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DATE: November 12, 2014
TO: Coastal Commissioners and Interested Persons
FROM: Commission Staff
RE: Addendum to Item Thlla: Comprehensive Update to the University of California,

Santa Barbara Long Range Development Plan (LRDP Amendment MAJ-1-11),
scheduled for public hearing and Commission action on November 13, 2014.

The purpose of this addendum is to make the following changes to the staff report dated October 30,
2014 for Agenda Item Thlla (UC Santa Barbara LRDP Comprehensive Update, LRDP Amendment
MAJ-1-11):

(1) Modify Policy PS-03 in Suggested Modification 10 to make a correction clarifying that Policy PS-03
applies to all proposed development requiring a water supply. This correction is accompanied by a
related addition to the staff report findings on Page 121 pertaining to the applicability of Policy PS-03.

(2) Modify Policy PS-07 in Suggested Modification 10 to make one additional correction to ensure that the
University’s annual report to the Executive Director, concerning campus water supply and demand
required by Policy PS-07 is also made publicly available by the University.

(3) Modify Policy TRANS-17 in Suggested Modification 13 to include additional requirements that could
trigger changes to parking requirements if thresholds specified in the added text are met, through future
NOID and/or LRDP Amendment processes.

(4) Modify Policy TRANS-03 in Suggested Modification 13 to append a revision to the policy to require
that the University gather specified information pertaining to unmet alternative transportation needs
and post reports of the results annually.

(5) Modify Policy TRANS-13 in Suggested Modification 13 to require that the University impose certain
limits on issuance of parking permits within the campus community residing in campus housing.

(6) Modify Suggested Modification 16 to add two additional definitions (“reclaimed water” and
“student”).

(7) Modify Suggested Modification 17 to make minor corrections to the text of Table A.1 of the 2010
LRDP, on Page 30.

(8) Modify Policy LU-32 in Suggested Modification 19 to correct an error referencing Goleta Slough.

(9) Modify Policy WQ-03 in Suggested Modification 19 to add water quality monitoring requirements,
and prioritize action to address discharges, for all surface water discharges from campus.

(10) Modify Suggested Modification 19 to add a new Land Use Policy to monitor and report campus
enrollment statistics.

(11) Modify Policy PA-09 to add a requirement that coastal access signage be installed at entrances, key
roadways, and parking areas to direct coastal visitors to the dedicated coastal access parking areas on
campus.
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(12) Make several changes to the findings of the staff report, at Section F,

a) AtPage 121, add additional findings to staff report Section F (New Development and Cumulative
Impacts) Subsection 2, to support the clarification (item 1 above) that Policy PS-03, Water Supply,
applies to all proposed development requiring a water supply — not just to proposed development
that might require a new connection to the water supply.

b) At Page 121, add a footnote explaining the derivation of the “5,000 — 7,000 AFY” notation
pertaining to potential future volumes of groundwater extraction by Goleta Water District.

¢) AtPage 117, add a new Subparagraph “GWD confirms adequacy of long-term water supply to
meet cumulative demand.”

(13) Add a new paragraph to the findings, on Page 54, to clarify the requirement that the 64-acre Ocean
Meadows parcel be restored by 2030, explain why such restoration is required (to offset the
cumulative effects of intensified campus development), and clarify that the site is not eligible to serve
alternatively or additionally as a “mitigation bank” to offset the significant, adverse impacts that may
be posed by individual development projects undertaken pursuant to buildout of the 2010 LRDP.

(14) At Page 157 make a minor clarification pertaining to roles under CEQA.

(15) At Page 95, correct an error regarding the cap for student enrollment.

(16) Attach Exhibit 11, Ex Parte Notices from Commissioner Zimmer.

(17) Attach Exhibit 10, correspondence received by November 10, 2014.

Note: Double strikethreugh indicates text deleted from the October 30, 2014 staff report pursuant to
this addendum and double underline indicates text added to the October 30, 2014 staff report pursuant
to this addendum.

1. Modify Policy PS-03 in Suggested Modification 10, Water Supply Policies, on Page 19 of the staff
report to make one additional correction as follows:

Policy PS-03:
For development that requires a eernectiento-the water supply, at the time of NOID submittal the
University shall irelude-in-the-propesed-project-deseription; provide sufficient water conservation,

efficiency, and supply management strategies to factually support a projection of adequate permanent
future supplies for the life of the entire development. Water-supply-strategies-shal-beprioritized-and
implemented-according-toTo-minimize impacts to the long-term water supply, each new development
shall offset the development’s anticipated potable water use in accordance with the following
hierarchy. Notwithstanding the availability of GWD water supplies, the following water conservation
measures shall be implemented to the maximum extent feasible, except as required pursuant to Policy
PS-07, prior to reliance on GWD’s potable water supply practicable:

A. Maximum feasible incorporation into the proposed project plans of water conservation and
efficiency measures, and reclaimed water use measures.

B. Increased campus water conservation and efficiency measures, and increased campus reclaimed
water use to reduce campus potable consumption, such as for irrigation, use in toilets, and in
industrial applications.
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C. Eneeurage-or Further development of enhanced reclaimed water systems on campus to utilize
reclaimed water for industrial applications such as cooling towers to reduce potable
consumption.

D. Centinue-to-pursue-the-use-of New uses of reclaimed water on campus fer-ron-traditional-uses
sueh-as-showers as technology and systems become available.

E. Increased GWD potable water supply.

2. Modify Policy PS-07 in Suggested Modification 10, Water Supply Policies, on Page 21/22 of the
staff report to make one additional correction as follows:

Policy PS-07:

A. The University shall annually prepare and submit to the Executive Director a report analyzing
campus water supply and demand including but not limited to information required in these water
supply and demand policies which shall reflect campus-wide demand information tabulated annually,
expressed in acre-feet per year, and separated into potable and reclaimed water supply categories. The
report shall include an estimate of the potable water necessary to serve the remaining buildout of the
2010 LRDP. The report shall also include the results of any short-term water use reductions
implemented by the University during the previous year in response to water shortages affecting the
Goleta Water District, and GWD’s most recent projection of its water supply portfolio for the

forthcoming year. The University shall make the report available to the public by posting the report on
the University’s website, and shall reference the report in any environmental review process for new
development.

B. The policies of the 2010 LRDP notwithstanding, if the Executive Director of the Coastal
Commission determines that an extraordinary water supply shortage to GWD’s water supply exists
based on:

1) the report provided by the University pursuant to Subparagraph A (above); or
2) a declaration, or similar official action, by the Governor, the State Water Resources Control
Board, or the Goleta Water District;

then any NOID submitted to the Commission thereafter shall demonstrate that the development will
not result in a net increase of potable water demand over existing use levels at the time the NOID is
submitted.

3. Modify Policy TRANS-17 in Suggested Modification 13, Parking Space Tracking and Accounting,
to add subsection “F” at the bottom of Page 25 as follows:

Policy TRANS-17 -
A. For the purposes of this policy, commuter parking shall mean the parking spaces that serve all
vehicles arriving to campus except for residential parking spaces;

B. Commuter parking shall be maintained on campus in a sufficient quantity to accommodate all

3
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UCSB-bound drivers. Commuter parking to serve faculty, staff, students, researchers, vendors, and
visitors shall be dispersed at multiple locations on Main Campus to avoid over-crowding at any one
location. The University shall continue to implement its Transportation Demand Management Program
to reduce parking demand to the maximum extent feasible consistent with Policy TRANS-03. Parking
demand that is not eliminated through TDM measures shall be accommodated on the campus;

C. The University shall maintain a running account of the commuter parking supply consistent with the
following categories: (1) the permanently designated commuter parking locations and number of
spaces reserved for particular users groups and (2) the non-reserved spaces available to all commuters,
including visitor spaces. This parking documentation shall be updated and submitted with each Notice
of Impending Development (NOID) that adds, removes, or relocates commuter/visitor parking spaces;
and

D. The University shall evaluate commuter parking supply and demand for each new development that
has an impact on commuter parking. Any development that reduces commuter parking supply shall
demonstrate that adequate commuter parking capacity still exists, or will exist prior to occupancy of
the development, for campus commuters in general, as part of the NOID submittal (as determined in
subparagraph “D” below). Where the proposed development contributes to the use of commuter
parking, commuter parking supply shall not be deemed adequate for the development if the parking
surveys demonstrate 85% occupancy, or greater, for commuter parking within a 10-minute walk of the
proposed development.

E. The University shall undertake periodic monitoring, a minimum of once per Fall, Winter, and
Spring quarters, of the occupancy of commuter parking spaces for the entire campus during the peak
use of parking of this nature (commuters). If parking surveys show average commuter parking
occupancy reaches 85% (or greater) of total commuter parking spaces over a period of at least one
school year (not including summer session when use is significantly lower), the University shall
submit a NOID, and/or LRDP Amendment as applicable, to implement additional alternative
transportation demand measures, or where alternatives are demonstrated to be insufficient to reduce
parking demand to less than 85% occupancy, the University shall propose and construct additional
parking. The new parking shall be fully implemented as soon as feasible and no later than when the
average campus commuter occupancy (not including summer session) reaches 90% of available

Spaces.

F. The University shall not construct new commuter parking spaces unless the parking surveys
required pursuant to subdivisions D and/or E demonstrate that commuter parking occupancy reaches
85% or greater, with the exception of construction of large parking structures designated primarily for
residential parking that accommodate a shared use secondary to residential use. This requirement shall
not apply to retention, reconfiguration, or redevelopment of existing parking spaces.

4. Modify Suggested Modification 13, Parking Space Tracking and Accounting, on Page 25 of the
staff report to append a revision to Policy TRANS-03 as follows:

Policy TRANS-03 - The University shall continue its transportation alternatives program with the goal
of diverting at least 10 percent of all single occupancy vehicle passenger trips to and from campus.

The University shall conduct campus surveys to help determine alternative transportation system



Addendum 1: Agenda Item Th1l1a, for hearing on November 13, 2014
UCSB Long Range Development Plan Comprehensive Update

adeqguacy and solicit comments on unmet alternative transportation needs and suggestions for

alternative transportation facility and program improvements, and report annually to the community
the results and conclusions of the survey process. The University shall inventory the number of daily

single occupancy vehicle trips from all sources to and from campus during the regular academic and
summer sessions over the course of the year and prepare the University’s Annual Transportation
Report. Within ninety (90) days after completion of the Annual Transportation Report, the University
shall prepare and submit a Notice of Impending Development for any new development, if any,
associated with Transportation Alternatives Program intended to reduce single occupancy vehicle trips.

5. Modify Suggested Modification 13, Parking Space Tracking and Accounting, on Page 25 of the
staff report to append a revision to Policy TRANS-13 as follows:

Policy TRANS-13 - Visitors shall be entitled to use the parking facilities (all “C” or metered spaces)
on campus after payment of the appropriate parking fee and in accordance with campus parking
regulations. Subject to Campus Consultation®, the University will limit issuance of quarterly and
annual day time (commuter) parking permits to faculty, staff, and students that reside in UCSB
housing (excluding the West Campus Faculty Housing and North Campus Faculty Housin
developments), unless the need for such permit is demonstrated by virtue of temporary or permanent

physical disability, or other extraordinary circumstance, as determined on a case-by-case basis.

3Cam;;us Consultation is defined in Appendix B to the UCSB-SUN Agreement

6. Modify Suggested Modification 16, Definitions, on Page 25 of the staff report to add the following
definitions:

Reclaimed water (aka recycled water). Former wastewater sent from a home or business through a
pipeline system to a treatment facility, where it is treated to remove solids and impurities to a level
consistent with its intended use, typically for irrigation and other non-potable uses.

Student. A person in a UCSB degree program that is enrolled to attend one or more classes at the
UCSB campus, regardless of full-time or part-time status.

7. Modify Suggested Modification 17, Minor Corrections to Text, on Page 30 of the staff report to
append the following revision to Table A.1 of the 2010 LRDP:

Table A.1: Summary

Current 2010-2025 Total
Parking Spaces 6,700 spaces 5,100 spaces replaced | £4-238 13,580* total
(non-housing) 3,650 3,000 net spaces
3,880 constructed or | additional spaces
planned (housing) constructed* *The University will
10,580 total spaces also strive to reduce to
12,580 total parking
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spaces if an IV
parking program is
adopted, or 13,230
spaces if not.

1

The 650 space reduction in net additional spaces constructed shall be to non-housing spaces only
(i.e. commuter parking).

8. Modify Policy LU-32 in Suggested Modification 19, Minor Corrections and Clarifications to
Policies, on Page 39 of the staff report to correct an error as follows:

Policy LU-32 —

B. Development at the West Campus Mesa Recreation site shall be located within the 5.4-acre
potential development envelope designated as Recreation on Figure D.3 and shall be consistent with
the following build-out provisions:

1. Recreation facilities shall be for one active recreational field and passive recreation only such as
picnic benches, nature trails, etc. Indoor or other enclosed sports facilities shall be prohibited. As
allowed in Policy OS-2, minor adjustments may be made to the adjacent Open Space boundary as
necessary to accommodate a requlation size recreation field provided a 300-foot setback is maintained

from Geleta Devereux Slough.
2. Outdoor sports lighting shall be prohibited on this site consistent with Policy ESH-15.

3. Recreation facilities on this site shall be for day use only and shall not be lighted except the
minimum necessary for safety purposes and consistent with lighting standards in Policy ESH-15.
Lighting for sports is prohibited.

4. The one isolated patch of California Brome on the site may be removed and reestablished on
campus within the nearby open space at a mitigation ratio of 3:1 (area to be reestablished in relation to
area removed) with the express purpose of restoring and establishing the grassland habitat as ESHA.

