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

Notice is hereby given that: Brown Family Trust, Attn: Josh Brown; James
& Johanna Townsend

has applied for a one year extension of Permit No: A-3-SLO-03-117
granted by the California Coastal Commission on: May 11, 2005

for  Division of two parcels (of 117.56 acres and 80 acres) into three parcels (of 97.34, 45.22,
and 55 acres); conversion of an existing 1,200 square foot residence to storage; and
relocation of a water meter to the new 45.22 acre parcel.

at 6925 Jordan Road (Northwest of Cambria Pines Road; approximately 1 mile north of the
community of Cambria), North Coast Planning Area (San Luis Obispo County)

Pursuant to Section 13169 of the Commission Regulations the Executive Director has
determined that there are no changed circumstances affecting the proposed development's
consistency with the Coastal Act. The Commission Regulations state that "if no

objection is received at the Commission office within ten (10) working days of publishing
notice, this determination of consistency shall be conclusive. . . and the Executive Director
shall issue the extension." If an objection is received, the extension application shall be
reported to the Commission for possible hearing.

Persons wishing to object or having questions concerning this extension application
should contact the district office of the Commission at the above address or phone
number.

Sincerely,
PETER M. DOUGLAS
Executive Director

R AU~

By: DAN CARL
District Manager

cc: Local Pianning Dept.
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(831) 427-4863

December 12, 2007

To: Commissioners and Interested Parties
From: Charles Lester, Senior Deputy Director, Central Coast District

Re: Additional Information for Commission Meeting Thursday, December 13 2007

Agenda ltem Applicant Description Page
Th12a UCSC Ex Parte 1
Correspondence 5

Th13a, A-3-SCO-07-015 Santa Cruz County Redevelopment Agency &
Th14a, 3-07-019 Public Works Department 63

Th14d, 3-07-003 Martella & Leage Staff Report Addendum 153

G:\Central Coast\Administrative items\DD Report Forms\Addendum DD Rpt.doc
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Neely, Bonnie

From: sueleskiw [sueleskiw@suddaniink.nef]

Sent; Friday, Decamber 07, 2007 1:33 PM

To: Neely, Bonnie.

Cc: 'Maggy & Charlie Herbelin'; ‘Melvin McKInnay'

Subject: Santa Cruz — UCSC Coastal Long Range Development Plan(T errace Polnt)
!mportanee High

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT
12, COASTAL PROGRAMS (LCPs). See AGENDA CATEGORIES .

UCSC Marine Scie.nce' Campus at Terrace Point, Santa Cruz
Coastal Long Range Development Plan (CLRDF)

Please cons1der the following comments against the certification of this Coashl Plan. Yhere are .

. many issues contributing to our position that we would like to comment upon, but we're focusing on the
" most significant ones.

We cannot concur with the staff report. The magnitude of the proposed development is insensitive to
the resources and character of the site, to its surroundings, and to surrounding neighbors. The amount

of development proposed by the CLRDP is of the same ‘magnitude as was previously proposed by

Wells Fargo Bank, the commercial developer that sold the land to UCSC when its proposal was
rejected by the City because it was grossly out of cha:actcr with the surroundings.

The Institute of Marine Sciences (this i is the official namc of the facilities at Terrace Point) does not
house a'degree granting facility. but is pnmarﬂy a research unit of UC, as opposed to.a student-

teaching facility.
Land Use.

1. The site is environmentally fragile; it has ESHAs, wetlands, and important viewsheds which must be
protected,.

Coastal Act Section 30255 prov1dcs that: “When appropriate, coastal-related development should be
accommodated within reasonable proximity to the coastal-dependent uses they support.”

Many of the activities that may be needed to support research operauons (administration, storage,
equipment yards, other support services and space leased or sold-to other entities) can be located at
nearby university sites and still be in “reasonable proximity™ without burdening the site itself. The
point of departure in this evaluation should be that the campus should contain only the miniroum
indispensable amount of development that is tru.ly coastal dependent in order to preserve the open,
coastal bluff character of this important landmark in the C1ty of Santa Cruz and on the Monterey Bay..

The nearby UCSC building at 2300 Delaware Avenue, is actual.ly within walking distance of the Manne

12/11/2007
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* Campus. Locating, at a minimum, ancillary and support facilities at this site will reduce the excessive
scale and scope of development that has been proposed for the Marine Campus site.

Public Vlewshed.

The magnitude of the proposed development is excessive. It will have an enormous impact on the
scenic character of this major coastal site which is highly visible from scveral pearby, prominent
" viewing points, including Natural Bridges State Park overlook, Wilder- Ranch State Park, all of the
uphill area of the westsidé of Santa Cruz, as well-as from the ocean. The proposed development will
transform the site into an industrial/office park which - will dominate and overwhelm its
surroundings. The few tall buildings (36-40 feet high) preseutly on the site already stand out as sore
thumbs. The CLRDP proposes five areas on thie site where buﬂdmgs 30 to 36 feet h1gh, will be placed.

Fig. 5.4)
' CLRDP Exhibit D in the staff report, Fig. 5.4, Development Subareas, shows that the total Allowed

Footprint of all buildings on campus will be 356,445 sq.ft.. Contemplated buildings in Subareas No. 1, '

3, 4, 5, and 8 are designated to reach 30 feet or more in height. The Allowed Footprint of these
buildings, cumulatively, will be 198,920 sq.f., or 44% of the total building footprint. In short, nearly
half of the building area on campus will house tall structures. Their cumulative impact will be
overwhelming, transforming the last coastal meadow in Santa Cruz into something that, from a visual
standpoint, will resemble a large mall of box stores.

The proposed development docs not meet the clear requirements of Coastal Act Section 30251 which
states, in part

“Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic .

coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the
character of surrounding areas, . .

Because of its scope, mass, and height, the proposed campus will not achjeve any of the visual
protection goals of the Coastal Act. To fit into the character of the mm:ound.mg areas, any further
carpus development must be kept at one story in height.

The contention that a low density, low helght development would 1mpact UCSC’s ability to devclop a
roajor marite research campus is the lament of every commercial developer who is prevented from
cramming an excessive amount of floor arca on any given site. In fact, there is no provision to prevent
UCSC from makmg portions of the site available to unrelated entities (through long term land leases or
land sales) acung in effect, as a real estate developer. There i8 no compelling public need for this to
happen, as there is no compelling need for such a large marine campus here, when there are several

other, major mrine institutions less than one hour away, with two at Moss Landing, one at Monterey in

addition to the Aquarium, and in Big Sur.

Wetlands.

Many of the experts’ commoents in the record, as well as the empirical evidence coming from members,
of the public who have observed the site over long periods, lead to the conclusion that, based on the
presence of any one of the three attributes of wetlands, there is an extensive system of interacting
wetlands, much larger than that identified in the CLRDP, which will be substantnally fragmented and
impaired by the massive scope of development proposed for the site.” -

The proposed mitigation measures/best management practices have no credibility, given the persistent

12/11/2007
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failure of UCSC to imuplement mitigation measures called for in the 1988 LRDP for the main campus.
A more meaningful mitigation would be the substential reduction of the development activity on this
gite to provide a far larger amount of open space for wetlands and the species that rely on them for
survival.

The CCC Procedural Guide, Chapter 1, Sec. I, states in part that:

“Wetlands must be viewed as a complete ecosystem that require a full complement of critical
components in order to function. Some of these components are proper soil and hydrology, an
unpolluted water source, and adequate buffer arcas. Additionally, the wetland may contain one or
more habitat types (e.g., upland, vegetated marsh, mudflat, and open water) within its boundaries.
These components and habitats Interact to form a complex ecosystem that supports a diverse and
abundant assemblage of plam‘s and animals, and performs numerous beneficial functions. "

The CLRDP splits up the site into distinct pieces that appear to conflict with the ecosystem interactions
called for in the Procedural Gaide. ; ,

The samne CCC Procedural _Gmde, in Sec 1L, Figure 2, Par. 2) states:

. “An alternatives analysis is required if the proposed wetland development project is determined to
qualify as one of the eight allowable uses (Coastal Act, Section 30233). Completion of an qlternatives
analysis is extremely valuable, as it requires the analyst and the applicant to view the project from a
different perspective, whzch cari result in the synthesis of creative designs that szgng‘icantba reduce or
minimize project impacts.”

No alternative analysis has been conducted to determine whcthzr a mgm'ﬁcant part of the activities
. planned at the Terrace Point site (especially Suppart space) could be located in reasonable prommxty at
other sites which are not as environmentally sensitive.

Younger Beach and Younger Lagoon.

We have no objection to the restriction of public access to the Younger Légoon Reserve because it is
not a habitat that would satisfy any parncular unmet public need. Younger Beach, on the other hand, is
a public resource fox which there is a substantial public need and demand.

The CLRDP contends that the University should continue to prohibit public access to Younger Beach
on the grounds that it is too fragile. It seems preposterous to argue that the beach is too fragile when
the University intends to build the equivalent space of three Wal-Marts just a few steps from the beach.

The Coastal Act makes it clear that all beaches should be accessible to the pubhc The staff report (p.9)
concludes that: “The beach arca here is not unlike other pocket beaches that include lagoon and
brackish features inland of them. Although it is clear that prohibiting general public access would lead
to less beach area impacts (on birds, etc.), the same could be said for prohibiting such beach access to
almost any beach with similar characteristics.” The staff report makes it clear that Younger Beach is
not an ESHA and has no unique characteristics—it is just another beach. .

Younger Beach is within the Santa Cruz City limits--it is a prime urban recreation site and it must be a
resource open to all. There is another, much bigger beach at Wilder Ranch State Park which is just a :
few hundred yards from Younger Lagoon. This beach hag been privatized by State Parks as a naiural

12/1172007
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preserve and is off-limits to the pubhc UC staff can use the nearby Wilder Ranch beach as a natural
reserve. Providing public access to Younger Beach does not impact the' Younger Lagoon which is
behind sand dunes and denser vegetation that separate it from the beach. The University should not be
allowed to privatize any more of our public resources. Staff recommendation that access to the beach

© be supervised by UC staff, subject to a managemeunt plan, is a bureaucratic way of shutting the public

* off from a prized pocket beach within the City limits. The Coastal Act mandate is to maximize public
access to beaches. Younger Beach needs to be accessible to the publxc without administrative
unpedmlents

Facilities for Large Mnrine Animals

The site cumrently houses outdoor pools for large marine animals, moludmg mature dolphins and seals.
Thess facilities appear to be extrerely confiriing to Jarge animals, such as mature dolphms that are
kept in captivity in these facilities indefinitely. Section 30230 of the Constal Act requires, among other

things, that

“.Sbecuzl protectzon shall be given to areas and species of speczal biological or ecanomia
signzﬁcance '

Special protection for an endangered species such as dolphing must mclude appropriate facilities for
long term or pextnanent confinement. Appropriate changes to the holding pools for large animals need
to be wmade part of any development plan for this campus.