5. Parking is not required to be provided to serve the recreational use unless monitoring indicates that
the designated coastal access parking spaces are overcrowded as a result of recreational use of the
West Campus Mesa Recreation site.

6. Development on this site shall not include buildings and therefore the site is not assigned a height
limit on Figure D.4.

7. Landscaping shall include plant species beneficial to monarch butterflies.
8. Turf may be allowed if served by reclaimed water.

89. Signs identifying public access opportunities and restrictions through the Coal Oil Point Reserve
shall be posted at the site.

910. If not already separately installed, the Coal Oil Point public access improvements shall be
installed concurrent with the housing development, consistent with the requirements of Policy
TRANS-24.
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116. Development shall be planned to ensure that the proposed development would not conflict with
any necessary widening or formalizing of West Campus Point Lane to accommodate all south-bound
traffic upon the conversion of Slough Road to pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency access use only.

9. Append to Suggested Modification 19, Minor Corrections and Clarifications to Policies, on Page
39 of the staff report, after Policy LU-32, a new land use policy as follows:

Policy LU-[Number To Be Determined]. UCSB shall by July 1% each year provide to the Executive
Director and post to the UCSB website a report on its enrollment numbers for on-campus/three-quarter
average student population. In this report the Campus will track the growth of the campus from July
2015 to the current reporting year including the percentage change in population over the prior year. If
the student population reaches 24,500 (as defined above) prior to November 2025, the campus will
include in the report, the measures that the University will take to conform enrollment to the 25,000
student target in November 2025.

10. Modify Policy WQ-03 in Suggested Modification 19, Minor Corrections and Clarifications to
Policies, on Page 41 of the staff report immediately above Policy WQ-06 as follows:

Policy WQ-03 - Stormwater and dry weather runoff management shall be addressed early in site
design planning and alternatives analyses, taking into account existing site characteristics that affect
runoff, (such as topography, drainage, vegetation, soil conditions, natural hydrologic features, and
infiltration conditions) in designing strategies that minimize post-development changes in the runoff
flow regime, control pollutant sources, and, where necessary, remove pollutants. The University shall,

within a reasonable amount of time, develop a comprehensive surface water quality monitoring
program for all discharges from campus. Properties and/or discharges with the highest levels of water

pollution will be evaluated and water guality problems addressed, beginning with discharges deemed
unhealthful or unsafe for human contact.

11. Append to Suggested Modification 19, Minor Corrections and Clarifications to Policies, on Page
41 of the staff report, and modify Policy PA-09 as follows:

Policy PA-09 - The University shall conspicuously post coastal access signage that identifies and
directs visitors to all publicly available coastal access parking, beach access points, trails, and

stairways. Within six months of certification of the 2010 LRDP, the University shall install coastal
access signage at the entrances to campus and along key roadways on campus to direct coastal visitors

to the designated coastal access parking on Main and West Campuses. At the same time, the University
shall install signage within the parking lot(s), as necessary, to identify the dedicated coastal access

spaces and specify the parking rules that apply to those spaces. At such time any future parking areas

are built or assigned to accommodate dedicated coastal access parking spaces, the coastal access
signage shall be installed concurrently with the provision of the spaces.
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12. Proposed calculations shall be modified throughout the report, including Table 1 on Page 49 of the
staff report as follows:

Proposed 2010 LRDP Academic and Support 22%# 203 acres
1990 LRDP Coal Qil Point Reserve (COPR) &4 172 acres

13. The following shall be added on Page 54 of the staff report after the first full paragraph:

A concern was raised regarding the potential of the 64-acre Ocean Meadows Open Space parcel to be
utilized to mitigate individual project impacts. The Ocean Meadows parcel was acquired by means of a
grassroots community effort, and all development rights were extinguished through a Commission-
approved CDP which required that the parcel be maintained as open space in perpetuity. The intent
was to preserve the parcel and restore its habitats and provide passive recreation, coastal wetland and
wildlife habitat conservation and restoration and associated research and environmental activities. The
parcel is located between campus lands and was subsequently donated to the University with some
stipulations regarding whether restoration could be counted toward mitigation credits for development
elsewhere on campus. Commission staff would note that the acquisition of the parcel and dedication as
permanent open space was accomplished prior to the donation of the parcel to the University and
cannot be applied as a credit for mitigation in any circumstances. In addition, staff would note that
there are stipulations that prohibit a site from being used as a mitigation bank to offset impacts from
future development projects. The 2010 LRDP, however, proposes restoration of the entire Ocean
Meadows lands as part of the overarching Open Space Plan to offset the cumulative effects of
intensified campus development. The staff report, in some cases, uses the word “mitigation” to
underscore the LRDP requirement for the University to restore the entire parcel by 2030. However,
this is not intended to imply that the Ocean Meadows open space may be used in the future to offset
the impacts of any specific campus development in the future. For instance, at the time of
redevelopment of the Facilities Management site, the potential impacts to environmentally sensitive
habitat that may result due to a reduced buffer cannot be applied to the Ocean Meadows. The
mitigation at the time of redevelopment would be required at another appropriate site. In sum, the site

will be restored in conjunction with the LRDP but will not serve in any way as a “banking” system in
the future.

14. The first paragraph on Page 63 of the staff report shall be modified to correct errors as follows:

Furthermore, a windrow of Eucalyptus trees, adjacent to Devereux Slough ard which runs

between the slough and both knolls, kave has been used for roosting and nesting by raptors, egrets
and herons. Additionally, a row of trees adjacent to the South Knoll is a fall aggregation site for
Monarch butterflies. These groups of trees are ecologically important due to the prexdimately: proximity
of

the large areas of foraging habitat and therefore these trees have be designated ESHA for their
Hmapertanee important functions of providing roosting and nesting habitat for several species of raptors,
herons and egrets, and fall aggregation habitat for Monarch butterflies. The 2010 LRDP includes
policies to protect the Devereux slough wetlands from adjacent development projects. These

policies require development adjacent to an ESHA to be sited and designed to minimize impacts

to habitat values and sensitive species to the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, a minimum
buffer from coastal salt-marsh shall be 300-feet from the upland edge of the salt marsh and a
minimum of 300-feet from eucalyptus raptor tree ESHA from the outer edge of the canopy, with

8
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some exceptions as allowed pursuant to Policy ESH-31.

15. The following heading on Page 64 of the staff report shall be deleted:

16. The footnote on Page 95 of the staff report shall be modified to correct an error as follows:

At buildout of the 2010 LRDP, the University expects for example an additional 5,000 ardergraduate
students (undergraduate and graduate combined) for a total of 25,000 students yrdergraduates, as well

as thousands of additional faculty, staff, and ard family members.

17. The following shall be added to the staff report Section F (New Development and Cumulative
Impacts) Subsection 2. Public Services, as noted below:

Page 117 after second paragraph with bold header reading:_GWD confirms reliability of the 945
AFY allocation for 2010 LRDP buildout, insert new paragraph as follows:

GWD confirms adequacy of long-term water supply to meet cumulative demand
The Goleta Water District’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) Update (Kennedy Jenks,

Nov 2011) includes population growth estimates in the Goleta Water District Service area and projects
moderate (15,329 AFY -not including legislatively required long-term conservation measures) and
high water demand (16,936 AFY -not including legislatively required long-term conservation
measures) estimates to 2035 . The UWMP further estimates water availability at 16,622 AFY (9,322
Lake Cachuma, 3,800 State Water, 2,350 Groundwater, 1,150 recycled water) which would
accommodate the 16,089 AFY high estimate of water demand in 2035 which reflects the mandated
water conservation. Total water demand for Water Year 2012-2013 was 13,770 AF and early estimates
anticipated Water Year 2013-2014 to reach approximately 14,335 AF. Therefore GWD’s analysis
indicates that it can accommodate approximately 15% additional growth (2,287 AFY) into the future.

Notably, the UWMP states on page 2-9 that the District’s higher end estimates for future water demand
considers local General Plans and the UC Santa Barbara LRDP.

The State requires the District to update the UWMP every five years to give water managers and the
public a broad perspective on water supply and demand issues. The UWMP therefore represents the
District’s most current assessment of the long-term, cumulative water supply demands of the District’s
planning area, and the District’s ability to meet the projected demand. As such, the UWMP is the most
reliable data available to the Commission. However, given that the growth, demand, and supplies may
be influenced by many factors on many levels, the cumulative effects to water supply are necessarily
speculative to some extent. Therefore the LRDP is designed with some safety nets built-in that are
intended to ensure that should unknown circumstances jeopardize GWD’s supplies, the University
would be required to halt new water consuming development, thus immediately discontinuing further
contribution to water supply impacts.

The estimate of total water use upon full buildout of the 2010 LRDP is 970 AFY. Current use is 616
AFY. Therefore the University’s buildout would require up to 354 AFY of additional water supply
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above present levels of potable water consumption. The LRDP policies, if revised as Suggested,
require that the University must halt further water-consuming development or use off-setting measures
to ensure that there is no net increase in the use of potable water if the long-term water supplies are
jeopardized in any way or the planning thresholds are reached. In addition Policy PS-07 would require
systematic annual reporting to maintain an on-going record of the University’s water use in
comparison to GWD’s water supply projections. Policy PS-07 provides a means for the Executive

Director to require that future UCSB developments have no net increase in potable water demand
when there are extraordinary circumstances with regard to water supply shortages (e.g., significant

drought conditions) affecting GWD’s water supply portfolio.
Page 119, second full paragraph (set forth below) — add a new footnote to the end of the last sentence:

“...Goleta Water District has explained that groundwater is a substantial part of the District’s water
supply portfolio, and that therefore groundwater would be used to serve the LRDP projects. (Exhibit
8, GWD Letter to CCC Staff.) The letter states that the District manages its groundwater supplies
drawn from the Goleta Groundwater Basin to preserve the aquifer as a sustainable resource for future
generations. The letter also notes that the District manages the Basin pursuant to its Groundwater
Management Plan.

The Goleta Water District letter provided in Exhibit 8 references the SAFE Ordinance restrictions.
The SAFE Ordinance provides a framework and guides GWD actions in the event of emergency water
shortage conditions, including the requirement of the Drought Buffer and the prohibition on new water
connections during declared drought conditions. UC Santa Barbara and the GWD interpret the SAFE
Ordinance requirement that no new connections be established, does not apply to UC Santa Barbara
because the connections are already in place to provide GWD’s contractual water supply obligations to
the campus. Coastal Act Section 30231 requires that development prevent depletion of ground water
supplies and substantial interference with surface waterflow. The Wright Judgment adjudicating the
groundwater basin to 1972 levels and the SAFE Ordinance requirement to bank and store water supply
reserves, work in tandem to ensure that the groundwater basin is not over-drafted.

Page 121, add the following at the end of first full paragraph:

Policy PS-03 is further corrected to clarify that Public Services Policy PS-03 applies to all
development that requires a water supply. Without the correction, Policy PS-03 could (erroneously) be
interpreted as applicable only to development that requires a new service connection, whereas Policy
PS-03 is meant to apply broadly to all proposed campus projects that would consume water. This
correction is particularly important because UC Santa Barbara and the Goleta Water District have
stated that virtually all future campus development subject to the proposed 2010 LRDP would depend
on existing District connections/allocations.

Page 121, last paragraph: add the following footnote where indicated, as well as the following content
for the subject footnote:

“... But with a normal water sales year running around 14,000 AFY, and groundwater pumping limited
to 5,000-7,000 AFY [add new footnote here]

10
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Content of new footnote:

The 5,000 — 7,000 AFY is stated as an upper estimate of the amount of groundwater that Goleta Water District
could feasibly produce during a drought, under circumstances where the District experiences curtailed delivery of
water from Lake Cachuma and/or the State Water Project. (Goleta Water District presently expects that Water
Year 2014-2015 will include only 45% of normal water deliveries from Lake Cachuma and 5% of normal State
Water Project deliveries.) Given this, the “5,000-7,000 AFY” was estimated as the uppermost bounds of water
supply that could be produced from groundwater extraction to offset the shortfall of surface water supplies, based
on the following information from the Goleta Water District’s public website.

Goleta Water District’s website states that the District’s six water wells can currently pump approximately 4,000
AFY and that two of the wells are being reworked now to increase District pumping capacity by 40% (an increase

of 1,600 AFY Thus the Dlstrlct s ca acn to um roundwater would be increased this year to about 5,600

but also by various legal limitations. The “Wright settlement” entitles the District to pump 2,350 AFY, as its
annual entitlement to groundwater. The District also has a “drought buffer” in the groundwater basin that is the

amount stored during years of excess supply. Currently, GWD reports that it has at least 50,000 AF stored in this
reserve.

Obviously, the District’s pumping capacity physically limits the amount that can actually be pumped from the
groundwater basin all other considerations notwithstanding. Even if the District wanted to extract all 50,000 AF
from the drought buffer in a single year, for example, the District’s pumps could presently only pump about 4,000

AFY. With improvements noted above to two pumps, the District will be able to pump about 5,600 AF (40%
more than 4,000 AFY). This amount represents, therefore, the lower end of the “5,000-7000 AFY” range provided

above.

Presumably, if the current drought continues, the District may undertake additional improvements that would
enable a higher amount of pumping than 5,600 AFY. A further improvement in pumping capacity of 40% would
boost the pumping ability of the District to over 7,000 AFY. This amount represents, therefore, the higher end of
the *“5,000-7,000 AFY” range provided above.