Conclusion,

We encourage the Comtuission to deny certification of the CLRDP in its present form because of the
significant environmental problems that it presents in relation to the prominence of this major coastal
site. The development is excessive in its overall scope. The size and height of the research facilities
must be reduced. The visual qualities of the site must be preserved, the environmentally sensitive
wetlands must be better delineated and protected, unfettered public access to Youngcr Beach must be
, rcstored, and facilities for large marine animals must be properly sized.
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Time/Date of communication: 11/30/07, 1pm

Location of communication: 22350 Carbon Mesa ARd., Malibu
Person(s) initiating communication: Mark Massarg

Person(s) receiving communication: Sara Wan

Type of communication: phone call

New report not only has all the original development but it has even more than before. Wetland
delineation does not use false willow as an obligate and he does not understand why. At the last
meeting he said that [ specifically asked about this but it has not been answered by staff other
than to continue to say it is not growing as an obligate. [ indicated [ had not yet read the staff
report. He said that EPA confirmed what UCSC had said using the 3 parameter test but even that
was more than what commission staff had originally delineated. They were now adding areas of
wetlands to Younger Lagoon Reserve but they had ignored the raptor foraging area. It would be
gone and it was not dealt with. In addition, they did not respond to my specific concerns about

~ residential development and that it was no coastal dependent even if it was associated with a

marine research facility.
UWhon

Date: 11/02/07

Sara Wan



Unsolicited ex parte.
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From: coastalprairie@aol.com [mailto:coastalprairie@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, December 09, 2007 8:25 PM

To: sblank@kandsranch.com

Subject: CA C.Commission- UCSC Marine Sciences proposal

Hello Mr. Blank,

| am writing to you with regard to the upcoming Coastal Commission hearing (Thursday) on UC Santa Cruz's
proposed Coastal Long Range Development Program.

| have in depth knowledge of the site, having been the UC Natural Reserve Steward for Younger Lagoon,
adjacent to the proposed development, and having served as consultant to several groups which have
attempted to work with the University to improve the proposed development. | have a PhD in ecological
restoration and have worked on many projects along the central coast for the past 21 years.

I think that you should be aware of several issues with the proposal:

1) the site has a long history with the Commission and the Santa Cruz community. Wells Fargo bank
attempted a similarly sized proposal years ago, which was soundly defeated by a huge coalition of
neighbors and the Commission. The Commission has rebuffed the University several times to make
significant changes to their proposal, but the proposal looks largely as it did at the outset. A substantial part
of the Santa Cruz community is quite upset by the proposal, and burned out after years and years of trying
to work with various individuals to work out a compromise for developing the site.

2) the University is being treated unlike any private developer, perhaps because of special reiationships
between Commission staff and University proponents/politicians. For instance, any private person would
have been required to outline the proposed buildings using story poles- these have never been placed on
the site for the community to view. And, for instance, the University was allowed to piecemeal its
development to date at the site, building by building, even managing twice to develop substantial, large
buildings after the Commission had told them 'no more building without a comprehensive site plan.’

3) there have been ongoing grave errors with developments at the site thus far. No formal comprehensive
wetlands delineations preceded current development. Bio-swales and other best management practices to
deal with runoff and to buffer sensitive adjoining natural areas have not been maintained. A well known
burrowing owl site was bulldozed with no mitigation. A building mysteriously encroached to well within one
of the required buffers for a wetland. A large rock-lined utility line was placed across a large area of the site,
altering hydrology and potentially draining large areas of wetlands in areas the University wanted to develop.
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4) if allowed to stand, the wetland delineation at the site will open up large areas of wetlands on the first
coastal terrace from Monterey to Sonoma counties to development. These wetlands provide important
coastal resources, including: clean water for coastal lagoons, prey base for raptors which migrate up and
down the coast, and habitat for numerous plant and animal species (many of which are becoming
increasingly rare). The University's delineation largely disregards the Commission's preferred method of
delineating wetlands: using wetland plant species. The University's consultants then go on to disregard the
second of three parameters for wetland delineation- wetland indicator soils. Wetland plants and soils are
two of the best ways of delineating wetlands as their presence sums site conditions across many years,
washing away the interannual variability to give the Big Picture. As such, the University and the
Commission is relying wholly on hydrology to determine the extent of the wetlands; the method of
determination in this case is as subjective as any wetland delineation criteria can be- University consultants
hold a soil core in their hands and rank it from 'saturated' to 'dry' - as such, the method is nearly
unrepeatable. Of particular concern is that hydrology (soil saturation) varies from year to year and season to
season- the most unreliable of the three parameters for these wetland meadows of our coast. This new
delineation procedure for wetlands along the coast threatens to establish a dangerous precedent for many
other areas.

5) many faculty and staff at the University have been greatly concerned about plans for development, which
give away large areas of University land to non-University organizations, NOAA and USGS. And, much of
the proposed facilities for these governmental institutions are not coastal dependent (prior USGS staff report
having to fabricate a rationale for using seawater to make a case for moving from Menlo Park to this site).
University professors and researchers are losing out on potential research and teaching space.

If you would like to ask me about any of the above, or anything about the site in general, | would welcome
your questions. | want to say that, having received my higher education at UCSC, | am a great supporter of
higher education and this University. | think that they can do better than this and should be pressed to do
so by the Commission.

Thank you very much,
Grey Hayes, PhD

Watsonville, California
831-728-8050

More new features than ever. Check out the new AQL Mail!
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THE REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL :

1111 Franklin Street, 8th Floor e Oakland, California 94607-5200 e (510) 987-9800 ¢ FAX (510) 987-9757

Charles F. Robinson Writer's direct line: (510) 987-9765
VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL COUNSEL E-mail: kelly.drumm@ucop.edu
December 7, 2007 R E C E

Charles Lester, Senior Deputy Director DEC 0 7 2007
California Coastal Commission

725 Front Street, Suite 300 Co AS%%LL I(!}:ghFjlhh‘/lliAéSI ON
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 CENTRAL COAST AREA

Re:  UCSC Marine Science Campus Coastal Long Range Development Plan (CLRDP),
Commission Agenda Item Thl2a (December 13, 2007)

Dear Mr. Lester:

The following information is submitted on behalf of the University of California, Santa Cruz, in
support of the above-reference project. I write first to formally notify you that the University
accepts the Coastal Commission staff’s suggested modifications regarding access at Younger
Lagoon beach. With the foregoing acceptance, the University is now in agreement with all of the
Coastal Commission staff’s suggested modifications.

Secondly, I write in response to a November 30, 2007, e-mail from Don Stevens to Dan Carl
transmitting a copy of the district court’s November 28, 2007, Findings of Fact and Conclusion
of Law in a case alleging that the City of Half Moon Bay’s actions with regard to a particular
property in that city constituted inverse condemnnation or a “taking” of private property under the
California Constitution.! Mr. Stevens states in his e-mail that the court’s ruling “seems to
directly contradict the position that UCSC, Dr. Huffman, and Dr. Dixon have taken with regard
to wetland delineation at Terrace Point.”

Mr. Stevens is incorrect in his assertion regarding Dr. Huffman, Dr. Dixon, and the Half Moon
Bay case. As a threshold matter, that case did not adjudicate the issue of the proper method for
delineating wetlands under the California Coastal Act; it concerned only the issue of whether
there had been a “taking” of private property under the constitution.

! Yamagiwa, et al. v. City of Half Moon Bay. et al. (N.D. Cal. Nov. 28, 2007) (No. C 05-4129).



Charles Lester, Senior Deputy Director
December 7, 2007
Page 2

In addition, as the record demonstrates, Dr. Huffiman’s delineation of wetlands on the Marine
Science Campus is fully compliant with all requirements of the Coastal Act and its implementing
regulations and guidance, as verified by Commission staff biologist, Dr. John Dixon, and two
experts from federal agencies that are charged with administering wetlands laws and regulations,
namely Mr. Daniel Martel of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and Dr. Robert Leidy of
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). These peer reviewers performed on-site
investigations of the vegetation, soils, and hydrological conditions on the property. Dr Leidy
was on the site February 14, 2007, and then again together with Mr. Martel on March 27-28,
2007. Mr. Martel again visited the site on July 19, 2007. The primary purpose of their field
review was to verify the geographic extent of wetlands of the United States at the subject site. In
addition, they characterized areas with wetland vegetation in sufficient detail to assist the Coastal
Commission staff in making an independent determination of the extent of wetlands pursuant to
the California Coastal Act.

As a result of their field work, an official letter dated April 24, 2007, from Dr. Leidy to Mr. Dan
Carl, describes both Mr. Martel’s and his observations of field indicators based on recently
updated (December 2006) regionally specific wetland delineation field methodology, and
recommended changes to Dr. Huffman’s map of delineated wetlands under the Clean Water Act
methodologies and policies at the time. The changes in geographic areas mapped using the
Clean Water Act (CWA) definition and Corps delineation methodology appear to be the result of
soil moisture increase related to drainage outlet areas becoming blocked with sediment over time
since the original proposed delineation was performed. Dr. Huffman adopted these changes in
preparing his mapping provided to Coastal Commission staff subsequent to the field work
conducted by Mr. Martel and Dr. Leidy. Dr. Leidy’s letter also describes areas that contained
field indicators where the Coastal Commission staff may want to examine in more detail in order
to determine if California Coastal Act wetlands are present. This examination was made in the
field by Dr. John Dixon with Mr. Martel on July 19, 2007. Dr. Huffman and Mr. Tom Yocom of
the Huffman-Broadway Group, Inc (HBG) were also present.