The total supply in the drought buffer (the 50,000 AF of stored groundwater from previous years of excess suppl

is a further limitation as there is little point developing pumping capacity that exceeds supply. The drought buffer
is designed to supply the District’s customers as a last resort, when other supplies are unavailable, and by
definition would be made to last as long as possible. Therefore, the District might not choose to pump as much as
7,000 AFY even if that amount of pumping capacity became available.

Thus the District’s likely levels of groundwater pumping would be within the 5,000 to 7,000 AFY range,

maximum. These are round numbers, based on Goleta Water District’s information, to help provide a better
understanding of the District’s outlook with regard to potential water supply during significant drought conditions.

18. The last sentence of the first paragraph on Page 133 shall be modified as follows:

Moreover, Section 382%% 30221 ensures protection of oceanfront land for recreational use and
development.

19. The paragraph on Page 135 shall be modified as follows:

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states that development shall not interfere with the public’s right of
access to the sea. Further, Section 30252 of the Coastal Act provides that new development should

11



Addendum 1: Agenda Item Th1l1a, for hearing on November 13, 2014
UCSB Long Range Development Plan Comprehensive Update

provide substitute means of serving the development with public transportation and asst#se assure the
potential for public transit for high intensity uses.

20. The last paragraph on Page 150 of the staff report shall be modified as follows:

Internal errors and inconsistencies within the LRDP have the potential to obscure the implementation
of the LRDP. Suggested Modifications 17, 18, and 19 include minor modifications and clarifications
to LRDP text, figures, and policies. This includes spelling and grammar, cross-references, linguistics,
minor errors, duplicative language, policy omissions, and minor clarifications that further the intent
and implementation of the policy. The first clarification in Suggested Modification 17 deletes a
statement regarding the University’s qualification as an essential public service under Coastal Act
Section 30254. Staff would note that the University agrees that this sentence is unnecessary and the

removal of the sentence does not make a substantive determination on the applicability of Coastal Act
Section 30254 in the future. In addition Suggested Modification 20 deletes five ESHA policies with

provisions that are duplicative to other LRDP policies. The Commission finds that Suggested
Modifications 17, 18, 19, and 20 are essential to correct minor errors and omissions where the lack of
information may cause inadequate interpretation and implementation of the LRDP.

21. The first paragraph under Section N, CEQA on Page 157 of the staff report shall be modified as
follows:

Pursuant to Section 21080.9 of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), the Coastal
Commission is the-tead-ageney responsible for reviewing Long Range Development Plans and Notices
of Impending Development for compliance with CEQA. In addition, Section 13096 of the
Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission approval of Notices of Impending
Development to be supported by a finding showing the application, as modified by any conditions of
approval, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). The Secretary of Resources Agency has determined that the Commission’s program of
reviewing and certifying LRDPs qualifies for certification under Section 21080.5 of CEQA.

The University of California Board of Regents is the Lead Agency for the 2010 LRDP and certified the
EIR on September 14, 2010. The Coastal Commission is a responsible agency with discretionary
authority to carry out or approve the project.

22. Replace Exhibit 9 in the October 30, 2014 with the attached Exhibits 9a, 9b, 9c representing the
proposed modifications to the land use designations.

23. Attach to Exhibit 11 the Ex Parte Notices received from Commissioner Zimmer.
24. Attach to Exhibit 10 correspondence received by November 10, 2014:
a. The Sustainable University Now (SUN) Coalition provided a memo with ten recommendations
to policies and text intended to more fully integrate the provisions of the SUN-UCSB
Agreement. They also provided correspondence regarding SUN’s background and involvement

in the LRDP process as well as the signed SUN-UCSB Agreement itself (see Exhibit 10).
Working in partnership with the University and SUN Coalition, this addendum incorporates

12
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and reflects the SUN Coalition’s recommendations with some minor changes and
clarifications.

b. There is one request from a member of the public to postpone the item to the next available
hearing due to insufficient time to review this large project.

c. There is one request from a member of the public to modify the bird safe building requirements
in the Implementation Section of the LRDP to eliminate angled glass as one of the potential
ways to modify the fagade of a building to minimize bird hazards. There are differing views as
to the effectiveness of angled glass as a feature of bird-friendly building design. The use of
angled glass in building design is intended to mute the reflection of the surrounding
landscaping and environment by projecting reflected images downward. Bird safe building
guidelines, including past Commission actions, include this technique amongst the potential
facade treatments. Given the fairly significant angle that is required (20 to 40 degrees), the use
of this technique is likely to be very limited. However, there may be some merit to its use if
properly implemented, and therefore staff is not recommending a change to the bird safe
building provisions.

d. Two letters were received regarding public coastal access on campus, requesting additional
dedicated coastal access parking in Lot 6 and Devereux South Knoll. In addition, the letters
request better signage regarding coastal access parking spaces. Staff does not recommend a
reconfiguration of the dedicated coastal access spaces to provide more spaces in Parking Lot 6
at this time, based on campus records which indicate that the current coastal access spaces in
Lot 6 are under-utilized. Additionally, although 25 of the parking spaces in Lot 6 are marked
"Faculty only at all times," the remainder of the parking spaces (more than 100) are available
after hours and weekends to the general public, and the 20 dedicated coastal access spaces in
Parking Lot 6 are always available to coastal visitors. The University has indicated that they
will provide additional signage at the entrances to campus and along campus roadways to
guide coastal visitors to the assigned coastal access parking spaces. A modification to Policy
PA-09 has been included above reflecting the University’s commitment to install such signage
within six months of certification of the 2010 LRDP.

e. There were two letters in opposition to the proposed 2010 LRDP build-out due to density and
cumulative impacts to water supply and other public services, traffic, parking, pollution, and
habitats. In addition, there were eight letters in opposition to the density of the residential units
and associated accessory development on the San Joaquin development site (see Exhibit 10
attached to the October 30, 2014 staff report). The letters cite issues including construction,
traffic, noise, parking, and property values. The San Joaquin site is identified as a potential
development area on Figure D.3 of the 2010 LRDP. In addition, Policy LU-23 outlines the
build-out parameters of this site including 1,003 student bed spaces and 8 faculty or staff units.
The 2010 LRDP build-out is designed to maximize the amount of open space by infilling and
redeveloping existing developed areas of campus. As described in the staff report, the 2010
LRDP is consistent with Section 30250 to site new development in and adjacent to areas able to
accommodate it. The San Joaquin site is an existing developed site and has been identified as a
site able to accommodate an increase in density without adverse impacts to coastal resources.

13
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f. The City of Goleta provided a letter in support of the 2010 LRDP (see Exhibit 10 attached to
the October 30, 2014 staff report).

g. The County of Santa Barbara provided a letter in general support of the 2010 LRDP with a
concern regarding height increases (see Exhibit 10 attached to the October 30, 2014 staff
report). The issue of proposed development heights is addressed in detail on Page 140 of the
October 30, 2014 staff report, concluding that there are no adverse impacts to public views or
community character.

14
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Correspondence

University of California, Santa Barbara
LRDP Amendment No. 1-11



MEMORANDUM

TO: UCSB STAFF; COASTAL COMMISSION STAFF
FROM: SUSTAINABLE UNIVERSITY NOW (SUN)

SUBJECT: UCSB LRDP - SUN REQUESTED MODIFICATIONS
DATE: NOVEMBER 7, 2014

SUN requested modifications indicated in strikethrough and underline.

1) Modification of Table A-1 (LRDP p. A-4) to reflect reduction in total commuter
parking spaces effectuated by SUN-UCSB agreement

Table A.1: Summary

Current 2010-2025 Total

Parking Spaces 6,700 spaces 5,100 spaces replaced | 4,230 13,580* total
(non-housing) 3,650 3,000 net spaces
3,880 constructed or | additional spaces
planned (housing) constructed* *The University will
10,580 total spaces also strive to reduce to

12,580 total parking

spaces if an IV
parking program is
adopted, or 13,230
spaces if not.

! The 650 space reduction in net additional spaces constructed shall be to non-housing spaces
only (i.e. commuter parking).

2) Modification of Policy TRANS-17 (LRDP p. E-16 and CCC Staff Report p. 25) to
include requirement of demonstrated need for construction of new commuter
parking spaces

F. The University shall not construct new commuter parking spaces unless the parking surveys
required pursuant to subdivisions D and/or E demonstrate that commuter parking occupancy
reaches 85% or greater, with the exception of construction of large parking structures designated
primarily for residential parking that accommodate a shared use secondary to residential use.

3) Modification of Policy TRANS-03 (LRDP p. E-13) to require campus surveys
regarding alternative transportation system adequacy and needed improvements

The University shall continue its transportation alternatives program with the goal of diverting at




Page 2 of 4

least 10 percent of all single occupancy vehicle passenger trips to and from campus. The
University shall conduct campus surveys to help determine alternative transportation system
adequacy and solicit comments on unmet alternative transportation needs and suggestions for
alternative transportation facility and program improvements, and report annually to the
community the results and conclusions of the survey process. The University shall inventory the
number of daily single occupancy vehicle trips from all sources to and from campus during the
regular academic and summer sessions over the course of the year and prepare the University’s
Annual Transportation Report. Within ninety (90) days after completion of the Annual
Transportation Report, the University shall prepare and submit a Notice of Impending
Development for any new development, if any, associated with Transportation Alternatives
Program intended to reduce single occupancy vehicle trips.

4) Modification of Policy TRANS-13 (LRDP p. E-15) to limit parking permit eligibility
for Campus residents

Visitors shall be entitled to use the parking facilities (all “C” or metered spaces) on campus after
payment of the appropriate parking fee and in accordance with campus parking regulations. The
University shall not issue quarterly or annual day time parking permits to faculty, staff, and students that
reside on Campus (excluding the West Campus Faculty Housing and North Campus Faculty Housing
developments), unless the need for such permit is demonstrated by virtue of temporary or permanent
physical disability, or other extraordinary circumstance, as determined on a case-by-case basis.

5) Modification of Policy PS-07 (A) (CCC Staff Report pp. 21-22) to ensure that the
University’s annual water supply and demand report is publically available and
referred to in environmental analysis of new development projects

A. The University shall annually prepare and submit to the Executive Director a report
analyzing campus water supply and demand including but not limited to information required in
these water supply and demand policies which shall reflect campus-wide demand information
tabulated annually, expressed in acre-feet per year, and separated into potable and reclaimed
water supply categories. The report shall include an estimate of the potable water necessary to
serve the remaining buildout of the 2010 LRDP. The report shall also include the results of any
short-term water use reductions implemented by the University during the previous year in
response to water shortages affecting the Goleta Water District, and GWD’s most recent
projection of its water supply portfolio for the forthcoming year. The University shall make the
report available to the public by posting the report on the University’s website, and shall
reference the report in any environmental review process for new development.

6) Add definition of “reclaimed water” (LRDP Appendix 1: LRDP Definitions)

Reclaimed water (aka recycled water). Former wastewater sent from a home or business
through a pipeline system to a treatment facility, where it is treated to remove solids and
impurities to a level consistent with its intended use, typically for irrigation and other non-

potable uses.

7) Modification of Policy WQ-03 (LRDP p. F-35) to require comprehensive water
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quality monitoring

Policy WQ-03 - Stormwater and dry weather runoff management shall be addressed early in site design
planning and alternatives analyses, taking into account existing site characteristics that affect runoff,
(such as topography, drainage, vegetation, soil conditions, natural hydrologic features, and infiltration
conditions) in designing strategies that minimize post-development changes in the runoff flow regime,
control pollutant sources, and, where necessary, remove pollutants. The University shall, within a
reasonable amount of time, develop a comprehensive surface water quality monitoring program
for all discharges from campus. Properties and/or discharges with the highest levels of water
pollution will be evaluated and water quality problems addressed, beginning with discharges
deemed unhealthful or unsafe for human contact.

8) Correct error in enrollment numbers (CCC Staff Report p. 95, fn. 10)

At buildout of the 2010 LRDP, the University expects for example an additional 5,000
undergraduate students (undergraduate and graduate combined) for a total of 25,000 students

undergraduates, as well as thousands of additional faculty, staff, and graduate-students-and

family members.

9) Add definition of “Student”

Student. A person in a UCSB degree program that is enrolled to attend one or more classes at
the UCSB campus, regardless of full-time or part-time status.

Note, SUN is open to the use of another definition of “Student” for enrollment tracking
purposes if another one better conforms to UCSB’s practices, but feels strongly that the
term must be defined somehow in the LRDP given that the 25,000 student enrollment cap
is fundamental to the LRDP and because numerous LRDP policies that use the term
“student”. We understand this is generally UCSB’s current definition for reporting to the
Regents.

10) Add language clarifying enforcement of enrollment cap and pacing mechanism

Narrative: The LRDP and CCC Staff Report are unclear about the enforcement mechanism to
ensure that UCSB does not exceed the 25,000 student enrollment cap, and that student
enrollment growth is managed so that it does not consistently exceed 1% per year without
actions to reduce this growth in the following years and the 1% growth trajectory is achieved
over time. A modification to the LRDP is necessary to ensure that these fundamental provisions
are enforceable and not merely non-binding commitments.

Policy XXX: UCSB shall by August 1 (or some appropriate date) each year provide to the
Commission and post to the Campus website a report on its enrollment numbers in each
academic quarter of the preceding years (starting at the date of LRDP Certification), and
demonstrate general conformity to the 1% annual growth rate and projected compliance with the
cap of 25,000 students at the date 15 years from the Commission’s certification of the LRDP. In
the event UCSB exceeds interim annual enrollment targets or is projected to exceed 25,000
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students on the date 15 years from LRDP certification, the report shall include measures and
actions UCSB will take to conform enrollment to the interim and end targets.