The final, EPA/Corps verified delineation of Clean Water Act wetlands for the Marine Science
Campus, provided with the April 24, 2007, EPA letter, mapped fewer wetland locations than the
HBG 2006 proposed California Coastal Act delineation and less geographic area than the 2007
Coastal Commission staff’s recommended wetland boundaries (2007 Coastal Commission staff
report and Dr. John Dixon technical memorandum).



Charles Lester, Senior Deputy Director
December 7, 2007
Page 3

Thank you for this opportunity to clarify the record with regard to the accuracy of Dr. Huffman’s
work for the University.

Sincerely,

Kelly D
University Counsel

ce: G. Blumenthal
G. Griggs
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November 19, 2007

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing to express my support for the Coastal Long Range Development Plan for the Long
Marine Laboratory at the University of California Santa Cruz.

Long Marine Laboratory has been an important marine research and educational institution on the
central coast for nearly 40 years. The site has become a center for collaborative state and federal
ocean research through the National Marine Fisheries Service Laboratory and the California
Department of Fish and Game’s Marine Wildlife Center. Along with Long Marine Lab they have
become part of an impressive group of marine institutions, laboratories and agency programs that
have made Monterey Bay a national and international leader in marine science, research, and
education.

I understand that the University has worked with the Coastal Commission staff to address access,
habitat, wetlands and restoration issues. I believe the plan allows the Marine Lab to expand its
critical research and education mission while it maintains the open space and natural beauty of
the coastal site.

I support and appreciate the importance of your roles in this process and am requesting your

careful consideration of Long Marine Laboratory’s Coastal Plan Long-Range Development Plan.
I hope you come to the same conclusion I have and decide to approve their plan.

ﬁcer; ;y,:';
W
am Farr

Member of Congress

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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o0

Mr. Peter Douglas, Executive Director
and Commissioners

California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, California 94105-2219

Dear Friends:

I am writing to urge you to approve the Coastal Long-Range Development Plan for
the Long Marine Laboratory at the University of California, Santa Cruz. The University
of California’s Long Marine Laboratory has been an important and valuable marine
research and educational facility on the central coast for nearly 40 years.

I write as the former congressman for this area, as the current director for the Panetta
Institute for Public Policy, and as co-chair of the Joint Oceans Initiative, who appreciates
what Long Marine Laboratory and the Institute of Marine Sciences have brought to the
marine research and educational community. Long Marine Laboratory continues to be a
leader in both of these areas and now, more than ever, we need to encourage and support
their efforts to expand educational and research opportunities and improve our capability
to understand and help solve the problems the coastline and the coastal ocean faces.

Coastal policy and management decisions need to be based on sound science and
Long Marine Laboratory and its scientists are carrying out the kinds of research on
nearshore ecology, marine protected areas, and marine mammals that we need. Yet their
facilities are at capacity and for some time have limited the opportunities for new
research staff and programs. Their plan allows for these needed facilities and
infrastructure improvements.

In addition to the University’s highly regarded marine science programs, the marine
lab site has become a center for collaborative state and federal ocean research with the
construction of the National Marine Fisheries Service Laboratory and the California
Department of Fish and Game’s Marine Wildlife Center. Along with Long Marine
Laboratory they have become part of an impressive group of marine institutions,
laboratories and agency programs that have made Monterey Bay a national and
international leader in marine research and education.

I understand that this has been a long process and the University has worked closely
with the Coastal Commission staff to address access, habitat, wetlands and restoration
issues. The coastal land available for marine research and education is limited and 1
believe that the plan allows Long Marine Laboratory to expand its critical research and

§

100 Campus Center, Building 86E « CSU Monterey Bay * Seaside, California 93955 * Phone 831-582-4200 « Fax 831-582-4082 11
www.panettainstitute.org * email: info@panettainstitute.org



Mr. Peter Douglas 2 November 28, 2007

education mission while it maintains the open space and natural beauty of the coastal site.

I appreciate the importance of your roles and am requesting your strong support of
Long Marine Laboratory’s Coast Plan Long-Range Development Plan. Please do not
hesitate to contact me if you need additional information, 831-582-4200.

Sincere

5 SO IREREG

>

ly,

LEP:cm
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November 29, 2007

California Coastal Commissioners
c/o Peter Douglas-Executive Director
California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Dear Californian Coastal Commissioners,

I am writing to urge you to approve the Coastal Long-Range Development Plan for the
Long Marine Laboratory at the University of California Santa Cruz. The University of
California’s Long Marine Laboratory has been an important and valuable marine research
and educational facility on the central coast for nearly 40 years. I write as the director of
the National Marine Sanctuary Program’s West Coast Regional office and a past
Superintendent of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary.

I and my agency truly appreciate what Long Marine Laboratory and the Institute of
Marine Sciences have brought to the marine research and educational community. Long
Marine Laboratory continues to be a leader in both of these areas and now, more than
ever, we need to encourage and support their efforts to expand educational and research
opportunities and improve our capability to understand and help solve the problems faced
along the California coast. Coastal policy and management decisions need to be based on
sound science and Long Marine Lab and its scientists are carrying out the kinds of
research on nearshore ecology, marine protected areas, and marine mammals that we
need. Unfortunately, their facilities are at capacity and, I understand, for some time that
constraint has limited the opportunities for new research staff and programs. Their plan
allows for these needed facilities and infrastructure improvements.

In addition to the University’s highly regarded marine science programs, the marine lab
site has become a center for collaborative state and federal ocean research with the
construction of the National Marine Fisheries Service Laboratory and the California
Department of Fish and Game’s Marine Wildlife Center. Along with Long Marine Lab
they have become part of an impressive group of marine institutions, laboratories and
agency programs that have made Monterey Bay a national and international leader in
marine research and education. The Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary has eight
staff offices within the NMFS laboratory, and that co-location has greatly expanded our
collaboration within our own agency (NOAA) and with the university.

Olympic Coast Cordell Bank Gulf of the Farallones Monterey Bay Channel Islands
National Marine Sanctuary National Marine Sanctuary | National Marine Sanctuary | National Marine Sanctuary | National Marine Sanctuary
115 E. Railroad Ave., Ste 301 P.0. Box 159 Building 991, Presidio of SF 299 Foam Street 113 Harbor Way

Port Angeles, WA 98362 Olema, CA 94950 San Francisco, CA 94129 Monterey, CA 93940 Santa Barbara, CA 93109 13




Long Marine Laboratory’s education and research leadership have contributed to the
goals of the National Marine Sanctuary Program, particularly the Monterey Bay National
Marine Sanctuary, to conduct education and outreach, research and resource protection.

I understand that this has been a long process and the University has worked closely with
the Coastal Commission staff to address access, habitat, wetlands and restoration issues.
The coastal land available for marine research and education is limited and I believe that
the plan allows Long Marine Lab to expand its critical research and education mission
while it maintains the open space and natural beauty of the coastal site.

The National Marine Sanctuary Program has long appreciated the importance of your
roles and I am requesting the Coastal Commission’s adoption of Long Marine
Laboratory’s Coastal Plan Long-Range Development Plan. Please do not hesitate te
contact me directly if you need additional information.

Sincerely,

W/ 72

William J. Douros
West Coast Regional Director
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| NOV 2 7 2007
Peter Douglas-Executive Director
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California Coastal Commission CENTRAL COAST AREA

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA. 94105-2219

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing to urge you to approve the Coastal Long-Range Development Plan (CLRDP) for the
Long Marine Laboratory at the University of California Santa Cruz (UCSC). I write as the Director
of a sister marine-science institution on the shoreline of Monterey Bay who greatly appreciates
what Long Marine Laboratory and the Institute of Marine Sciences have brought to the marine
research and educational community. '

The UCSC Long Marine Laboratory has been an important and valuable marine research and
educational facility for nearly 40 years, and continues to be a leader in both of these areas.
Now, more than ever, we need to encourage and support their efforts to expand educational
and research opportunities, and to improve our capability to understand and help solve the
problems faced by the coastline and the coastal ocean. Coastal policy and management
decisions need to be based on sound science and Long Marine Lab and its scientists are
carrying out needed research on nearshore ecology, marine protected areas, marine mammals,
and environmental change. The UCSC Long Marine Laboratory facilities are presently at
capacity, which limits the opportunities for new research staff and programs. Their CLRDP
allows for new needed facilities and associated infrastructure improvements.

In addition to UCSC’s highly regarded marine science programs, the marine lab site has become
a center for collaborative state and federal ocean research with the construction of the NOAA
National Marine Fisheries Service Laboratory and the California Department of Fish and Game's
Marine Wildlife Center. Along with Long Marine Lab, they have become part of an impressive
group of marine institutions, laboratories and agency programs that have made Monterey Bay a
national and international leader in marine research and education.

I understand that this has been a very long process and that UCSC has worked closely with the
Coastal Commission staff to address access, habitat, wetlands and restoration issues. I believe
that the CLRPD allows Long Marine Lab to expand its critical research and education mission
while it maintains the open space and natural beauty of the coastal site.

15



I appreciate the importance of your roles and am requesting your strong support of the UCSC
Long Marine Laboratory’s Coastal Long-Range Development Plan. Please do not hesitaté to
contact me directly if you need additional information.

Sincerely,

Loty e

Samuel Y. Johnson
- Team Chief Scientist
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California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA. 94105-2219

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing to urge you to approve the Coastal Long-Range Development Plan for the Long
Marine Laboratory at the University of California Santa Cruz. The University of California’s Long
Marine Laboratory has been an important and valuable marine research and educational facility
on the central coast for nearly 40 years. I write as a former Member of the California State
Assembly, and the author of ocean and marine protection statutes, who appreciates what Long
Marine Laboratory and the Institute of Marine Sciences have brought to the marine research and
educational community. Long Marine Laboratory continues to be a leader in both of these areas
and now, more than ever, we need to encourage and support their efforts to expand educational
and research opportunities and improve our capability to understand and help solve the
problems the coastline and the coastal ocean faces. Coastal policy and management decisions
need to be based on sound science and Long Marine Lab and its scientists are carrying out the
kinds of research on nearshore ecology, marine protected areas, and marine mammals that we
need. Yet their facilities are at capacity and for some time have limited the opportunities for new
research staff and programs. Their plan allows for these needed facilities and infrastructure
improvements.