Gray, Shana@Coastal

From: Mark Holmgren <maholmgren@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 1:35 PM

To: Gray, Shana@Coastal

Subject: Request continuation of the UCSB LRDP Hearing to allow 30 day document review

Dear Ms. Gray,

CCC Staff have offered only 14 days to review a large and
complex document -- the Staff's comments on the UCSB
LRDP. I am requesting that statt allow sutficient time for
the public to study, review, and comment on Staff's
comments prior to its presentation to the Commission.
This document has large-scale and lasting implications for
the south coast of Santa Barbara County community. It
certainly merits careful attention. Please continue the
hearing until the next available date on the Commission's
agenda.

Thank you,

Mark Holmgren
Santa Barbara

~Y ~~ ~~Y N~~~

SUBJECT: Proposed Major Amendment No. 1-11 to the University of
California Santa

Barbara Certified Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the
Comprehensive LRDP Update, for Public Hearing and Commission Action
at the

November 13, 2014 Commission Meeting in Half Moon Bay.



Gray, Shana@Coastal

From: Helaina Takeda <lainietakeda@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 8:51 PM

To: Gray, Shana@Coastal

Subject: UCSB and Campus Point parking

Dear Shana,

| wish to request that you strongly consider adding more parking and better signage to UCSB's beach
lot that's used for public access to the beaches at their campus.

The beach there, called Campus Point, is one of a handful of places where children can learn to surf
and play in the water more safely than some of our other beaches in Santa Barbara. It is a beloved
beach for students and families alike. But there is a very big problem there with parking. There is a
very limited amount of parking spaces there designated as beach parking. Also, the spaces that are
there, are often marked with confusing signage, and they end up confusing day users who have
responsibly paid for a parking pass and believe they are parked in the correct spot, only to return to a
parking ticket.

Coal Oil Point is another beach where families could benefit greatly from more and better
parking. Please look into these two areas and consider adding more parking there.

The areas for parking near these two locations (Lot 6 and at South Devereux) are often overly full and
confusing as to where to legally park. These are the only parking areas reasonable for families to park
in order to bring small children and/or beach and surf gear. The other designated coastal access
spaces are in lots that are too far from beach access and recreational areas and largely unknown (e.g.,
in lots 22 and 23).

The lack of clear and adequate parking, kiosks and signage is a regular "parking lot" conversation
among visitors who are jockeying for a legal parking place, trying to keep their kids safe amongst
traffic, and figuring out how to carry beach gear.

UCSB'’s coastal access needs to be close to the coast and with enough spots to accommodate
visitors.

[ urge the Coast Commission to change the UCSB Long Range Development Plan to locate all
designated coastal access parking spaces as near to beach access as possible.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Helaina Takeda



Gray, Shana@Coastal

From: Darlene Chirman <darlene.chirman@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 3:13 PM

To: Gray, Shana@Coastal

Cc: Steve Ferry; Virginia Gardner; shani kleinhaus
Subject: Bird-Safe Buildings

November 6, 2014

MEMO: RE Bird-Safe Buildings
TO: Shana Gray, Coastal Commission staff
FROM: Santa Barbara Audubon Society

Shana—

Santa Barbara would like to comment on the Bird-Safe Buildings section in the revised UCSB LRDP. We
are very pleased to see this new addition to the LRDP. We don’t have the expertise to evaluate the guidelines
presented, so contacted Shani Kleinhaus, Ph.D. of Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society. She commented that
mirrored glass is the worst, and angled glass doesn’t work—see below.

Here are the recommendations I received when Dr. Kleishaus review the guidelines in the CCC Staff
Report:

1. Angled glass does not work, and | would recommend removing it from the option menu.

2. We generally recommend:

&#8226 At least 90% of the exposed facade material from ground level to 40 feet should employ the mitigations
that are proposed in the first bullet of "glazing treatments."

&#8226 At least 60% of the exposed fagade material above 40 feet should employ the mitigations that are
proposed in the first bullet of "glazing options"

&#8226 Avoid transparent passageways, skyways, walkways, free-standing walls or building corners

&#8226 Reduce glass at top of building, especially when incorporating a green roof into the design.

All glass adjacent to open space, creek corridors or wetlands, gardens, atria or courtyards containing water features,
plants and other materials attractive to birds will meet the mitigations that are proposed in the first bullet of "glazing
options."

In additions:

&#8226 When designing campus configuration, avoid the funneling of flight paths along buildings or trees
towards a building facade
&#8226 Design landscaping to keep birds away from the building facade unless bird-friendly glass is used

This is based on the work of Christine Sheppard, Bird Collisions Campaign Manager at American Bird Conservancy. If
you need scientific reference, or have any questions, please contact Dr Kleishaus.

Shani Kleinhaus, Ph.D.
Environmental Advocate

Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society
(650) 868 2114

e il e A

shani@scvas.org




Darlene Chirman
Co-Conservation Chair SBAS
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Lake San Antonio, Jan 2014

WHERE THERE ONCE WAS WATER

Local Photographer Puts the Water Issue in front of-People’s Eyes

FR
ascadero Lake, Jan 2014

wchuma L.ake, Aug 8, 2014

ocal photographer Bic ‘
—App s Putting the Warer isstie A
the lack of water, seally - right in front
of people’s eyes with her mewest watcr
project: Where Thete Once Was Warer,
She said she’s doing ir so people see
with their own eyes that water has
and is disappearing from local bodics
of watcr, She started at the beginning

of the year photographing dry lake
beds. This sutnmer - after wking a
break to get married to Steven Anzel
-- she gor the opportunity o see and
photograph most of the Jakes in the
county.

Her passion for taising awarcness
about warer issues statting in 2008
when she spent a Scmester at Sea
as the staff photographet. The ship
circumnavigated the globc stopping ar
placcs such ag Aftica, India and Brazil,

“l remember seeing a woman in ,
Tndia -~ older than my tnom - in a
muddy puddie in the middlc of the
street, because that was the only water
available,” App said, adding that it was
a sight she saw over and over. “When
¥ got back from my four months at
sea, | know absolutely there had ro be
something I could do.”

By HEATHER YOUNG

So she tan a half-marathon in spring
2009 and rised $2,500.

“Inn the scheme of things I didn't do
all vhac much -- [ ran 13 miles, some
peaple do that cvery day,” App sai.ci.

So she fgured if she did somcthing
xeally erazy she could raise a Jot morc
roncy. Whilc talking to a friend, she
said, “1 bet T could raise » Jot of money
cycling across the country,” . Even
though she just pulled itout of the ai
as something crazy, she said she knew
the momenr the words were out of her
mouth that shed do it. Even though
she didn’t cycle and didn't even own
a bicycle, she set her tmind to it and
started 2 Faccbook page for it to see
how it would be received,

Right away she got a tcssage from
George Griffin, a teacher in San Luis

Laguna Lake - agrial shot Aug 8, 2014
TR Il = . - .
"&%, g
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edir. The sexies is available for free
viewing at hetp://cyclingforwarer.
cotn/warcrtension,

“Mcanwhile, the water sicuarion
here in California kepr getting
worse and worse,” App said,
which. fed her to do something
i regards to serious watet issuc
in California. *I chose warer
becanse no matter wha you are
+» N0 matter whart, nonc of ys can
survive without warer, It's 2 bagic
human need. .., Without watcr
we're done for,”

local bodics of water, |
she said that its not f
just a local issue, but

it makes sensc for

her to start IOCaj])r

and then cxpand §

thronghotit the state. 3

“Secing the

drought s intensely [

manifested on a local
level s cervifying,”
App said. “It made
sense t start here
and let the project

8374
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manifest itsclf. ... The visuals are equal  Facebook page, Where There Onee

She said she's not intending to !
parts beauviful and eerrifying.” Was Water, to give each photograph.

preach, she’s use shating what she

sces, While App shot a lot of lakes from the ~ the attention it deserves,
ai, she is slowly releasing therm on her

N T want people to think [about
Laguna Lake, Aug 2014 it),” App said. "If we don't see it,
Obispo that App did not know. Me ~ Maybe it's not really real. [ was thar
offered her a free touring bike, shejuse  Way until T did a Semester at Sea. ..,
needed to ger it ned up - which led  Once Isaw it, it way so teal. T coulda’t
her to mecting the mzn she would ey~ 70t do anythi ng abount it.”
marty. The project just kept growing  So far she ha photographed the dry
and growing. She spent theec months  lnke beds of San Antonio, Laguna and
at the end of 2010 cycling from San  Atscadero lakes from the ground, and
Diego to St. Avgustine, Fla. Lopez, Santa Margarita, Arscadero,
“We ended up raising $15,000 for  Nacimicnto, San Antonio and Laguna
WatetAid Tnvertational.” App said, .T.lakcs and Whale Rock Reservuir from
the air,

l.ake Lopez Aug 8, 2014

App was joined by fiiend Garrere
Rugsell, a videographer, who made 2
16-part series afeer their ride, which
App said took him a ycar and a half'to

L.ake Lopez Feb 2014

“They're all 5o sad frorm anyway you
look at it,” App said.

While she’s currendly ﬁocusing on
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FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of project: UCSB LRDP and San Joaquin Housing project
UCSB Long Range Development Amendment No. UCSB-LRDP-MAJ-1-11 (Comprehensive LRDP Update).

Date and time of receipt of communication: November 4, 2014 12:00 pm -1:10 pm

Location of communication: Santa Barbara

Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.): telecon

Person(s) initiating communication: Marc Fisher, Vice Chancellor, Alissa Hummer, UCSB Planning
Marc Fisher: they have reviewed the staff report.

On the San Joaquin housing project, it is exactly as the conversations have gone with staff. No great
surprises. Complemented staff on their collegiality; staff was very thorough, but did listen. Bike lane
went through a setback area, and tradeoff was to restore more square footage. Very rigorous in the
lighting. Couldn’t be more happy, very honest discussion of where staff didn’t agree, they have been true
to their word.

On the LRDP there is a language issue they are working on with staff; when they bought the golf course
property the agencies providing the funding had restrictions, so they are working to make the language
consistent. They are looking to achieve the same net result as staff was looking for.

The Management Plan for Open Space will look closely at the projects for restoration, they have three
years to do it. We discussed that the only time frame for restoration is related to the Ocean Meadows
restoration, to be done by 2030. Each of the NOIDs have had a restoration component. But there is
nothing in the LRDP as recommended that ties each new project under the LRDP specifically to a
restoration project.

We discussed whether the provisions restricting night lighting provide UCSB sufficient flexibility for
public safety purposes. Specifically we spoke about the proposed restoration of the bikepath from the area
around the playing fields, and the limitations on night lighting there. In light of the serious problem with
sexual assault at UCSB we discussed concern that a student or staff person riding toward housing at night
would be vulnerable. Mr. Fisher notes that the language on night lighting policies seems to be
inconsistent. He stated that their interpretation of ESH -16 is that it is flexible enough, but the other
language may not be sufficient for protection against assault, specifically the directive that the lighting
not reach beyond the path into the bushes, where an assailant would likely hide.

With regard to the 19 Staff Modifications— the staff report is pretty close to what they had agreed. We
discussed water supply at some length. They pointed out that Modification 10 keeps referring to 945 AF
planning thresholds. They emphasized that have a separate 200AF on University Exchange property and
66 AF on Devereux. Their current use level is 616AF potable, and at full buildout it would be 850AF
potable. This is different from the projection in the EIR of 2007 of about 1000AF. Now they have new
conservation efforts, and they are projecting the 850AFY at buildout based on continuation of those



efforts. This does not include other conservation efforts, including using industrial water, and there is
additional capacity in the reclaimed water system. It is only at about Y2 capacity.

We discussed the GWD letter: they believe they have the water necessary. When they talk about
restricting permits and meters, that does not include the University. None of the development

is considered a new connection under the GWD’s interpretation of the applicability of the SAFE
ordinance.

They acknowledged that they are the largest customer of the Water District, but they use only 7% of the
District’s water. They do not foresee any scenario where the District would cut their allocation. They
have obligated themselves to meet with GWD any time they change a drought level. They stated that the
rest of the community is only now asked to make 25% cuts, but UCSB has already made 25% cuts with
their past efforts. That is why the University is being treated differently now.

We discussed whether there is a scenario so dire that all development in the GWD service area (like the
development proposed in the City of Goleta Local Coastal Plan), would be curtailed but the University
would go forward with the individual NOIDs. The GWD has offered to come to the hearing. The GWD
had objected to language that staff had previously proposed that they asserted cannot be imbedded in the
LRDP because it would effectively be dictating how the GWD should manage the water supply. They
stated that the District was alarmed by an earlier version, which would require the University to offset all
future use. This would affect the District in their business as a seller of water.

We discussed that the City of Goleta and the County as well as SUN had made agreements with the
University, and Goleta and County have submitted letters of support. The County now has expressed
concerns that as they have increased setbacks from wetlands some buildings have increased heights. They
explained that these are existing buildings on the core campus that are higher, it is an imperceptible tiering
of form. They have given up a lot of development at Deveraux based on visits by statements of concern
about intensified development of that area, which is more sensitive. They agree that the core campus is
where the development should occur.

The other issue they think SUN will argue is that less parking should be built to protect more

resources. They feel they have hit the right balance on this. They are doing a lot, paying for a new bus
line to Camino Real Marketplace, and additional service to downtown. They are the first entity in the
County to pay for a new transit line, and the bus will not be exclusive to students. They expressed concern
that Commission staff is assigning parking spaces to specific buildings, and that lots will appear to be full
by assignment, even if half full of cars.