In addition to the University’s highly regarded marine science programs, the marine lab site has
become a center for collaborative state and federal ocean research with the construction of the
National Marine Fisheries Service Laboratory and the California Department of Fish and Game’s
Marine Wildlife Center. Along with Long Marine Lab they have become part of an impressive
group of marine institutions, laboratories and agency programs that have made Monterey Bay a
national and international leader in marine research and education.



Page 2

I understand that this has been a long process and the University has worked closely with the
Coastal Commission staff to address access, habitat, wetlands and restoration issues. The
coastal land available for marine research and education is limited and I believe that the plan
allows Long Marine Lab to expand its critical research and education mission while it maintains
the open space and natural beauty of the coastal site.

I appreciate the importance of your roles and am requesting your strong support of Long Marine
Laboratory’s Coastal Plan Long-Range Development Plan. Please do not hesitate to contact me
directly if you need additional information.

Sincerely,

—\

FRED KEELEY
Treasurer
County of Santa Cruz

18
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laboratories and agency programs that have made Monterey Bay a national and
international leader in marine research and education. We at the Business Council
believe that this research and education offers the Business Community a regional
opportunity to partner with a UCSC in the expansion of business opportunities tied to
science, health and research.

We appreciate the importance of your roles and are requesting your strong support of
Long Marine Laboratory’s Coastal Plan Long-Range Deveclopment Plan. Please do not
hesitate to contact us directly if you need additional information.

Sincerely,
e %I Machado
Co-President Co-President

Santa Cruz County Business Council San Cruz County Business Council

@002
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COAST RECEIVED

P.O. Box 42
Davenport, California DEC 1 0 2007
95017 .
CALIFORNIA
COASTAL @TGMMISSION
December 10, 2007 ceNTRAL GOAST AREA

California Coastal Commission
Central Coast District Office
725 Front Street, Suite 300
Santa Cruz, California 95060

Delivered by Hand

Re: UCSC Marine Science Campus Coastal Long-Range Development Plan (“CLRDP”)

Dear Chair Kruer and California Coastal Commissioners:

Coastal Advocates/Organizers for Small Towns (“COAST”) respectfully requests that you reject
the Coastal Commission staff recommendation for the UCSC Marine Science CLRDP, and deny
the project unless and until it comports with the Coastal Commission’s definition of coastal
wetlands, that is, only one of the following is necessary to define a wetland: wetland soil,
predominance of wetland vegetation, or ponding at or near the surface.

Certainly the UCSC Marine Science Campus is a worthy project, but that is the very danger of it.
To change and/or bend the law in order to accommodate a worthy project, such as a school,
hospital, etc., is to invite unintended destruction of wetlands on a much larger scale throughout
the Coastal Zone in California.

The Coastal Commission’s own Environmental Program Manager, biologist Dr. John Dixon,
when questioned by then-Vice Chair Kruer during a Coastal Commission meeting held April 12,
2006, agreed that “the whole thing is a wetland, or very nearly the whole thing is a wetland”
under the Coastal Commission definition.

Moreover, the UCSC Marine Science project is not coastal dependent. UCSC owns substantial
acreage in the hills above Santa Cruz with panoramic views of the ocean — an alternative project
is readily available.

If it’s not broke, don’t fix it! Attempting to tinker with the Coastal Commission’s wetland
definition, already well established under the law, will only serve to degrade or destroy
California’s few surviving coastal wetlands, necessary for the survival of rare, endangered or
threatened species.

Very truly yours,

L el -
o Yy
Susan Young/ Chair
COAST
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CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMI
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December 5, 2007

California Coastal Commission
Central Coast District Office
725 Front Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Thiza

Re: UCSC Marine Science Campus at Terrace Point, Santa Cruz
Coastal Long Range Development Plan (CLRDP)

Dear Coastal Commissioners:

Please consider the following comments against the certification of this Coastal Plan.
Although there are many issues that we would like to comment upon, we limit ourselves to
the most significant ones.

In general, the magnitude of the proposed development is insensitive to the character of the
site, of its surroundings, and of its surrounding neighbors. The amount of development
proposed by the CLRDP is of the same magnitude as was previously proposed by Wells
Fargo, the commercial developer that sold the land to UCSC when its proposal was
rejected by the City because it was grossly out of character with the surroundings. While
we understand that the Commission can authorize coastal dependent projects in coastal
areas, the public expects a greater degree of moderation and sensitivity from a public
educational institution than can be expected from a commercial developer.

In addition, we emphasize that the Institute of Marine Sciences (this is the official name of
the facilities at Terrace Point) does not house a degree granting facility. It is primarily a
research unit of UC, as opposed to a student-teaching facility. Therefore, this facility is
not affected by the university’s need to provide for a growing student body; there is no
compelling public need for such a large development at this site. That need is met at
UCSC’s main campus.

For these reasons and those more fully outlined below, we urge the Commission to vote
against a project of such large scope and scale on such an environmentally sensitive site.

More specifically, we want to draw your attention to the following major items in the
proposal.

?

"..to explore, enjoy and protect the wild places of the earth.”
Printed on Recycled Paper

AT -

Of The Ventana Chapter
LU B P.O. Box 604, Santa Cruz, CA 95061 phone (831) 426-4453
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Page 2
Land Use.

1. The campus site is environmentally fragile; it has ESHAs, wetlands, and important
viewsheds which must be protected, first and foremost.

Coastal Act Section 30255 provides that: “When appropriate, coastal-related development
should be accommodated within reasonable proximity to the coastal-dependent uses they
support.”

Many of the activities that may be needed to support campus operations (administration,
storage, equipment yards, other support services and space leased or sold to other entities)
can be located at nearby university sites and still be in “reasonable proximity” without
burdening the campus site itself. The point of departure in this evaluation should be that
the campus should contain only the minimum indispensable amount of development that is
truly coastal dependent in order to preserve the open, coastal bluff character of this
important landmark in the City of Santa Cruz.

In this case, the nearby UCSC building at 2300 Delaware Avenue is very much in close
proximity (actually it is within walking distance) of the Marine Campus. Locating, at a
minimum, ancillary and support facilities at this site will reduce the excessive scale and
scope of development that has been proposed for the Marine Campus site.

Public Viewshed.

The magnitude of the proposed development is excessive. It will have an enormous impact
on the scenic character of this major coastal site which is highly visible from several,
nearby, prominent viewing points, including Natural Bridges Park overlook, Wilder Ranch
State Park, all of the uphill area of the Westside of Santa Cruz, as well as from the Ocean.
The proposed development will transform the site into an industrial/office park which will
dominate and overwhelm its surroundings. When built out, the campus will approximate
the look of three Wal-Marts, all on one site.

The few tall buildings (36-40 feet high) that are presently on the site already stand out as
sore thumbs. The CLRDP proposes five sites on the campus where buildings 30 to 36 feet
high, will be placed. (Fig. 5.4)

CLRDP Exhibit D in the staff report, Fig. 5.4, Development Subareas, shows that the total
Allowed Footprint of all buildings on campus will be 356,445 sq.ft.. Contemplated
buildings in Subareas No. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 8 are designated to reach 30 feet or more in
height. The Allowed Footprint of these buildings, cumulatively, will be 198,920 sq.ft., or
44% of the total building footprint. In short, nearly half of the building area on campus
will house tall structures. Their cumulative impact will be overwhelming, transforming the
last coastal meadow in Santa Cruz into something that, from a visual standpoint, will
resemble a large mall of box stores.
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The proposed development does not meet the clear requirements of Coastal Act Section
30251 which states, in part:

“Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the
ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, . . .”

Because of its scope, mass, and height, the proposed campus will not achieve any of the
visual protection goals of the Coastal Act. To fit into the character of the surrounding
areas, any further campus development must be kept at one story in height.

The contention that a low density, low height development would impact UCSC’s ability
to develop a major marine research campus is like the lament of every commercial
developer who is prevented from cramming an excessive amount of floor area on any
given site. In fact, there is no provision to prevent UCSC from making portions of the site
available to unrelated entities (through long term land leases or land sales) acting, in effect,
as a real estate developer. There is no compelling public need for this to happen, as there
is no compelling need for such a large marine campus here, when there are several other,
major marine institutions less than one hour away, at Moss Landing, at Monterey, and then
further south, along the coast.

Wetlands.

The empirical evidence coming from members of the public who have observed the site
over long periods, as well as many of the experts’ comments in the record, lead to the
‘conclusion that, based on the presence of any one of the three attributes of wetlands, there
is an extensive system of interacting wetlands, much larger than that identified in the
CLRDP, which will be substantially fragmented and impaired by the massive scope of
development proposed for the site.

The proposed mitigation measures/best management practices have no credibility given the
persistent failure of UCSC to implement mitigation measures called for in the 1988 LRDP
for the main campus. A more meaningful mitigation would be the substantial reduction of
the development activity on this site to provide a far larger amount of open space for
wetlands and the species that rely on them for survival.

The CCC Procedural Guide, Chapter 1, Sec. IlI, states in part that:

“Wetlands must be viewed as a complete ecosystem that require a full complement of
critical components in order to function. Some of these components are proper soil and
hydrology, an unpolluted water source, and adequate buffer areas. Additionally, the
wetland may contain one or more habitat types (e.g., upland, vegetated marsh, mudflat,
and open water) within its boundaries. These components and habitats interact to form a
complex ecosystem that supports a diverse and abundant assemblage of plants and
animals, and performs numerous beneficial functions.”

#
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The CLRDP splits up the site into distinct pieces that seem to conflict with the ecosystem
interactions called for in the Procedural Guide.

The same CCC Procedural Guide, in Sec II, Figure 2, Par. 2) states:

“An alternatives analysis is required if the proposed wetland development project is
determined to qualify as one of the eight allowable uses (Coastal Act, Section 30233).
Completion of an alternatives analysis is extremely valuable, as it requires the analyst and
the applicant to view the project from a different perspective, which can result in the
synthesis of creative designs that significantly reduce or minimize project impacts.”

No alternative analysis has been conducted to determine whether a significant part of the
activities planned at the Terrace Point site (especially support space) could be located in
reasonable proximity, at other sites which are not as environmentally sensitive.

Younger Beach and Younger Lagoon.

We have no objection to the restriction of public access to the Younger Lagoon Reserve
because it is not a habitat that would satisfy any particular, unmet public need. Younger
Beach, on the other hand, is a public resource for which there is a substantial public need
and demand.

The CLRDP contends that the University should continue to prohibit public access to
Younger Beach on the grounds that it is too fragile. It seems preposterous to argue that the
beach is too fragile when the University intends to build the equivalent space of three Wal-
Mart just a few steps from the Beach.

The Coastal Act makes it clear that all beaches should be accessible to the public. The
staff report (p.9) concludes that: “The beach area here is not unlike other pocket beaches
that include lagoon and brackish features inland of them. Although it is clear that
prohibiting general public access would lead to less beach area impacts (on birds, etc.), the
same could be said for prohibiting such beach access to almost any beach with similar
characteristics.” The staff report makes it clear that Younger Beach is not an ESHA and
has no unique characteristics—it is just another beach.

Younger Beach is within the Santa Cruz City limits--it is a prime urban recreation site and
it must be a resource open to all. There is another, much bigger beach at Wilder Ranch
State Park which is just a few hundred yards from Younger Lagoon. This beach has been
privatized by State Parks as a natural preserve and is off-limits to the public. UC staff can
use the nearby Wilder Ranch beach as a natural reserve. Providing public access to
Younger Beach does not impact the Younger Lagoon which is behind sand dunes and
denser vegetation that separate it from the beach. The University must not be allowed to
privatize any more of our public resources. Staff recommendation that access to the beach
be supervised by UC staff, subject to a management plan, is a bureaucratic way of shutting
the public off from a prized pocket beach within the City limits. The Coastal Act mandate
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is to maximize public access to beaches. Younger Beach needs to be accessible to the
public without administrative impediments.

Facilities for Large Marine Animals.

The site currently houses outdoor pools for large marine animals, including mature
dolphins and seals. These facilities appear to be extremely confining to large animals, such
as mature dolphins, that are kept in captivity in these facilities indefinitely. Section 30230
of the Coastal Act requires, among other things, that:

“Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or economic
significance.”

Special protection for an endangered species such as dolphins must include appropriate
facilities for long term or permanent confinement. Appropriate changes to the holding
pools for large animals need to be made part of any development plan for this campus.

Conclusion.

We encourage the Commission to deny certification of the CLRDP in its present form
because of the significant environmental problems that it presents in relation to the
prominence of this major coastal site. The development is excessive in its overall scope.
The size and height of the research facilities must be reduced. The visual qualities of the
site must be preserved, the environmentally sensitive wetlands must be better delineated
and protected, unfettered public access to Younger Beach must be restored, and facilities
for large marine animals must be properly sized.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments.

Sincerely,

ANdo Grinetlyiuo—

Aldo Giacchino
Chair, Executive Committee
Sierra Club-Santa Cruz County Group
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CALIFOAL
COASTA IWISSION November 25, 2007
CENTRAL CGAST AREA

Peter Douglas-Executive Director
Commissioners

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA. 94105-2219

Dear Peter and Members of the California Coastal Commission:

I am writing to urge you to approve the Coastal Long-Range Development Plan for the
Long Marine Laboratory at the University of California Santa Cruz. The University of
California’s Long Marine Laboratory has been an important and valuable marine research
and educational facility on the central coast for nearly 40 years. As the director of a
sister institution on the shoreline of Monterey Bay, I appreciate the past contributions of
Long Marine Laboratory and the Institute of Marine Sciences to the marine research and
educational community and their promise for the future. Long Marine Laboratory
continues to be a leader in both research and education and now, more than ever, we .
need to encourage and support their efforts to expand opportunities and improve our -
capability to understand and help solve the problems threatening the coastline and the
coastal ocean.

Coastal policy and management decisions need to be based on sound science; Long
Marine Lab and its scientists-are carrying out the kind of research we need on nearshore
ecology, marine protected areas, and marine mammals. Yet their facilities are at
capacity and for some time have limited the opportunities for new research staff and
programs. Their plan allows for these needed facilities and infrastructure improvements.
Ocean issues are finally becoming more important on the agenda of many states and
that of the federal government. As a result, competition is keen for the top researchers
who need state-of-the-art facilities to execute innovative and cutting-edge programs. If
Long Marine Lab is not allowed to develop facilities for new researchers and new
programs, our coastlines and oceans will suffer as the human talent will go elsewhere,
to help Florida, Massachusetts, Hawaii, or some other state solve its marine problems.

In addition to the University’s highly regarded marine science programs, the marine lab
site has become a center for collaborative state and federal ocean research with the
construction of the National Marine Fisheries Service Laboratory and the California
Department of Fish and Game’s Marine Wildlife Center. Along with Long Marine Lab they
have become part of an impressive group of marine institutions, laboratories and agency
programs that have made Monterey Bay a national and international leader in marine
research and education.

7700 Sandholdt Road « Moss Landing, CA » 95039-9644 « te/- 831-775-1700 o fax: 831-775-1620 29



I understand that this has been a long process and the University has worked closely
with the Coastal Commission staff to address access, habitat, wetlands, and restoration
issues. The plan allows Long Marine Lab to expand its critical research and education
mission while maintaining the open space and natural beauty of the coastal site, a
strong draw for researchers and non-researchers alike.

I appreciate the many interests that the Commissioners must balance in making
decisions with regard to use of property in the coastal zone. In my admittedly biased
opinion, allocating the use of such property for coastal and marine research must rank
near the top of the list of highest and best uses. Researchers need access to the sea,
and thrive on its daily inspiration. Therefore, I am requesting your strong support of
Long Marine Laboratory’s Coastal Long-Range Development Plan. Please do not hesitate
to contact me directly if you need additional information.

Sincerely,

N

Lonooy

Marcia McNutt
President and CEO
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Moss Landing Marine Laboratories
Moss Landing Road, Moss Landing, CA 95039-9647 USA Tel: (831) 771-4400 Fax: 632-4403

(http://www.miml.calstate.edu)

RECEIVED

November 19, 2007 DFEC 0 3 2007
Peter Douglas-Executive Director CALIFORNIA
Commissioners COASTAL COMMISSION
California Coastal Commission CENTRAL GOAST AREA

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA. 94105-2219

Dear Mr. Douglas and Commissioners,

I am writing to recommend the approval of the Coastal Long-Range Development
Plan for the Long Marine Laboratory at the University of California Santa Cruz. This
project is now before you. I am a product of the UCSC Marine Sciences program and
now direct a sister institution: the Moss Landing Marine Laboratories, to the south.

The University of California’s Long Marine Laboratory has been an important
and valuable marine research and educational facility on the central coast for nearly 40
years, not quite as long as ours, but still one that predates the majority of the more
recently established programs. Throughout their history, the Long Marine Laboratory
and the UCSC Institute for Marine Sciences have trained and graduated champions of the
environment and struggled with issues pertaining to the balance between natural and
anthropogenic forces, as have you. Together, we have trained and graduated staff on your
own commission, so I feel very much aligned with your mission.

I remember Joe Long and was at the dedication of the original facility some time
ago. Joe was happy to find a resonant spirit in the likes of Bill Doyle, John Pearse, Patty
Poodry, Mary Silver and others who would eventually build the vision of an institution
dedicated to the study and preservation of the marine environment. Joe was particularly
impressed by the commitment of the staff and students at UCSC and I believe, pleased to
gift such a property to the University and be part of the vision shared by the faculty of the
Center for Coastal Marine Studies, as it was known at the time. In spite of his corporate
background and success, his genuine wish was to see this vision of conservation and
research flourish. Long Marine Laboratory has lived up to this vision, yet no one could
have predicted the pressures that now face the coastal marine environment, an area that
you are committed to protecting and that Long Marine Laboratories are committed to
understand how to protect. Dr. Gary Griggs was among this original group and now
carries this flame. Your missions are linked, and to my mind, inseparable. From my
perspective, the future of the coastal zone is dependent upon fact-based policies and
policy decisions. We need to encourage and support their efforts to expand educational
and research opportunities so that we can improve our understanding of the coastal zone.
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The Long Marine Laboratory and its faculty staff and students are carrying out
research on nearshore ecology, marine protected areas, and marine mammals, topics that
concern the sustainable future of the coastal zone. Their facilities are, however, at
capacity and for some time have limited the opportunities for new research staff and
programs. This is a similar predicament in which many marine laboratories, our’s
included, now find themselves... in direct competition with others more fiscally
provisioned to develop their coastal plans.

It is not without some conflict that I write you. We (MLML and UCSC) trade
students, we collaborate on projects, our faculty give talks at each other’s institutions.
Our institutions are complementary, yet our mission the same: provision the pioneers of
the future in marine science. Our institution depends upon theirs. More and more the
study of the marine realm requires a multidisciplinary understanding of the processes
responsible for the forcing of environmental change. This is more than one institution is

capable of, and the growth of marine science throughout the Monterey Bay speaks to this:

The culture of science and fact-based policy.

I understand that this has been a long process, we are sympathetic to both of your
interests. 1 appreciate that the University has worked closely with the Coastal
Commission staff to address access, habitat, wetlands and restoration issues. The coastal
land available for marine research and education is limited and I believe that the plan
allows Long Marine Lab to expand its critical research and education mission while it
maintains the open space and natural beauty of the coastal site. This seems a reasonable
balance and one that will fulfill both the mission of the Coastal Commission and the
Long Marine Laboratory. I hope you can make this work.

I appreciate the importance of your respective roles and truly believe they are
complementary. We need each other in the road ahead. I am requesting your strong
support of Long Marine Laboratory’s Long-Range Development Plan.

Best regards in this very important decision,
Sincerely,

Dr. Kenneth H. Coale, Director

Moss Landing Marine Laboratories
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TERRACE POINT ACTION NETWORK

2395 Delaware Avenue, #21 Tel: (831) 466-3332
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 Fax: (831) 466-3332
Email: rcurry@aasi.com

DEC O 7 2007 I h12a
S$§LL‘£(%Swa\SS' Renwick E. Curry, PhD

COA Oppose Housin
AST AREA PP g
OENTRALG Oppose Staff Recommendation #2

December 5, 2007

California Coastal Commission
Central Coast District Office
725 Front Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Commissioners:

I have spent countless hours helping protect Terrace Point from Wells
Fargo and UCSC development. In addition, I have appeared before you
every time there has been a hearing, starting in 2000. It is with great
regret that I cannot attend this hearing, and so I submit some of my
objections to the application via this letter

1. Housing

The 40 “overnight” and short-term accommodations should not be
allowed in the development. These are studio apartments in disguise.
The applicant can try to justify housing ad infinitum, but there is one
major reason why housing should not be allowed.