Jana Zimmer 11/4/14



FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF
EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

[Commissioner Zimmer]

Name or description of project: UCSB LRDP and San Joaquin Housing project
Date and time of receipt of communication: November 5, 2014, 4-5:00 pm
Location of communication: Santa Barbara

Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.): meeting

Person(s) initiating communication: Supervisor Doreen Farr, 3d District Supervisor County of
Santa Barbara, Chris Henson, staff

We first discussed questions regarding the Notice and process for the two projects. Supervisor
Farr was unclear because the County received two notices, whether the San Joaquin housing was
to be reviewed as an amendment under the 1990 LRDP, or as a project under the 2010

LRDP. She indicated that at the time the County approved its agreement with UCSB, the San
Joaquin housing was to be located within the main campus. The impacts to the community are
different and greater with this housing located at the Francisco Torres site. She also asked
whether the units that were originally counted toward the total housing units under the 2010
LRDP would now be *backfilled’ in the core campus. They were concerned whether the Kavli
housing which was pulled out by the University to be approved by the Commission under the
1990 LRDP is counted toward the total number of housing units under the 2010 LRDP. They
have a similar question about the San Joaquin units.

She elaborated on the County’s concerns with visual impacts described in their letter to the
Commission of October 21. The project that was the subject of the County’s agreement in 2010
has been changed. Due to Commission staff concerns with setbacks from wetlands, etc., the
University has increased buffers but has increased the heights of various buildings. She pointed
out that in the area of Francisco Torres, it is not just the San Joaquin project height that may be
of concern, but that she believed that sites along Storke/Colegio Road were also being densified,
as well as sites along Los Carneros Road. She questioned how much the heights have gone up,
and where. She believes that previously the heights were described as from 35-45 feet and now
up to 65 feet. She has received e mails from area residents very concerned with these heights,
and the potential appearance of a dense urban canyon along both Storke Road and Los Carneros
road.

On the issue of water supply, she indicated that the County Board of Supervisors has held recent
hearings on the drought. She provided a letter from the Goleta Water District dated 9/23/2014
which was submitted to the County Drought Task Force. (Copy submitted by e mail attached).
There were questions regarding the amount of groundwater that is able to be pumped consistent
with the Judgment in Wright v City of Goleta. We discussed the impact of pumping by



the District to serve those considered existing customers on potential new growth, not only at
the University, but cumulatively, in the region, including the City of Goleta’s estimates under its
proposed LCP, and the County’s potential growth under the Eastern Goleta VValley Community
Plan That area is also served by the GWD, and that plan is in environmental review at the
County. Farr has been interested in the water issues for decades. The County is interested in
knowing, if GWD needs to pump more to serve existing customers, what additional
infrastructure is needed, and when it is going to be in place. We discussed briefly that GWD and
UCSB appear to believe that all the water called for in their Water Services Agreement will be
available/exempt from any otherwise applicable drought ordinance, such as SAFE, and what
effect that might have on other public and private development in the service area over the
planning horizon for the LRDP.



























From: Jana Zimmer [mailto:janazimmer@cox.net]
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:12 AM

To: Staben, Jeff@Coastal; Miller, Vanessa@Coastal
Cc: Ainsworth, John@Coastal; zimmerccc@gmail.com
Subject: ex parte UCSB LRDP SUN

FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF
EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of project: UCSB LRDP and San Joaquin Housing project
Date and time of receipt of communication: November 7, 2014 9:00 a.m.
Location of communication: Santa Barbara

Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.): telecon

Person(s) initiating communication: Marc Chytilo, SUN, (Sustainable University Now) Anna
Citrin, Jesse Swanhuyser, attorneys for SUN
Dick Flacks, George Relles, Darlene Chirman members of SUN

SUN was formed after the LRDP was initiated, to advance the University’s sustainability on all
fronts. After the LRDP EIR was certified by the Regents, they negotiated with the
administration to achieve their goals without filing litigation, they entered into a settlement
agreement, which was provided to coastal staff. There was a three year process with coastal
staff, resulting in a pretty different LRDP than what was approved.

They generally support the modifications; staff generally did a good job of integrating the SUN
agreement, and are pleased for the most part it was integrated.

Three key issues:

1. Parking and alternative transportation: SUN sought to expand effectiveness in promoting
integrated alternative transport into commuter, faculty, staff and students and visitors. They have
come up with innovative strategies to continue to push the envelope.

2. Water and reliance on the Goleta Water District and complications there

3. Enrollment: issues came up in the last few days. How we define a student, how do we enforce
the caps.

They have provided language for proposed changes to the modifications. They spoke with Shana
on Wednesday. She was generally supportive, one issue she felt she could not support. She
promised to share the proposals with the University.


mailto:janazimmer@cox.net
mailto:zimmerccc@gmail.com

1. Modification of Table 1. UCSB is committed to eliminating at least one of the four proposed
parking garages. The Commission’s goals for access have been used as a foil . There are 154
spaces for access, mostly not close enough to coast, the rest are largely unused. There has not
been pressure to use the coastal access spaces. The goals of coastal access can be met with
reduction of commuter spaces. The University is overparked. The University agreed to reduce.
Staff agreed this was a typo.

The asterix indicates the University will strive to reduce another 1000. IV Parking is the
elephant in the room, but the County has not yet achieved that. The vehicle to do this would be
the through IV Master Plan revision. They have worked with Surfrider and they would support a
nighttime only residential permit program. Footnote is added to specify that the reduction shall
be to non housing spaces.

2. Policy TRANS 17- SUN called for a straight reduction in parking and expansion in alternative
programs. Coastal staff proposed a different approach, involving monitoring the capacity and
utilization of existing parking lots. When the existing lots hit an 85% trigger, the University
would be required to enhance the ATM program, and if not effective, then they are required to
begin construction of new parking facilities. The LRDP proposes 3 new large parking structures.
Staff concern was adequate parking for student residential and faculty use. The 85% metric is
the vehicle for monitoring and insuring there would be additional capacity. They are proposing
to cover the flip side: the University is prohibited from building a new garage until they do hit
85%. They believe coastal staff is supportive of this change.

Prof Flacks noted: the current usage stated by UCSB is about 65%, so there is a belief that they
won’t need the new parking. This formula is helpful in avoiding that. Ordinarily they would
plan to build parking every time they build something new.

3. TRANS 13- The way the LRDP is now constructed, they are required to do parking and bike
surveys. Under the SUN agreement, they had committed to do a comprehensive survey to
determine adequacy of ATM. This was apparently overlooked and they ask it to be included.

4. TRANS 13- SUN agreement had provided to not allow parking permits for those who live on
campus (primarily the dorms). They propose a limit for day time parking. Again, this is a tighter
iteration of the SUN agreement. They are trying to reduce parking to be available to commuters.

5. PS-07 Water: The SUN agreement is slightly different than what coastal staff did. In general
the coastal staff modifications are more effective than what was in the SUN agreement. SUN had
alleged the EIR analysis was inadequate as to water. They had negotiated that the University
would do more environmental review on the first major project. They had wanted a water supply
demonstration as well as the NOID. With the proposed modification they would update and
integrate the report into any environmental review for the subsequent project.

6. They noted that SUN had in its agreement that desal could only be used unless new
technologies were developed and the project would use most environmentally sensitive



technologies for energy use and marine resources. The LRDP is silent on desal, and staff
indicated that they would need to amend the LRDP to allow it.

However, there is also an allowance of additional reclaimed water system. So they are asking for
a definition of reclaimed water so that it is clear that it does not include desal as a way of
‘reclaiming’ ocean water.

7. Water quality: the provision for a comprehensive water quality monitoring program was
inadvertently omitted.

8. Enrollment numbers referencing undergraduate and graduate combined was a typo.

9. The expectation was for a total number of increase of 5000, including both graduate and
graduate. They need to define “student”, they have proposed a definition consistent with the
Regents’ definition.

10. How do they monitor the enrollment cap? They are asking for language clarifying reporting
responsibility to the Commission and the mechanism for enforcement of enroliment cap. This
came up very late in terms of the latest definition that they got. They are asking the Commission
to implement a system of tracking, and enforcement. They have exceeded the cap in the last four
years. Is this cap enforced by the Commission, and if so, how do they enforce it?



STATE OF CALIFORNIA -- NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA
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TO: Commissioners and Interested Persons
FROM: Jack Ainsworth, Senior Deputy Director

Steve Hudson, District Manager

Shana Gray, Planning and Regulation Supervisor
Melanie Faust, Coastal Program Analyst

Denise Venegas, Coastal Program Analyst

SUBJECT: Proposed Major Amendment No. 1-11 to the University of California Santa
Barbara Certified Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the
Comprehensive LRDP Update, for Public Hearing and Commission Action at the
November 13, 2014 Commission Meeting in Half Moon Bay.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SUBMITTAL

The University of California at Santa Barbara (UCSB or University) is proposing a comprehensive
amendment to its certified 1990 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) to replace the existing
certified LRDP with a revised and reformatted version that defines the types, locations, density and
intensity of campus development through a 2025 planning horizon. The Amendment includes the
addition of 118 acres of new lands into the LRDP and the associated modification of the LRDP’s
geographic boundary, revisions to the land use designations, identification of sixteen potential
development areas, and new and revised policies and implementation measures intended to allow
campus growth consistent with the Coastal Act. On September 18, 2014, the University submitted a
revised 2010 LRDP, dated October 2014, and on October 2, 2014, the application was determined
to be a complete application for an amendment to its Long Range Development Plan (LRDP).

The University’s proposed LRDP (referred to as the 2010 LRDP), includes site plans, policies,
standards, and other implementation measures to address new development on campus. In order to
resolve any conflicts in interpretation, staff has worked closely with the University over the past
few years to address Coastal Act consistency issues. As a result of this collaborative process,
revisions have been made to the proposed LRDP that: (1) incorporate a program for construction
and post-construction water quality protection measures consistent with the latest guidance; (2)
incorporate climate change and shoreline policies, (3) outline a program to allow tree trimming, tree
removal, and landscaping activities to be exempt when carried out using prescribed protocols; (4)
define potential development envelopes consistent with setbacks from ESHA and wetlands; and (5)
specify parameters of development for each potential development envelope through site-specific
policies.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff is recommending that the Commission, after public hearing, approve Long Range
Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 1-11 to the certified Long Range Development



UCSB Long Range Development Plan Amendment 1-11 (LRDP Comprehensive Update)

Plan, with 20 suggested modifications. The Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act are the standard
of review for the proposed Amendment. The proposed LRDP amendment, as modified by the
suggested modifications in this report, is in conformity with the Chapter policies of the Coastal
Act. The motions begin on Page 10 of this report.

The Executive Summary begins on Page 4 of this report.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The University of California at Santa Barbara is proposing a comprehensive amendment to its
certified 1990 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) that will replace the existing certified
LRDP with a wholly new revised and reformatted version that defines the types, locations,
density and intensity of campus development through a 2025 planning horizon. An LRDP is a
comprehensive plan for the physical development of a university campus that includes
conceptual campus facility and infrastructure plans, development standards, policies and
programs to guide development on the university campus within a specified planning horizon.
Within the parameters established by the certified LRDP, individual projects identified in the
LRDP are reviewed by the Commission on a case-by-case basis through a Notice of Impending
Development (NOID) within a short time frame. The intent of an LRDP is to create a more
efficient and streamlined permitting process for University development projects.

2010 LRDP Proposal and Planning Approach

Through the “2010” LRDP update the University proposes to accommodate an academic,
research and support population of a total of approximately 35,681 students, faculty, and staff by
2025, including 25,000 undergraduate students, 4,250 graduate students, 1,400 faculty and 5,031
staff. The development proposed in the 2010 LRDP includes an additional 1.8 million assignable
square feet (3.6 million gross square feet) for instruction, research, and support space; 5,000
additional student spaces, 200 units of family housing (students, faculty, and staff), 1,874
additional faculty and staff housing units, 5-acres of addition recreational fields, and construction
of 3,650 new parking spaces. The amendment includes addition of four new areas into the
LRDP: including: (1) the Santa Catalina/San Joaquin property (previously known as Francisco
Torres) into the Storke Campus; (2) the previous Devereux School site is proposed to be
incorporated into the West Campus boundary; (3) the previous Ocean Meadows Golf Course is
proposed to be incorporated into the North Campus boundary; and (4) West Gate and EI Dorado
Apartments located in Isla Vista are proposed to be incorporated into the Main Campus
boundary.

The development of the LRDP update was accomplished through a long and extensive
collaborative planning process with Commission staff, local government agencies,
environmental groups and the public. The overarching approach to campus planning under the
2010 LRDP was to infill development on Main Campus and redevelop existing developed areas
on Main, Storke, and West Campuses, with one exception at West Campus Mesa, where the
LRDP proposes development of a vacant area, which was previously designated in the existing
certified LRDP for housing. The LRDP identifies16 potential development locations (as shown
on 2010 LRDP Figure D.3): nine potential housing locations, six potential academic and support
locations, and three recreation areas. This in-fill approach allows for the permanent protection of
significant open space; provides key habitat linkages to surrounding regional open space areas;
clusters development to provide natural buffers from wetlands and ESHA; reduces impacts from
new development; and reduces vehicle miles traveled by locating housing, services and campus
facilities in easily accessible locations by alternative transportation.