The CLRDP presented to the Commission at the April 2006 hearing had
110 housing units. Commissioner Wan pointed out that allowing
housing on Terrace Point would set a dangerous precedent. Many
businesses with facilities situated in the coastai zone can apply for
housing on their sites making the same arguments, e.g., enhancing
the ability to attract workers.

The applicant reduced the number of units to 40 in this application. If
the housing was objectionable then, it is objectionable now. It is still
setting a bad precedent.
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California Coastal Commission page 2/2

The precedent-setting nature of the housing component is the only
reason you need to deny overnight and short-term housing on Terrace
Point.

Please direct staff to remove ALL overnight and short-term housing
from the CLRDP.

2. Staff Recommendation #2

Recommendation #2 in the Staff report of November 21 can be
paraphrased as follows:

If you can't reach subarea #9 to develop the auditorium and cafeteria,
it is OK to violate the buffer for Wetland W4 if you mitigate the impact
to the equivalent of the original buffer

How do you measure the additional impact on the wetland? Who
determines if the mitigation measures are adequate?

A buffer should be a buffer! Period. If this recommendation is allowed
where do we stop? Why not reduce all buffers to 50 feet or even 25
feet with “suitable” mitigation?

Please direct the staff to remove their Recommendation #2 and not
allow the buffer of Wetland W4 to be violated.

Sincerely,

- Renwick E. Curry, PhD
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TERRACE POINT ACTION NETWORK

2395 Delaware Avenvue, #21 Tel: (831) 466-3332
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 Fax: (831) 466-3332
Email: rcurry@aasi.com
DEC O 7 2007 I h12a
CALIFORNIA 510N Renwick E. Curry, PhD

AL COMMIS
%QE'IQ\‘I%AL SOAST AREA Oppose mass and scale of development

December 5, 2007

California Coastal Commission
Central Coast District Office
725 Front Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Commissioners:

Please carefully read pages 88-94 of the staff report. The Staff lays out
the large scale and massiveness of the development allowed by the
CLRDP, yet they agree with the University plans. This is the wrong
recommendation for several reasons.

1. Mass and Scale. The CLRDP allows a buildout on the site from
140,000 gsf to 740,000 gsf more than quadrupling the existing
buildings and facilities (Staff report, page 2). Building heights
can be up to 36 feet, the same as the existing NOAA building.
For those of you who made the site visit last March, visualize
Terrace Point with 5 more NOAA-like buildings.

2. Urban/Rural Transition. There are open fields and 12 foot
high mobile homes on the east of Terrace Point. There are
Brussels sprout fields on the west. This CLRDP allows an
“urban/rural transition of 5 or more 36 foot high office and
laboratory buildings, a veritable mini-city. This is hardly a
gradual transition and is not consistent with good land use. You
should also find that the Staff’s rationalization for this transition
is unacceptable (page 6).
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California Coastal Commission page 2/2

3. Commission Intent. Lastly, this development goes against the

Commission itself in 1999 when you adopted the application for
the Ocean Health buildings on Terrace Point! (emphasis added):

The Commission considers the density, scale and mass of this primary
LML campus development as unique to this specific site within the overall
Terrace Point area, and does not view this permitted development [Ocean
Health] as indicative of the general scale of development appropriate for
the vacant Terrace Point lands. Moreover, by allowing such a mass, scale,
and density of development at the LML campus site, the_Commission
expects that [large undeveloped open space areas which separate
developed areas of the property will _be observed should other
development be contemplated for the overall vacant Terrace Point Parcel.

Your intent is clearly not being met by the CLRDP, even with
Staff recommendations.

In summary, the Staff has allowed a development that will completely
overwhelm this unique site, the last coastal meadow in Santa Cruz

County, which is also at the edge of agricultural land to the west.

Please direct the staff to reduce the scale, mass, and density of the

development of this site.

Sincerely,

Renwick E. Curry, PhD

' Permit Amendment 3-83-076-A13, page 28

¥
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December 7, 2007 R E C E I V E D

California Coastal Commission DEC 1 0 2007
Central Coast District Office CALIFORNIA

725 Front Street COASTAL COMMISSION
Santa Cruz, CA 96060 CENTRAL COAST AREA

Re: UCSC Marine Sciences Campus Coastal Long Range Development Plan (CLRDP)
Dear Coastal Commissioners,

I strongly urge Commissioners to reject the UCSC CLRDP in its present form because of
several important issues.

First, the size and magnitude of this project is simply far too large, comparable in scale to
adding four Walmarts. No other private developer would be allowed to do anything
remotely comparable, if allowed to do anything at all, to what UCSC is proposing.
This project is contrary to previous CCC direction for this site and to the Coastal
Commission fairness doctrine where all project applicants are supposed to be considered
equally. Furthermore, rather than accomplishing a stable urban-rural boundary as UCSC
and the staff report suggests, this simply violates the existing boundary and extends
urbanization in a highly dramatic way with development that is far more intensive than
the surrounding area, with buildings reaching 36 feet in height.

The second major issue has to do with how wetlands are defined by the Commission and
the controversial process that has occurred at the Terrace Point site. After much effort by
members of the public contesting the methods used by UCSC and the expense of hiring
leading national expert consultants, we were gratified when the Commission staff finally
invited the Army Corps of Engineers and EPA to give an independent assessment of the
extent of wetlands.

The result was that in using the less protective three-parameter approach, the
boundaries of ACOE wetlands at Terrace Point needed to be significantly expanded
from what was delineated by UCSC using the one-parameter CCC approach! This
is opposite to the intent and purpose of the CCC protective one-parameter approach and
illustrates that there was and still is a fundamental error in the approach to the wetlands
delineation at this site. Many areas with a preponderance of the obligate hydrophyte,
Baccharis douglasii, were deemed not to define wetlands, even though they meet the one-
parameter definition as specified by law and court rulings.

Another issue is that many raptors, including fully protected species and species of
special concern such as white-tailed kites, harriers and burrowing owls, use this area for
foraging, courtship behavior, and reportedly for nesting (UCSC’s studies claim there is
no nesting going on, but experienced observers claim otherwise). The University has
concluded and CCC staff concurs that the terrace portion of the site should not be
considered ESHA and uses CDFG general methodology that ; acre of foraging habitat
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be preserved for every acre of such habitat that is taken up by development. It is very
questionable, though, whether CDFG “general methodology” can be applied to this site
and whether it should not be considered ESHA, especially given the controversy over the
extent of wetlands. With the development slated to take place over a wide area including
tall buildings, the remaining foraging habitat would be highly fragmented and of less use
to raptors. I would also like to remind the Commission that the University bulldozed a
historic burrowing owl over-wintering site on the edge of Younger Lagoon without
permits or review, and the owls have not returned.

The auxiliary access on Shaffer Rd passes through sensitive habitat and a significant
connective corridor to Moore Creek, Wilder Ranch, Grey Whale, and the main campus.
This auxiliary route would not be necessary if the development were scaled down
considerably. :

Finally, very little of the proposed development is “coastal-dependent”. Only some of
the research labs require seawater and most of the administrative, storage, and other
functions at the site could be accommodated at nearby properties owned or leased by
UCSC or at the main campus. Overnight accommodations allowed on site should be
limited to one unit per research building, the minimum necessary for overnight
observation of experiments.

Thank you very much for you' attention.

Sincerely,

Don Stevens

320 Cave Gulch

Santa Cruz, CA 95060
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From: -J‘oey Racano [mailto:joey_racano@yahoo.com] __
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:47 AM Y, 7 /A
To: joey_racano@yahoo.com

Subject: Ocean Outfall Groups Position on UCSC Expansion

To: California Coastal Commissioners
Re: UC Santa Cruz Proposal at Long Marine Laboratory
Dec 2007

Honorable Commissioners,

Thank you for your work in protecting our coast and precious coastal resources. As Director of the California Ocean
Outfall Group, it has always been my pleasure to work with and support this Commission and that support has never
been stronger than it is now.

I am sorry I couldn't be in San Francisco, but as an ardent fan of yours and a vociferous defender of the last California
Coastal Wetlands, I feel compelled to voice my concern about the UC Santa Cruz proposal to sacrifice such wetlands,
and jeopardize the Coastal Act itself at Long Marine Laboratory.

I respectfully urge you not to approve this project in its current form, but, rather to hold UCSC to a higher, more
protective standard, more in line with the previous outstanding work done by this Commission. '

Respectfully,
Joey Racano, Director

Ocean Outfall Group
www.stopthewaiver.com

Joey Racano, Director
Ocean Outfall Group
www.stopthewaiver.com

Director, Co-Founder, California Ocean Outfall Group
Member, California Green Party

Delegate, 2007 Green National Convention

Endorsed by:

California Green Party, 2002,

12/11/2007
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Orange County Patrick Henry Democratic Club, 2004
Huntington Beach Mobile Home Owners Association, 2004
Former CDP State Central Committee Delegate, 2003-2006
Former Member- CDP Environmental Caucus

Author- CDP 'Heritage Tree' State Resolution, 2003,

La Jolla Marine Sanctuary Resolution, 2007

Tel and Fax: 805-772-2988
Cell: 805-540-8970
Address: P.O. Box 1260
Morro Bay, Ca 93443-1260
USA

MySpace Address: http://www.myspace.com/joeyracano

Never miss a thing. Make Yahoo your homepage.

12/11/2007
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Jane Heyse

2395 Delaware Avenue, Space 131
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

December 9, 2007

WED
Peter Douglas-Executive Director =

Commissioners JEC 1 0 2007
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA. 94105-2219

Dear Mr. Douglas and Commissioners,

I am writing to recommend the approval of the Coastal Long-Range Development
Plan for the Long Marine Laboratory at the University of California Santa Cruz. This
project is now before you.

I have two pertinent community roles, which make my comments particularly
relevant as you consider the plan to expand the UCSC Marine Sciences Campus.