One of the primary goals of the plan was to protect, preserve and enhance the environmentally
sensitive ecologically interconnected wetlands and environmentally sensitive upland habitats
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surrounding the Devereux Slough, Stroke wetlands and Goleta Slough. In order to provide the
necessary buffers to protect these sensitive resource areas and yet achieve the goal of providing
sustainable on-campus housing several redevelopment sites were targeted for increased density
and structure heights to concentrate development in areas better able to accommodate such
development. For example, The Santa Catalina/San Joaquin student housing complex, Facilities
Management Housing site and areas on the Main UCSB Campus are redevelopment areas that
can accommaodate increased density and structure heights without adverse impacts to coastal
resources. The development footprints on the West Campus Mesa Housing site and the
Deveruex North and South Knoll redevelopment sites were in turn reduced in order to
accommodate substantial buffers from Deveruex Slough, environmentally sensitive butterfly and
nesting trees and raptor foraging habitat.

Commission staff worked with UCSB staff to include the addition of the 64 acre “Ocean
Meadows” golf course site into the LRDP. This site was recently donated to the University by
the Trust for Public Lands. The 2010 LRDP requires commits the University to the restoration
of the Ocean Meadows site to offset impacts resulting from more intense development
authorized in the LRDP. The LRDP also includes a provision requiring the University to submit
a comprehensive Open Space Management Plan within three years of certification of the plan
that outlines strategies to manage these opens space areas; identifying areas targeted for
restoration; and monitoring, reporting and adaptive management strategies.

In order to avoid impacts to Deveruex slough associated with intensification of development on
the West Campus Mesa area and North and South Knoll development sites the south as well as
enhance public access the LRDP includes a requirement to convert Slough Road into a
pedestrian and bicycle path. A new road connection is proposed in location well outside of the
recommended 300 foot buffer from the slough to provide access to the West Campus Mesa site,
Deveruex North and South Knolls and Coal Oil Point.

Conflict Resolution

To accommodate the development area on the West Campus Mesa site two small patches
(.11acre) of a native Brome Grass, considered to be an environmentally sensitive habitat area
(ESHA), must be removed. In addition, several redevelopment sites proposed LRDP require
some reductions to the applicable 100 ft., 200 ft., and 300 ft. ESHA/wetland buffers in order to
accommodate a more concentrated and clustered development footprint. These development
sites are the appropriate locations for limited new development and redevelopment on the
campus because they minimize impacts to resources and they do not displace the impacts of
campus growth to other locations thereby minimizing cumulative impacts to air quality, energy
consumption, and public access. Therefore, denial of the LRDP amendment based on some
inconsistencies with the habitat protection and water quality provisions of the Coastal Act would
result in adverse effects to coastal resources that are inconsistent with other policies of the
Coastal Act related to concentration of development and minimization of energy consumption.
This policy conflict must be resolved in a manner that “on balance” is most protective of
significant coastal resources. Approval of the LRDP, as modified, provides many coastal
resource benefits which far outweigh the removal of small patches of native grassland and some
modest reductions of some wetland and ESHA buffers. Therefore, due to the conflicts identified
and the resource impacts that would result from denial of the proposal it is more protective of
coastal resources to approve the LRDP amendment as modified. This conclusion is supported
by the language of Section 30007.5 of the Coastal Act, in which the legislature recognized that a
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plan to concentrate development in areas better able to accommodate such development would
be more protective of coastal resources overall.

Scenic and Visual Resources

The proposed LRDP includes visual and scenic resource policies that require new development
to be sited and designed to protect public views, scenic resources, and community character
consistent with Coastal Act Section 30251. In addition, the LRDP Figure F.4 identifies public
viewing points, scenic routes, and trails that provide high value coastal, open space and mountain
views. Figure F.4 shows primary and secondary campus view corridors that are important to
internal campus aesthetics and are intended to provide long-term through-views in and among
the developed campus. Furthermore, several policies address the siting of new development in a
manner that protects visual resources, including: clustering of development, providing setbacks
on bluff tops to protect coastal views, avoiding the removal of scenic trees, where feasible,
avoiding development along Lagoon Road, minimizing alteration of natural land forms on North
and West Campuses, including topography and vegetation, to the extent feasible, and the
protection of view corridors on 2010 LRDP Figure F.4. To ensure adequate clarity and
implementation of 2010 LRDP Figure F.4, Suggested Modification 19 proposes to add language
to Policy SCEN-03 to underscore that the overarching purpose of Figure F.4 is to site and design
new development to minimize adverse impacts to scenic resources, including public views to and
along trails, beaches, parks, etc.

In order to provide adequate housing and cluster development on each parcel in a manner
intended to maximize protection of ESHA and ESHA buffers, the proposed 2010 LRDP does
allow for units at higher densities and in higher height zones in some areas. Although this can
mean a more intensive urban feel in some locations, the clustering of development and increases
in allowable density on a campus-wide context actually ensures that the visual and scenic
qualities of ESHA and open space are preserved on the campus as a whole and maximizes scenic
views to and along the beach, bluffs, coastal trails, and public view points. Redevelopment sites
with increased density and structure heights do not appreciably change views or community
character because the proposed development is within or adjacent to existing developed areas,
ESHA/wetland buffers will be maintained and enhanced, and public viewing areas, trails, and
scenic routes are preserved under the proposed 2010 LRDP.

Water Supply
Due to the significant on-going adverse impacts of the prolonged drought in California the future

water supply for the University is a critical component of the LRDP. The University has been
proactive regarding water conservation on the campus and has worked in close cooperation with
the Goleta Water District to reduce water consumption on campus through a variety of measures
such as retrofitting campus buildings with low flow plumbing fixtures/appliances and use of
reclaimed water for landscaping. The University has prepared a Water Action Plan in
cooperation with the Goleta Water District. The Action Plan includes a suite of measures the
University will implement to achieve goals for potable water conservation that may be necessary
to respond to water supply shortages. Staff is recommending Suggested Modification 10 that
includes measures to strengthen the water supply conservation and mitigation requirements of
Public Services policies set forth in the 2010 LRDP, including Policies PS-02, PS-03, PS-04, PS-
05, and PS-06. New Policy PS-07 provides the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission to
determine when circumstances exist that constitute an extraordinary water supply shortage to
Goleta’s water supply exists, and under those circumstances, require that any NOID submitted to
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the Commission thereafter shall demonstrate that the development will not result in a net
increase of potable water demand over existing use levels at the time the NOID is submitted.
The 2010 LRDP as modified by Suggested Modification 10 includes measures to limit the
increased water demands of new campus development on the water supply portfolio of Goleta
Water District during times of extraordinary water shortages. As UCSB is the District’s largest
customer, the savings could be beneficial to groundwater resource protection, especially when
considered on a cumulative basis. Therefore the 2010 LRDP as modified by Suggested
Modification 10 is consistent with the groundwater protections of Coastal Act Section 30231.

Protection of Water Quality

The LRDP also includes comprehensive set of water quality policies that were developed in
cooperation with the Commission’s water quality staff. The LRDP policies address water quality
protection measures during the siting and design phase, the construction phase, and the post-
development phase. The policies emphasize siting and design measures, particularly Low Impact
Development (LID) planning practices to allow land development while maintaining the natural
hydrologic character of the site or region.

Sea Level Rise

Given the campus is located along long 2.5 miles of shoreline and borders Devereux and Goleta
sloughs the campus is subject to the effects of future sea level rise. The LRDP includes a set of
policies that outline measures to further research and respond to sea level rise, such as continuing
to gather information on the effects of sea level rise on the shoreline, including identifying the
most vulnerable areas, structures, facilities, and resources. Policy SH-01 calls for the University
to prepare a Comprehensive Sea Level Rise Assessment within five years of certification of the
Plan that includes a campus-wide vulnerability analysis that uses best available science and
multiple scenarios including best available scientific estimates of expected sea level rise. The
Assessment will identify specific adaptation strategies that will be processed via an LRDP
Amendment in order to be effectuated. Suggested Modification 19 clarifies that the Assessment
must be reviewed pursuant to a LRDP Amendment rather than a Notice of Impending
Development because the proposed 2010 LRDP does not include a standard by which to review
the future document

Tree Trimming and Maintenance Program

The UC Santa Barbara campus and environs support rare, threatened and endangered avian
fauna, both resident and migratory. The University undertakes tree management practices such
as trimming and removal of trees from time-to-time as a matter of public safety. To ensure tree
trimming and tree removal practices to not result adverse impacts to sensitive bird species the
proposed LRDP includes a detailed programmatic tree trimming and removal plan. The tree
trimming plan includes specific provisions and parameters related to the tree trimming and
removal so that special consideration and care is given to the removal or trimming of any
significant native or non-native tree in order to protect nesting, roosting, or foraging habitat for
raptors and sensitive bird species.

Bird Safe Building Practices

Bird populations, which have declined from loss of habitat, are seriously threatened by the
growing presence of man-made structures within their transit and migratory flight space. The
UCSB campus is characterized by several of the factors that contribute to buildings being
collision hazards for birds. The campus encompasses significant habitat for birds such as the
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Campus Lagoon, Devereux Slough, and Storke wetlands and is also adjacent to the Pacific
Ocean and Goleta Slough which support numerous bird species. In addition, the campus is
located within the Pacific Flyway, which is a primary migratory route for birds, and is prone to
fog during summers. In recognition of these factors, the proposed LRDP includes a bird safe
building policy that requires specific bird safe building and window treatments and elements that
must be incorporated into new building designs.

Protection of Dark Skies

The proposed LRDP also includes dark sky provisions and development standards to require any
new lighting and conversion of existing non-compliant lights on campus to state of the art dark
sky compliant lighting designs and fixtures. In addition, the LRDP policies specifically prohibits
night lighting in buffer areas designed to protect sensitive habitat except where necessary for
public safety, and then using only the minimum lighting necessary and with plantings or other
measures to screen the adjacent habitat from the effects of light pollution.

Public Access and Transit

The University includes 2 %2 miles of publicly accessible beaches and coastline. The campus is
developed with an extensive bicycle and pedestrian path network which is available for public
use. The bicycle and pedestrian paths on campus connects to a regional bicycle/pedestrian
network which provides access to Goleta County Beach, Goleta, and the City of Santa Barbara.
There are also multiple beach access points on campus including a bluff stairway on the eastern
side of Main Campus and several smaller trails which provide pedestrian access to the sandy
beach on Main Campus and Coal Oil Point. The parking facilities on campus constitute the
majority of publicly-available beach parking in the Goleta area. Nearly 3,000 parking spaces on
campus may be used by the general public for a nominal charge and 154 parking spaces will be
dedicated for public coastal access parking only, pursuant to the proposed 2010 LRDP.
Moreover, Campus parking facilities provide overflow parking for the County of Santa Barbara
operated Goleta Beach Park located adjacent to the campus. The LRDP includes several LRDP
policies to ensure the protection of existing and provision of new public trails, bike paths, beach
access points and public parking areas to access these access amenities. The policies also
provide for the provision of disabled access to these types of access amenities.

One of the goals of the LRDP is to provide on-campus student faculty and staff housing with a
pedestrian and bike path network that provide safes and convenient bike and pedestrian access to
the campus academic and services facilities which will reduce energy consumption and vehicle
miles traveled. The LRDP also includes polices requiring the University to work with the local
governments in the area as well as with the Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transportation District to
develop a Transit Plan incorporating alternative transportation methods to offset the demand for
public transit that will result from the build-out of the LRDP, including subsidies for public
transportation, free passes, additional transit services, transit vehicles and facilities, and car loan
pools such as Zip-Car. In addition, the LRDP provides that the University shall continue its
transportation alternatives program with the goal of diverting at least 10 percent of all single
occupancy vehicle trips to and from campus. Further, the LRDP includes a provision that
requires the University to work proactively with the Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transportation
District to maintain, and expand as feasible, regular bus and shuttle service between Main
Campus and all University housing, campus neighborhoods, regional shopping centers, and the
train station.
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Staff Recommendation

Staff is recommending denial of the proposed LRDP amendment as submitted and approval of
the LRDP amendment subject to twenty suggested modifications. The modifications include
additions and revisions to a number of Figures and Maps in the LRDP; modifications to the text
of thirteen LRDP policies; inclusion of four new LRDP policies; inclusion of five introductory
policies that were inadvertently left out the LRDP; several new definitions; and minor
clarifications and corrections to the text of a number of policies; and deletion of several
duplicative policies. The proposed LRDP amendment as modified by the suggested
modifications in this report is in conformity with the Chapter policies of the Coastal Act. The
University is in agreement with the suggested modifications.

I. PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS
A. STANDARD OF REVIEW

LRDP Amendment:

The standard of review for the proposed amendment to the certified LRDP, pursuant to Sections
30605, 30512(c), and 30514(b) of the Coastal Act and section 13540 of the Commission’s
regulations, is that the proposed amendment meets the requirements of and is in conformity with
the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.

Pursuant to Section 13551(b) of the Commission’s regulations, the University resolution for
submittal must indicate whether the LRDP amendment will require formal adoption by the Board
of Regents after the Commission approval, or is an amendment that will take effect automatically
upon the Commission’s approval pursuant to Coastal Act Sections 30512, 30513 and 30519.

The Board of Regents submittal did not specify whether or not this amendment shall take effect
automatically after Commission action. Nevertheless, in this case, because this approval is
subject to suggested modifications by the Commission, the University must act to accept the
adopted suggested modifications and the requirements of Section 13547, which provides for the
Executive Director’s determination that the University’s action is legally adequate, within six
months from the date of Commission action on this application before the LRDPA becomes
effective.