Firstly, I am an elementary school teacher who has participated with my classes
for several years in the educational programs of the Seymour Marine Discovery Center,
the University's public education and outreach center at Long Marine Laboratory. This
type of educational experience is invaluable to our young students in public schools. Not
only do they learn valuable lessons concerning ocean ecology, they also see scientists
engaged in the research that will shape vital decisions about ocean use. The children are
inspired to imagine that they, too, could be the marine scientists of the future. Increasing
the public access as well as the capability for more extensive research is an exciting
educational opportunity for California’s students.

Secondly, I live with my husband in De Anza Mobile Home Park, which is
adjacent to the project area. We love the open field and walk or bike there several times a
week. The extensive development planned will reduce habitat for the birds and their prey.
Our favorite paths through the coyote bushes will be covered over with a dining hall,
research facilities, and roads. Yet perusal of the CLRDP shows that care will be taken to
preserve corridors for wildlife, to leave a buffer zone around the main public-use path,
and to develop public access to Younger Lagoon. I am excited that I might live next to
what may prove to be a world-class research facility with a carefully planned footprint.

Overall, I think that the larger public good will be served by approving the
University's plan to expand facilities for marine research and education at this site.

Sincerely,

Jane Hegse—

Jane Heyse

41




42



TH/3a
DAVID MORRELL

International President’s Elite

— 824 B MISSION STREET
coLDWeLL e e s SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
BANKER ; (831) 420-2618 BUS

RESIDENTIAL BROKERAGE

(831) 427-1459 FAX

{831) 239-1255 CELL

E-Mail david@davidmorrellsc.com
www.davidmorrellsc.com

it a8 2007

December 2, 2007

Peter Douglas-Executive Director
Commissioners

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA. 94105-2219

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing to urge your approval of the Coastal Long-Range Development Plan for the
University of California Santa Cruz’ Long Marine Laboratory. Long Marine Laboratory has
been an important and valuable marine research and educational facility in the
community for nearly 40 years. I write as a member of the Friends of Long Marine
Laboratory Board of Directors but also as David Morrell, a parent, a concerned citizen,
and a resident of the City of Santa Cruz, who appreciates what Long Marine Laboratory
and the Institute of Marine Sciences have brought to the marine research and
educational community. Long Marine Laboratory continues to be a leader in both of
these areas and now, more than ever, we need to encourage and support their efforts
to expand educational and research opportunities and improve our capability to
understand and help solve the problems the coastline and the coastal ocean faces.
Coastal policy and management decisions need to be based on sound science and Long
Marine Lab and its scientists are carrying out the kinds of research on nearshore
ecology, marine protected areas, and marine mammals that we need. Yet their facilities
are at capacity and for some time have limited the opportunities for new research staff
and programs. Their plan allows for these needed facilities and infrastructure
improvements.

In addition to the University’s highly regarded marine science and education programs,
the marine lab site has become a center for collaborative state and federal ocean
research with the construction of the National Marine Fisheries Service Laboratory and
the California Department of Fish and Game’s Marine Wildlife Center. Along with Long
Marine Lab they have become part of an impressive group of marine institutions,
laboratories and agency programs that have made Monterey Bay a national and
international leader in marine research and education.

I understand that this has been a long and thorough process and the University has
worked closely with the Coastal Commission staff to address access, habitat, wetlands
and restoration issues. The coastal land available for marine research and education is
limited and I believe that the plan allows Long Marine Lab to expand its critical research
and education mission while it maintains the open space and natural beauty of the
coastal site.

Owned And Operated By NRT Incorporated.



DAVID MORRELL

international President’s Elite

824 B MISSION STREET

coLbWweLL SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
BANKeR B (831) 420-2618 BUS
(831) 427-1459 FAX

(831) 239-1255 CELL

RES|DENTIAL BROKERAGE E-Mail david @ davidmorrellsc.com

www.davidmorrellsc.com

I appreciate the importance of your roles and am requesting your strong support of
Long Marine Laboratory’s Coastal Plan Long-Range Development Plan.

Sincerely,

Ve D /(%ﬂnrdé

Owned And Operated By NRT Incorporated.
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ROBERT E.BOSSO
LLOYD R. WILLIAMS
CHARLENE B, ATACK

JOHN M. GALLAGHER MAILING ADDRESS:
PETER L. SANFORD * P.O. Box 1822
MICHELLE E. ANDERSON ** Santa Cruz, CA 95061-1822
EDWARD L. CHUN

JENNIFER J. GRAY LOCATION:

VIVA 1. HARRIS
CHRISTOPHER C. KIRK
GREGORY W. CARTER
STEVEN D. PENROSE **
PHILIP M. SACHS, Of Counsel

133 Mission Street, Suite 280
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

*  Certified Specialist in Taxation Law
** Centified Specialist in Estate Planning, Trust & Probare Law
By the Stace Bar of California, Board of Legal Specialization

November 21, 2007

Peter Douglas-Executive Director
Commissioners

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA. 94105-2219

BOSSOWILLIAMS- « £ 1V E

J7 /e

TELEPHONE:
(831) 426-8484

NOV 3 0 72007 FACSIMILE:

(831) 423-2839

CALIFORNIA ,

COASTAL COMMISSION bossomin T
CENTRAL COAST AREA

’ EMAIL:

SFENRDSEg@EDEEDWILLIAME.CDM

Re: Coastal Long-Range Development Plan for the University of
California Santa Cruz Long Marine Laboratory

Dear Commissioners:

I am writing to urge your approval of the Coastal Long-Range
Development Plan for the University of California Santa Cruz Long Marine
Laboratory. Long Marine Laboratory has been an important and valuable marine
research and educational facility in this community for nearly 40 years. [ write as a
member of the Friends of Long Marine Laboratory Board of Directors but also as
one who appreciates what Long Marine Laboratory and the Institute of Marine
Sciences have brought to the marine research and educational community.

Long Marine Laboratory continues to be a leader in both of these areas and
now, more than ever, we need to encourage and support their efforts to expand
educational and research opportunities and improve our capability to understand
and help solve the problems the coastline and the coastal ocean faces. Coastal
policy and management decisions need to be based on sound science and Long
Marine Lab and its scientists are carrying out the kinds of research on nearshore
ecology, marine protected areas, and marine mammals that we need. Yet their
facilities are at capacity and for some time now have limited the opportunities for
new research staff and programs. Their plan allows for these needed facilities and

infrastructure improvements.
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November 21, 2007
Page 2

In addition to the University’s highly regarded marine science and
education programs, the marine lab site has become a center for collaborative state
and federal ocean research with the construction of the National Marine Fisheries
Service Laboratory and the California Department of Fish and Game’s Marine
Wildlife Center. Along with Long Marine Lab they have become part of an
impressive group of marine institutions, laboratories and agency programs that
have made Monterey Bay a national and international leader in marine research
and education.

I understand that this has been a long and thorough process and the
University has worked closely with the Coastal Commission staff to address
access, habitat, wetlands and restoration 1ssues. The coastal land available for
marine research and education is limited and I believe that the plan allows Long
Marine Lab to expand its critical research and education mission while it
maintains the open space and natural beauty of the coastal site.

I appreciate the importance of your roles and am requesting your strong
support of Long Marine Laboratory’s Coastal Plan Long-Range Development
Plan.

Very truly yourts,

tewén D. Penrose

SDP/rrm
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DAN HAIFLEY
2635 Fresno Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95062 RECEIVED
(831) 462-9684

RECEIVED UEC 0 6 7907

CALIFORNIA
December 4, 2007 DEC 07 2007 COASTAL COMMISSION
California Coastal Commission CALIFORNIA
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 OASTAL COMM%SEAOR
San Francisco, CA. 94105-2219 CENTRAL COAS

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing to urge you to approve the Coastal Long-Range Developmerit Pian for the Long Marine
Laboratory at the University of California Santa Cruz. The University of California’s Long Marine
Laboratory has been an important and valuable marine research and educational facility on the central
coast for nearly 40 years.

I have worked closely and professionally with Long Marine Laboratory and the Institute of Marine
Sciences for many years. Long Marine Laboratory continues to be a leader in education and research,
and California needs to encourage their efforts. This is necessary in order to improve our capability to
understand and help solve the problems that our coastline and ocean face. Coastal policy and
management decisions need to be based on sound science, and Long Marine Lab and its scientists are
working on that sound science in nearshore ecology, marine protected areas, and marine mammals that
we need. Yet their facilities are at capacity and for some time have limited the opportunities for new
research staff and programs. The marine lab’s plan allows for these needed facilities and infrastructure
improvements.

In addition to the University’s highly regarded marine science programs, the marine lab site has become
a center for collaborative state and federal ocean research with the construction of the National Marine
Fisheries Service Laboratory and the California Department of Fish and Game’s Marine Wildlife Center.
Along with Long Marine Lab they have become part of an impressive group of marine institutions,
laboratories and agency programs that have made Monterey Bay a national and international leader in
marine research and education.

I understand that this has been a long process and the University has worked closely with the Coastal
Commission staff to address access, habitat, wetlands and restoration issues. The coastal land available
for marine research and education is limited and I believe that the plan allows Long Marine Lab to
expand its critical research and education mission while it maintains the open space and natural beauty
of the coastal site.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Please do not hesitate to contact me directly if you need
additional information.

9

Sincg

ly,
L

aifle
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December 5, 2007

Honorable Chair and Member of the California Coastal Commission,

In April 2006, the California Coastal Commission determined that UCSC was
required to protect wetlands and valuable raptor foraging habitat at their Long
Marine Laboratory located on top of fragile Terrace Point in Santa Cruz County. I
walk a lot in this area, and seeing the hawks and peregrines and our beautiful,
almost unspoiled coast is one of my greatest joys.

Today, UCSC still proposes over 600,000 square feet of future development that
will damage wetlands, eliminate raptor foraging open space, and irreparably
damage scenic rural coastal views.

As a recent graduate of UCSC, a lifetime member of UCSC Alumni Assn. and a
resident living less than a mile from this spot, I am appalled at the gross
disregard of any sense of decency and environmental awareness of the regents
and the administration of UCSC. They are running rough-shod over many
environmental issues in the City and County of Santa Cruz (i.e.: water, sewage,
open space etc.), but this matter is by far their worst offense!!