B. PuBLIC PARTICIPATION

Section 30503 of the Coastal Act requires public input in preparation, approval, certification and
amendment of any LRDP. The University held public hearings and received written comments
regarding the projects from public agencies, organizations and individuals. The hearings were
duly noticed to the public consistent with Sections 13552 and 13551 of the California Code of
Regulations which require that notice of availability of the draft LRDP amendment (LRDPA) be
made available six (6) weeks prior to the Regents approval of the LRDP amendment and Final
EIR. Notice of the subject amendment has been distributed to all known interested parties. In
addition, the University made the draft 2010 LRDP documents available to the public on their
website. Notice of the Coastal Commission hearing for the LRDP has been distributed to all
known interested parties and published in local newspapers.
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I1. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS
A. LRDP AMENDMENT 1-11: DENIAL AS SUBMITTED
Motion I:

I move that the Commission certify the University of California at Santa Barbara
Long Range Development Plan Amendment 1-11 as submitted.

Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in denial of the Long Range
Development Plan Amendment 1-11 and the adoption of the following resolution and findings.
The motion to certify passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners
present.

Resolution I:

The Commission hereby denies certification of the University of California at
Santa Barbara Long Range Development Plan Amendment 1-11 and adopts the
findings stated below on the grounds that the amendment is inconsistent with
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Certification of the amendment would not comply
with the California Environmental Quality Act because there are feasible
mitigation measures and/or alternatives that would substantially lessen any
significant adverse effects that the approval of the amendment would have on the
environment.

B. LRDP AMENDMENT 1-11: CERTIFICATION WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS

Motion I1:

I move that the Commission certify the University of California at Santa Barbara
Long Range Development Plan Amendment 1-11 if modified as recommended by
staff.

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in certification of the Long
Range Development Plan Amendment 1-11 as modified. The motion to certify passes only by an
affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed Commissioners.

Resolution 11:

The Commission hereby certifies the University of California at Santa Barbara Long Range
Development Plan Amendment 1-11 as modified and adopts the findings stated below on the
grounds that the amendment, if modified as suggested, will be inconsistent with Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act. Certification of the amendment if modified as suggested, complies with the
California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or
alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects the
amendment on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitigation measures or
alternatives that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts of the amendment on
the environment.
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I11. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT
PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 1-11

The staff recommends that the Commission certify the following, with 20 modifications as
shown below. Language presently proposed by the University is shown in straight type.
Language recommended by Commission staff to be deleted is shown in strikeeut. Language
proposed by Commission staff to be inserted is shown underlined. Other instructional suggested
modifications to revise maps or figures are shown in italics.

1.0Open Space Additions

Figure D.1, Land Uses, shall be modified to re-designate 5.7 acres of the proposed Storke
Apartments site from “Housing’ to “Open Space” as shown in Exhibit 5 of this staff report.
Figure F.1, Open Space Areas), shall be modified to show those same 5.7 acres as “Open
Space.” Figure D.4, Height Limits, shall be modified to identify these same 5.7 acres as not
having an assigned height zone.

Figure D.1, Land Uses, shall be modified to re-designate 6.3 acres of the proposed West Campus
Mesa Recreation site from ““Recreation’ to “Open Space” as shown in Exhibit 5 of this staff
report. Figure F.1, Open Space Areas , shall be modified to show those same 6.3 acres as “Open
Space.” Figure D.4, Height Limits, shall be modified to identify these same 6.3 acres as not
having an assigned height zone.

Figure D.1, Land Uses, shall be modified to designate the eucalyptus woodland raptor ESHA on
Devereux North and South Knolls as Open Space. The revised Open Space boundary shall be
contiguous with the ESHA Overlay boundary for this area as shown on Figure D.1 and as
approximately illustrated in Exhibit 5 of this staff report. Figure F.1, Open Space Areas, shall be
modified to show this same area as “Open Space.” Figure D.4, Height Limits, shall be modified
to identify this same area as not having an assigned height zone.

Figure D.1, Land Uses, shall be modified to designate a portion of the southwestern edge of the
Ocean Walk Housing site as Open Space. The revised Open Space boundary shall be contiguous
with the northernmost edge of the ESHA and ESHA buffer boundary in the western portion of
this site as shown on Figure F.5, ESHA Buffers and as approximately illustrated in Exhibit 5 of
this staff report. Figure F.1, Open Space Areas , shall be modified to show this same area as
“Open Space.” Figure D.4, Height Limits, shall be modified to identify this same area as not
having an assigned height zone.

Figure D.1, Land Uses, shall be modified to designate a corridor through the Sierra Madre
Housing site as Open Space. The revised Open Space boundary shall be contiguous with the
ESHA and ESHA Buffer boundary for this area as shown on Figure F.5, ESHA Buffers and as
approximately illustrated in Exhibit 5 of this staff report. Figure F.1, Open Space Areas, shall be
modified to show this same area as “Open Space.” Figure D.4, Height Limits, shall be modified
to identify this same area as not having an assigned height zone.
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Figure D.1, Land Uses, shall be modified to designate a portion of the western edge of the
KITP/San Clemente Housing site as Open Space. The revised Open Space boundary shall be
contiguous with the ESHA and ESHA Buffer boundary for this area as shown on Figure F.5,
ESHA Buffers and as approximately illustrated in Exhibit 5 of this staff report. Figure F.1, Open
Space Areas , shall be modified to show this same area as “Open Space.” Figure D.4, Height
Limits, shall be modified to identify this same area as not having an assigned height zone.

Figure D.1, Land Uses, shall be modified to designate a portion of the western edge of the
Central Stores site as Open Space. The revised Open Space boundary shall be contiguous with
the ESHA and ESHA Buffer boundary for this area as shown on Figure F.5, ESHA Buffers and
as approximately illustrated in Exhibit 5 of this staff report. Figure F.1, Open Space Areas,
shall be modified to show this same area as “Open Space.” Figure D.4, Height Limits, shall be
modified to identify this same area as not having an assigned height zone.

Figure D.1, Land Uses, shall be modified to designate an area immediately west of Harder
Stadium as Open Space. The revised Open Space boundary shall be contiguous with the stadium
footprint as approximately illustrated in Exhibit 5 of this staff report. Figure F.1, Open Space
Areas, shall be modified to show this same area as ““Open Space.” Figure D.4, Height Limits,
shall be modified to identify this same area as not having an assigned height zone. Figure F.5,
ESHA Buffers, shall be modified to identify this same area west of Harder Stadium to be within
the raptor ESHA buffer.

Figure D.1, Land Uses, shall be modified to designate the wetland and buffer on the Facilities
Management site as Open Space. The revised Open Space boundary shall be contiguous with the
ESHA Buffer boundary for this area as approximately illustrated in Exhibit 5 of this staff report.
Figure F.1, Open Space Areas, shall be modified to show this same area as ““Open Space.”
Figure D.4, Height Limits, shall be modified to identify this same area as having no assigned
height zone.

Figure D.1, Land Uses, shall be modified to designate a portion of the eastern edge of the
Manzanita Village site as Open Space. The revised Open Space boundary shall be contiguous
with the ESHA and ESHA Buffer boundary for this area as shown on Figure F.5, ESHA Buffers
and as approximately illustrated in Exhibit 5 of this staff report. Figure F.1, Open Space Areas,
shall be modified to show this same area as “Open Space.” Figure D.4, Height Limits, shall be
modified to identify this same area as not having an assigned height zone.

2.ESHA Mapping

Figure D.1, Land Uses and Figure D.2, Land Use Overlays shall be modified to reflect all
“Mitigation Restoration’ in Figure F.3, Project Restoration Areas, as part of the ESHA
Overlay.

Figure F.2, Historic and Current Biological Resources, shall be modified to reflect the snowy
plover nests as shown in Figure 8 of Exhibit 4, Dr. Dixon Memorandum dated 9-19-14.

Except for the bio-swale lining the north, the resources near Parking Lot 38 as shown in Exhibit
6, shall be shown on Figure F.2, Historic and Current Biological Resources. In addition, the
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wetlands shall be delineated as ESHA on Figure D.1, Land Uses and Figure D.2, Land Use
Overlays.

Figure F.5,ESHA Buffers, shall be modified to reflect a 40-foot to 70-foot wetland buffer on a
portion of the southern boundary of the Facilities Management wetland in order to
accommodate an existing road where there is no potential for its relocation, as approximately
delineated on Exhibit 5.

3.0utdoor Lighting
Appendix 4, Main Campus Recreation Outdoor Lighting Map, shall be modified as follows:

1. The boundary between the Facilities Management Site and Main Campus Core Recreation
Area shall be realigned to ensure that no portion of the *““Limits of Outdoor Sports Lighting”™
intrudes within the ESHA and/or ESHA Buffer shown on Figure F.5, ESHA Buffers.

2. The boundary along the western edge of Harder Stadium shall be modified to ensure that
no portion of the ““Limits of Outdoor Sports Lighting” is allowed to extend further west than
the existing developed stadium footprint. Specifically, the limits of sports lighting shall not
include the storage areas or laboratory to the west.

3. The northeastern boundary along Mesa Road shall be realigned to ensure that no portion
of the ““Limits of Outdoor Sports Lighting” intrudes within the ESHA and/or ESHA Buffer
shown on Figure F.5, ESHA Buffers.

4.Public Access and Circulation on West Campus

Policy TRANS-12, beginning on Page E-14, in the Circulation section of the LRDP shall be
modified as shown below:

Policy TRANS-12 - In order to prevent adverse effects to the Coal Oil Point Natural Reserve, the
following roadway and circulation measures shall apply on West Campus:

A. Vehicular access to West Campus shall be from the intersection of Storke and El Colegio
Roads. The Campus shall coordinate and contribute to the installation of traffic control devices
and other improvements at that intersection;

B. Slough Road shall be converted exclusively to use by pedestrians, bicyclists, and essential
emergency vehicles and shall not be expanded beyond its existing footprint. All West Campus
development shall utilize West Campus Point Lane for vehicular access. Vehicular access to
Coal Oil Point Reserve (the Reserve) and the ADA coastal access parking spaces at Coal Oil
Point shall utilize West Campus Point Lane, but shall be allowed to merge onto Slough Road
through the Devereux Seugh South Knoll site in order to reach the appllcable destination;

Slouqh Road shaII be completed prror to occupancy of the first redevelopment project or other
significant construction of 10,000 GSF or greater on West Campus at either the West Campus
Mesa or North Knoll site.
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C. The existing West Campus Point Lane crossing of the North Finger of Devereux Slough, from
West Campus Mesa to North Knoll, teshall be replaced with a bridge, or alternative crossing that
retains a natural open connection, to maximize wetland connectivity and avoid fill of wetlands.
The construction of the new bridge or crossing shall be completed no later than prior to
occupancy of the new residential construction on the North erSeuth-KneHsKnoll of the
Devereux property. However, the bridge, or crossing, shall be installed earlier if significant
structural changes or roadway modifications are necessary to accommodate traffic in the area of

the Slough crossmg prlor to North KnoII development Qnee—\A#est—Gampus-Pemt—lzane—ls

D. Emergency vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian access may be provided from the existing Isla
Vista streets of Fortuna or Pasado Roads; and

E

E. Where deemed to be biologically beneficial, the University will replace the wetland crossings
on Slough Road with crossings that are designed to: restore the connection between the North
and South Fingers to Devereux Slough and to avoid fill of existing and historic boundaries of the
wetland to the maximum extent feasible. The replacement will occur as funding is available. The
University will pursue potential University and non-University funding options to implement this
project.

5.0pen Space Tree Protection

Policy OS-09, beginning on Page F-12, in the Open Space section of the LRDP shall be modified
as shown below:

Policy OS-09: Within three years after certification of the 2010 LRDP Update, the University
shall prepare and submit an LRDP Open Space Management Plan for certification as an LRDP
amendment.

A. The Open Space Management Plan shall, at a minimum, include the following components:

1. The primary purpose of the Plan shall be to achieve the permanent preservation,
restoration, enhancement, expansion, and ecological connectivity of a mosaic of sensitive coastal
habitats, including wetlands, grasslands, and habitat for rare plant and wildlife species within all
campus lands designated Open Space. The Plan shall articulate a comprehensive vision for all
campus open space and its transition, and connection, to adjacent non-University open space
lands. The vision shall be represented by detailed site plans that implement a comprehensive
program of habitat restoration and carefully designed and managed public access within Open
Space. In addition, the Plan shall include project-level habitat restoration and coastal access
plans for the North Campus Open Space — Ocean Meadows site with measurable milestones to
implement the full restoration of that site by 2030. In addition to implementing the Open Spaces
policies of the LRDP, the Plan shall reflect, and be consistent with, all other relevant policies and
provisions of the LRDP.

2. The Plan shall include a Baseline Assessment of the types of habitat, habitat linkages and
wildlife corridors within Open Space designated lands. The Plan shall identify and map ESHA
on the North Campus Open Space — Ocean Meadows Site. The Plan shall include the evaluation
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of the existing level of disturbance or degradation of resources and the success of previous or on-
going restoration projects within Open Space designated lands. The Plan shall incorporate the
plans and provisions of previously approved restoration and public access projects NOIDs/CDPs
within OS-designated lands, including details such as planting palettes and locations, timing,
success criteria, etc. The Baseline Assessment shall include a description of any existing
vegetation management practices for fire reduction/fuel modification or habitat restoration
purposes.

3. The Plan shall identify Restoration Goals and Opportunities for restoration and
enhancement of the open space habitats, including but not limited to, the location of habitat types
targeted for restoration and the level and types of restoration/enhancement such as eradication of
invasive species, planting or re-establishment of native species, sediment removal, and measures
to ensure long-term conservation of raptor habitat and to provide for the specific habitat
conservation measures necessary to protect sensitive wildlife species such as the white-tailed kite
and the western snowy plover. The Plan shall describe the criteria of success for the restoration
goals and objectives. The Plan shall prioritize restoration projects and provide an
anticipated/target time-line to incrementally implement the habitat restoration. The Restoration
Goals and Opportunities shall evaluate the need and effectiveness of existing and proposed
vegetation management practices for fire reduction/fuel modification or habitat restoration
purposes.