We have already lost over 97% of our valuable coastal wetlands to coastal
development. UCSC can and should be required to protect ali wetland and
wildlife environmentally sensitive habitat area (EHSA). Moreover, it should be
required to reduce the amount, height, bulk, mass and scale of future
development, to ensure that some of California’s most scenic coastal vistas
across the Monterey Bay are not lost forever.

Thirty years ago, coastal activists “saved” this very property from destruction
from a residential subdivision. It is imperative that we not trample that
significant achievement in our effort to assist UCSC with its current development
scheme.

Sincerely,
RS RECEIVED
Pat Carter -
1260 Shaffer Road, #6204 DEC 0 5 2007
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 __CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
cc: UCSC Alumni Assn. CENTRAL GOAST AREA

Mark Massara, The Sierra Club
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November 28, 2007

California Coastal Commission
Attn. Mr. Dan Carl

Central Coast District Office
725 Front Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060 i

Dear Mr. Carl, AREA

I feel compelled to write and express my strong objection to the outrageous proposed
development that UCSC has planned for the Marine Sciences Campus for the coastal
meadow located at the end of Delaware Avenue.

The proposed plan will obliterate all the beauty and uniqueness that this lone coastal
wetlands has, and has had, for years. I have walked and ridden my bike through this area
since 1985, when it was still a Brussels sprouts field. In those days, numerous different
types of birds would be seen during the day and many kinds of owls could be seen and
heard at dusk. I have seen a change in the bird population since the Seymour Marine Lab
and other large buildings were constructed. For many years directly after this
construction, birds were noticeably gone. Little by little they have returned, but not in the
numbers that they were before. On any given day now, the local “residents” a Great Blue
Heron, a White Egret, a Marsh Hawk, a red tail hawk, white-tailed kites, and
hummingbirds can be seen. I have even spotted the Peregrine Falcons, which were
interestingly enough, released by UCSC in the very meadow of this planned UCSC
development. Is that not ironic? At night, the barn owl, a local resident, sweeps through
the sky, over the meadow, a thing of beauty and awe. A great horned owl often frequents
the meadow as well. :

With the beauty of Natural Bridges State Park, the quietness of Antonelli Pond and
the wetlands at “Long Marine Lab”, why not keep this unique corridor of nature intact,
unmolested, peaceful, and clean and above all, natural.

The proposed development is too large and will not only be an eyesore but also put a
severe strain on the area, traffic, noise, pollution, not to mention the other demands of
water, and other resources. Can’t anyone see how this development does not fit in this
space, this meadow and wetlands? Where will the “residents” go? Oh, they’ll go... and
they’ll be gone forever. I’ve seen it almost happen with just the few buildings that have
been constructed there already.

Please consider the wildlife, the residents of this wonderful and unique area before
approving such a large scaled development. Is it worth it? There may be nothing left to
study in this wetlands area if this project is approved as is.

Thank you for your attention,
Sincerely,

;7

Carol Hanriz
111 Cardiff Ct.
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

/7
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November 21, 2007

CALIFORNIA mber <1,
COASTAL COMMISSION o Virginia Westra
CENTRAL COAST AREA 2395 Delaware A\*;enue
| 102
Santa Criz, CA 95060

California Coastal Commission
Att: Mr. Dan Carl

Central Coast District Office
725 Front Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Mr. Carl:

I would like to express my strong opposition to the extent of the development that UCSC
has proposed for its Marine Sciences Campus. The proposal to quadruple the amount of
building space at the site does not do justice to the unique character of this large coastal
bluff within the city limits.

The seale of all UCSC projects taken together is much more than what can be reasonably
accommodated by a City that is almost fully built out and whose infrastructure (water
supply; traffic and housing is already straining to meet existing demands. The projected
main campus growth and the Marine campus growth should not be considered as separate
and unrelated projects. They should be evaluated for the combined impact on our city.
Additionally, there is no provision to prevent UCSC from making portions of the site
available to unrelated entities through long-term land leases and acting; in effect; as a real
estate developer. The campus does not house a degree granting facility; the Institute of
Marine Sciences is a research unit of UC. Therefore; it is not affected by the universities
need to provide for growing student body.

As the last remaining coast a meadow in Santa Cruz; this site should be protected for best
use under the California coastal act, development should be limited to the minimum
neeessary to support coastal dependent activities exclusively, building density should be
minimized to reduce intrusion into important wetlands and all efforts should be made to
preserve the coastal bluff character of this important landmark in the city of Santa Cruz.
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I am attaching the land=use diagram map figure 5.2 entitled CL RDP Chapter 5 page 11
of 67 which indicates that the middle section entitled research and education mixed use
extends from the current buildings so far over to the right that it intrudes on what is now
home and hunting ground to some very unique and endangered species, two pairs of
Great blue Herons, Great American Egrets; Barn, Snowy and Great Horned Owls;
Peregrine Falcons rehabilitated and released, ironically, by UCSC, four types of Hawks,
Kites and the Golden Eagle.

I walk the path from Delaware Avenue along the wall; to the ocean bluff every day. It
would be a tragedy for the wildlife in the wetlands and open meadow, to be replaced by
buildings tennis courts parking lots ete. Restricting building and expansion to the existing
corridor on either side of the access road would allow for additional development of the
University and, at the same time; preserve the wildlife space between the wall at
Delaware, the ocean bluff and current buildings along the access road.

Thank you,

Virginia Westra
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Long Range Land Use Development Plan
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5.2 Land Use Diagram
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November 26, 2007

Peter Douglas-Executive Director
Commissioners

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA. 94105-2219

Dear Commissioners,

As a 30 year Santa Cruz County resident, business owner, and enjoyer of what the
Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary has provided for our family, I am writing to
urge your approval of the Coastal Long-Range Development Plan for the University of
California Santa Cruz’ Long Marine Laboratory. Long Marine Laboratory has been an
important and valuable marine research and educational facility in the community for
nearly 40 years. I write as a member of the Friends of Long Marine Laboratory Board of
Directors but also as a concerned citizen and parent, who appreciates what Long Marine
Laboratory and the Institute of Marine Sciences have brought to the marine research -
and educational community. Long Marine Laboratory continues to be a leader in both of
these areas and now, more than ever, we need to encourage and support their efforts
to expand educational and research opportunities and improve our capability to
understand and help solve the problems the coastline and the coastal ocean faces.
Coastal policy and management decisions need to be based on sound science and Long
Marine Lab and its scientists are carrying out the kinds of research on nearshore
ecology, marine protected areas, and marine mammals that we need. Yet their facilities
are at capacity and for some time have limited the opportunities for new research staff
and programs. Their plan allows for these needed fadilities and infrastructure
improvements.

In addition to the University’s highly regarded marine science and education programs,
the marine lab site has become a center for collaborative state and federal ocean
research with the construction of the National Marine Fisheries Service Laboratory and
the California Department of Fish and Game’s Marine Wildlife Center. Along with Long
Marine Lab they have become part of an impressive group of marine institutions,
laboratories and agency programs that have made Monterey Bay a national and
international leader in marine research and education.

I understand that this has been a long and thorough process and the University has
worked closely with the Coastal Commission staff to address access, habitat, wetlands
and restoration issues. The coastal land available for marine research and education is
limited and I believe that the plan allows Long Marine Lab to expand its critical research
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and education mission while it maintains the open space and natural beauty of the
coastal site.

I appreciate the importance of your roles and am requesting your strong support of
Long Marine Laboratory’s Coastal Plan Long-Range Development Plan.

Sincerely,

N

Jack Harkness

Coo

Pacific Plastics and Engineering
Soquel, CA
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November 21, 2007 RECEIVED

Peter Douglas-Executive Director NQV 2 7 2007
Commissioners

California Coastal Commission ~ CALIFORNIA

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 COASTAL C,OMM%%EAQR'
San Francisco, CA. 94105-2219 CENTRAL COAS

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing in regards to the Coastal Long-Range Development Plan for the University
of California Santa Cruz’ Long Marine Laboratory. I strongly urge your affirmative vote
on this matter.

Long Marine Laboratory has been a most valuable marine research and educational
facility in the community for nearly 40 years. I write as a member of the Friends of Long
Marine Laboratory Board of Directors but also as a 30+ year resident of Santa Cruz, who
appreciates what Long Marine Laboratory and the Institute of Marine Sciences have
brought to the marine research and educational community. This is a critical time to
encourage and support their efforts to expand educational and research opportunities to
understand and help solve the problems the coastline and the coastal ocean faces.
Coastal policy and management decisions need to be based on sound science and Long
Marine Lab and its scientists are carrying out the kinds of research on shore ecology,
marine protected areas, and marine mammals that we need. Their facilities are at
capacity the opportunities for new research staff and programs is being compromised.
Their plan allows for these needed facilities and infrastructure improvements.

In addition to the University’s fine marine science and education programs, the marine
lab site has become a center for collaborative state and federal ocean research with the
construction of the National Marine Fisheries Service Laboratory and the California
Department of Fish and Game’s Marine Wildlife Center. Along with Long Marine Lab they
have become part of an impressive group of marine institutions, laboratories and agency
programs that have made Monterey Bay a national and international leader in marine
research and education.

I understand that this has been a long and thorough process and the University has
worked closely with the Coastal Commission staff to address access, habitat, wetlands
and restoration issues. The coastal land available for marine research and education is
limited and I believe that the plan allows Long Marine Lab to expand its critical research
and education mission while it maintains the open space and natural beauty of the
coastal site.

-Againk, I hope we can count on your strong support of Long Marine Laboratory’s Coastal
Plan Long-Range Development Plan. Thank you in advance.

Sincerely,

&AM/KOJM/»\‘
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CA Coastal Commission R E C E l V E D

Central Coast District Office
725 Front Street Suite 300 NOV 2 6 2007
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

CALIFORNIA

ASTAL COMMISSION
%%%AL COAST AREA
Sharon Galligan

Carmel Babich

328 John Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060 November 24, 2007
(831) 427-2555

Dear Coastal Commission Members,

We are writing to you to express our emphatic opposition to the proposed further development of
Terrace Point by UCSC. This piece of land is the last coastal biuff area that is still in a (semi)
natural state. We use the word 'semi' because of the existing buildings presently occupied by
UCSC, NOAA, and DFG. Somehow, wildlife continues to co-