4. The Plan shall require the full restoration of North Campus Open Space — Ocean
Meadows pursuant to Policy OS-04 and shall identify other restoration opportunities within the
Open Space that may be achieved through future NOIDs. The Plan shall include measurable
milestones to implement the North Campus Open Space — Ocean Meadows restoration by 2030.
The restoration projects identified for Ocean Meadows lands shall be ranked in accordance with
the degree of ecological benefits provided by each project. The restoration identified within the
approved Plan for other OS lands shall be similarly ranked. However, the restoration of Ocean
Meadows lands shall be required as mitigation for the overall increase in density and intensity
approved in the LRDP Update. Other restoration projects on OS lands may be undertaken as
other funding sources become available but shall not substitute for the required restoration of
Ocean Meadows by the University.

5. The Plan shall ensure that the tree masses serving as raptor habitat and/or monarch
butterfly aggregations (e.g., near Storke Wetlands, West Campus, and the Ellwood Marine
Terminal site) have a phased restoration that ensures there is no interim loss of available habitat,
serving the same habitat function, when the existing tree masses reach senescence- or for any
reason, including habitat management objectives, must be removed. Tree species adequate to

replace the function of the existing trees-that-are-native-to-othercoastal-Califernia-areas{such-as
Menterey-cypress) shall be planted in and around the existing tree masses with the intended

purpose of reachrng maturrty as the oIder trees are lost. EeeaHy—namte—tree—speeres—suelﬁras—the

appreprrate—leeafeene Locally native tree species such as the coastal I|ve oak and sycamore that
offer suitable nesting habitat upon maturation shall be preferentially planted in appropriate
locations, in an effort to gradually convert the non-native woodlands to native woodlands, using
acorns and cuttings collected within twenty miles of UCSB. However, other tree species that are
native to other coastal California areas (such as Monterey cypress) may also be planted.
Consideration shall also be given to including within the planting palette understory layers of
locally native species, such as elderberry and willow and herbaceous species known to support
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native pollinators and other wildlife. Where existing trees are significantly pruned or removed
within Open Space areas of campus, appropriate native tree species and understory plantings
shall be immediately planted. VVolunteer seedlings of non-native tree species may be removed to
support the gradual conversion of existing woodlands to predominantly locally native tree
species. Open space foraging areas located adjacent to or near nesting trees are of particular
importance for the conservation of white-tailed kites, and shall be considered ESHA, and shall
not be converted to other habitat types if the net area of similarly located white-tailed kite
foraging habitat would be reduced.

6. The Plan shall include a full-sized map, prepared to scale, of all campus Open Space
designated lands titled the Campus Habitat Restoration Map showing all restoration and/or
enhancement project locations, including both voluntary and required as mitigation for impacts
from approved projects. The map shall also show the location and limits of existing authorized
development including transportation features and utilities, in relation to all habitat restoration or
enhancement projects, including mitigation measures such as tree plantings previously required
by the Commission or other regulatory agency. This map shall be updated after the approval of
any NOID affecting OS-designated lands as described below.

7. Where existing habitat management plans or approved mitigation measures or
implementation of special conditions imposed by the Commission have required or resulted in
particular habitat establishment or conservation measures within OS-designated lands, these shall
be reflected in the LRDP Open Space Management Plan and appended to the Plan for reference.

8. The Plan shall include the location and layout of essential bike paths and pedestrian trails.

9. The Plan shall include measures to restore and enhance disturbed areas used for
unauthorized trails, roads and paths or other development within OS-designated lands that have
not received past approval by the Commission.

10. The Plan shall include monitoring and adaptive management provisions sufficient to
ensure that the restoration goals and success criteria are ultimately achieved. Individual
restoration projects shall be monitored for a minimum of five consecutive years and until the
restoration has been demonstrated to be a success.

11.  To the extent feasible within the resources of the University, the development of the Plan
shall be advised by university and invited scientists with expertise in the range of habitats and
sensitive plant and wildlife species that occur within the campus Open Space lands, and the staff
of the UCSB Cheadle Center for Biodiversity & Ecological Restoration (CCBER).

B. ...

6.Bird-Safe Building
Section 1.10, Design Guidelines, of the Implementation Chapter shall be modified as shown
below:

1.10.1 Bird-Safe Buildings

Bird-Safe Building Design Standards. All new buildings, and major renovations of existing

buildings-adjacentto-Open-Space-areas shall be required to provide bird-safe building

treatments for the facade, landscaping, and lighting consistent with the guidelines provided
below:
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Glazing Treatments:

e Fritting, permanent stencils, frosted, non-reflective or angled glass, exterior screens,
decorative latticework or grills, physical grids placed on the exterior of glazing, or UV
patterns visible to birds shall be used to reduce the amount of untreated glass or
glazing to less than thirty-five percent (35 %) of the building fagade.

e Where applicable vertical elements within the treatment pattern should be at least one-
quarter inch (1/4) wide at a maximum of spacing of four inches (4”) and horizontal
elements should be at least one-eighth inch (1/8”) wide at a maximum spacing of two
inches (27).

e No glazing shall have a “Reflectivity Out” coefficient exceeding thirty percent (30%).
That is, the fraction of radiant energy that is reflected from glass or glazed surfaces
shall not exceed thirty percent (30%).

e Equivalent treatments recommended by a qualified biologist may be used if approved

by the-City-and/or the Coastal Commission.

7.Non-Conforming Structures

Section 1.9, Non-Conforming Structures, of the Implementation Chapter shall be modified as
shown below:

1.9 Non-Conforming Structures

A. “Non-conforming structure” and “non-conforming use” means an existing structure or use
that: (1) was lawfully authorized by all other regulations applicable at the time of its original
development; and (2) does not conform to the policies and implementation measures of this
LRDP or any amendments thereto.

B. No existing structure devoted to a nonconforming use shall be enlarged, extended, moved,
reconstructed, or structurally altered unless the use is changed to a use allowed in the zone in
which it is located.

C. Normal repair and maintenance of a non-conforming structure may occur provided ne that
the repair and maintenance struetural alterations-enlargements-are-made— does not result in
enlargement or expansion of the structure or increase the size or degree of nonconformity with the
provisions of the LRDP. Demolition and/or reconstruction that results in a cumulative
replacement of more than 50 percent of a non-conforming structure shall not be permitted
unless such structures are brought into conformance with the LRDP. Conforming additions that
increase the square footage of existing legal non-conforming structures by 50 percent or more are
not permitted unless such structures are brought into conformance with the policies and standards
of the LRDP. i j Mai

D. Additions and/or improvements to non-conforming structures may be authorized, provided
that the additions and/or improvements themselves comply with the LRDP.
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E. If a non-conforming use or structure is damaged or destroyed by disaster, replacement
shall be subject to Section 1.7.2.4 of this LRDP.

F. If any non-conforming use and/or structure is abandoned for a continuous period of at least
twelve months, any subsequent use of such land and/or structure in and/or on which the use
was located shall be in conformity with the LRDP.

8.Shoreline Fill

Policy FIL-3, on Page F-39, in the Diking and Filling section of the LRDP shall be modified as
shown below:

Policy FIL-3 - If no other alternative exists, fill may be used to address potential 100-year
flooding impacts, consistent with federal law, with the exception of areas that are within or
adjacent to tidally influenced areas and/or potentially subject to inundation due to sea level rise
unless approved through an LRDP Amendment that allows this measure as adaptation strateqy
based on the Comprehensive Sea Level Rise Hazards Assessment in Policy SH-01.

9.Greenhouse in South Finger of the Slough

The following ESHA policy shall be added to the ESHA Section of the LRDP, and subsequent
ESHA policies shall be renumbered and cross-references updated as necessary:

Policy ESH-[Number To Be Determined]

A. The greenhouse on West Campus located between the Devereux North Knoll and Devereux
South Knoll may remain in place for up to 10 years from the date of certification of the 2010
LRDP Update. At the end of ten years, the structure shall be removed and the area restored. The
University shall submit a complete Notice of Impending Development for the removal and
restoration of the greenhouse not less than 120 days prior to the expiration of this term.

B. In the interim, the greenhouse may remain in the current as-built configuration, and these
structures may be maintained (but not expanded) as necessary to ensure the safety of the existing
structures. New greenhouse facilities, substantial repairs (resulting in the cumulative demolition
and reconstruction of 50% or more of any structure), additions, or improvements to the existing
facilities shall be prohibited.

10. Water Supply Policies

The following policies in the Water Supply and Demand section of the LRDP shall be modified
as shown below.

Policy PS-02: Future development provided for in the LRDP land use plan will only be
permitted authorized after the University demonstrates at the time of NOID submittal that
adequate water supplies, water mains, reclaimed water distribution systems, water treatment
facilities, sewer services, utility lines, parking lots and structures, roadways and
bicycle/pedestrian corridors, fire suppression facilities, and other essential infrastructure services
will be available to supply the existing and proposed development.

18



UCSB Long Range Development Plan Amendment 1-11 (LRDP Comprehensive Update)

Policy PS-03:

For development that requires a connection to the water supply, at the time of NOID submittal
the University shall include-in-the-propesed-project-deseription; provide sufficient water
conservation, efficiency, and supply management strategies to factually support a projection of
adequate permanent future supplies for the life of the entire development. Water-supply
strategies-shal-beprioritized-and-Hmplemented-according-toTo-minimize impacts to the long-
term water supply, each new development shall offset the development’s anticipated potable
water use in accordance with the following hierarchy. Notwithstanding the availability of GWD
water supplies, the following water conservation measures shall be implemented to the
maximum extent_feasible, except as required pursuant to Policy PS-07, prior to reliance on
GWD’s potable water supply practicable:

A. Maximum feasible incorporation into the proposed project plans of water conservation
and efficiency measures, and reclaimed water use measures.

B. Increased campus water conservation and efficiency measures, and increased campus
reclaimed water use to reduce campus potable consumption, such as for irrigation, use in
toilets, and in industrial applications.

C. Eneeurage-or Further development of enhanced reclaimed water systems on campus to
utilize reclaimed water for industrial applications such as cooling towers to reduce
potable consumption.

D. Coentinue-to-pursue-the-use-of New uses of reclaimed water on campus fer-ron-traditional
uses-such-as-shewers as technology and systems become available.

E-—lnereased-G\WD-potable-water-supply-

PS-04: A project-specific water availability analysis shall be provided for each proposed
development that requires water input and shall be submitted with the Notice of Impending
Development. At the time a new campus building is proposed, and before environmental review
is complete, the University shall meet with GWD and ascertain that permanent potable water
supplies of the quantity needed to serve the proposed development are available from the District
as part of the water availability analysis. The water availability analysis shall include but not be
limited to the following information:

(1) adescription of cumulative campus development (existing and approved);

(2) cumulative water use (for existing and approved development), including use by
University-owned facilities occupied or operated by third parties (such as food
service or other vendors, affiliated or independent research programs and institutes,
summer programs and campus using University-owned facilities, etc.) and outdoor
recreational facilities, landscaping, habitat restoration sites (such as Ocean Meadows),
open space and habitat management, and the Coal Oil Point Reserve;

(3) an estimate of the remaining quantity of water supply available to the University
within the University’s 945 AFY planning threshold (which, depending on
development location, would be served by a portion of one of the University’s three
existing allotments from Goleta Water District, including the 945 AFY available
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campus wide, the 200 AFY available at North Campus, and the 66 AFY available at
Devereux School) establishing the maximum amount of potable water needed to fully

serve the 2010 LRDP buildout; by-campus-area-as-apphicable;

{6} (5) an analysis of year-to-year compliance with campus conservation goals articulated
in the 2013 Campus Water Action Plan approved by the Regents of the University of
California, and as updated by the Regents from time to time;

UCSB shall install additional water meters at existing development where feasible and necessary
to generate sufficient data to prepare the annual report and to document compliance with
conservation goals. All new development shall include water meters and sub-meters where
practicable.

The University shall participate in water use reductions during declared water supply shortages
within Goleta Water District (GWD) boundaries and/or other affected campus water service
areas to the maximum extent feasible. A- For each formally declared water shortage Stage 1-V,
the campus will meet with the GWD and establish specific emergency water conservation
benchmarks expressed as a percentage of the University’s regular potable water usediseuss
conservation-targets; based on that eenversationassessment, the campus will further reduce
potable water consumption to the maximum extent feasible. Once implemented, the pertinent
short-term water use reductions shall be maintained to the maximum extent feasible until the
GWD reduces or lifts the pertinent water shortage declaration.
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Policy PS-06:
If sufficientpermanent-new- the long-term water supplies relied on by the University in planning
the 2010 LRDP (i.e, the 945 AFY planning threshold) buildout are jeopardized and/or cannot be

acqurred and delrvered from Goleta Water Drstrrct (GWD) the%tate—WateeFlrejeet—er—ether
RDP; the University shall halt

further water consumrng development under the LRDP unless the m%ee#eeted—e&mpuewater

Unrversrty secures the equrvalent offsets may—aeh+eve—th+srgea4 by underwrrtrng measures to

conserve existing potable water supplies within the customer base of GWD, or by underwriting
new infrastructure construction to deliver reclaimed water to GWD customers presently
irrigating with potable water.

For example, the University may, in cooperation with GWD, elec