SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION MEMORANDUM #1 REGARDING 2010 LRDP,
SANTA BARBARA CAMPUS

To: Board of Regents of the University of California
From: University of California at Santa Barbara, Facilities Management

Date: September 10, 2010

On September 14, 2010 the Committee on Grounds and Buildings will consider the Final
Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the Santa Barbara campus’ proposed 2010 Long
Range Development Plan (2010 LRDP) and will make a recommendation to the Board of
Regents. The Final EIR includes responses to all letters received during the public review
period.

After the close of the public review period and publication of the Final EIR the University
received 10 additional letters from four public agencies and three organizations regarding the
Final EIR and LRDP. In response to several comments raised in the letters the campus has
proposed that the Final EIR, the 2010 LRDP, the Findings and Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program proposed for adoption as part of GB6, be modified as follows:

1. Revise LRDP EIR Mitigation Measure Traffic-8A to include the following text:
“UC Santa Barbara shall work with MTD and local agencies to improve transit service,

which could include subsidies, free passes, additional services, vehicles and facilities to
address future transit overloads.”

2. Add the following new policy to the 2010 LRDP:

“Policy TRANS-15: UC Santa Barbra shall work with MTD to develop a transit plan
that shall meet the increased demand for public transit that will result from
implementation of the 2010 LRDP, and shall include consideration of subsidies, free
passes, additional services, vehicles and facilities to address future transit overloads. The
campus shall work with MTD to identify and secure the resources to implement the

transit plan.”

This Supplemental Information Memorandum #1 (Supplement #1) provides copies of all letters
received after the close of the public comment period and publication of the Final EIR, and the
Santa Barbara campus’ responses to all comments set forth in the letters relating to the Final
EIR.
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Letters Received After the Close of Public Comment Period and Publication of Final EIR

Comment # Commenter Date of Letter Attachment
Post FEIR A-1 | Goleta Water District August 30, 2010 1
Post FEIR A-2 | Metropolitan Transit District - Santa August 27, 2010 2
Barbara
Post FEIR A-3 | Goleta Water District June 17, 2010 3
Post FEIR A-4 | City of Goleta June 17, 2010 4
Post FEIR A-5 | Metropolitan Transportation District — June 11, 2010 5
Santa Barbara
Post FEIR A-6 | Metropolitan Transportation District — June 24, 2010 6
Santa Barbara
Post FEIR A-7 | County of Santa Barbara September 7, 2010 | 7
Post FEIR O-1 | Goleta Slough Management Committee September 2, 2010 | 8
Post FEIR O-2 | Dick Flacks — SUN June 5, 2010 9
Darlene Chirman — Audubon Society
Courtney Dietz — COAST
George Relles - SBCAN
Post FEIR O-3 | University of California Transportation August 17, 2010 10
Alternatives Board

These letters and the University’s written responses (below) are being provided to The Regents
for consideration in certification of the Final EIR and approval of the 2010 LRDP as part of the
administrative record.

University Responses

Post-FEIR A-1, from the Goleta Water District (“District”), Attachment 1, below, discusses the
Final EIR’s analysis of the available water supply for development under the LRDP. This letter
does not contain new substantive comments on the EIR. It reiterates the District’s position,
originally expressed in its March 30, 2009 letter commenting on the Recirculated Draft EIR, that
the EIR analysis should not rely on the Water Supply Assessment that the District prepared and
adopted in 2008 in connection with the City of Goleta’s General Plan (“2008 WSA”). The
District asserts that the 2008 WSA is “obsolete.” See Comment Post-FEIR A-1-5. However, as
discussed below and in the EIR, the District provides no evidence supporting its assertion, nor
does it direct the University to more recent information regarding available water supplies. The
District also states that the EIR’s projection of the water demand generated by development
under the LRDP is inaccurate. Responses to the District’s comments are addressed individually,
as follows:

Response to Comment Post-FEIR A-1-1.  The Final EIR provides responses to the District’s
comments in Master Response — Water Supply (FEIR Vol. 4, pp. 2.0-01 through 20), and the
responses to Letters A-9 and R-13.
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Response to Comment Post-FEIR A-1-2.  Regarding water demand related to growth under
the LRDP, please see Master Response — Water Supply, Part V. Regarding the District’s
available supply, please see Master Response - Water Supply, part IV.

Response to Comment Post-FEIR A-1-3.  The Final EIR responds to each of the enumerated
concerns in the sections listed in response to the comment in Post FEIR A-1-1, above.

Response to Comment Post-FEIR A-1-4.  The Groundwater Management Plan (“GMP”) is the
only currently available District plan more recent than the 2008 Water Supply Assessment. The
Final EIR refers to and relies upon the GMP in Master Response - Water Supply, Part 111
(particularly in Part 111.C), and in response to comment R-13-11. Water supply expert Timothy
Thompson also reviewed the GMP in his evaluation of the EIR’s water supply analysis. (See
Timothy Thompson, Entrix, Letter to Gabriel Ross re: UCSB Long Range Development Plan
EIR — Water Resources Planning Considerations, June 8, 2010 (“Thompson Letter”), p. 1.) As
other District plans become available, the Campus will consider them in connection with the
project-level environmental review of individual projects under the LRDP.

Response to Comment Post-FEIR A-1-5.  The District’s letter announces that the 2008 WSA
is “obsolete,” but it does not explain why this document is purportedly no longer accurate, nor
does it provide any new information to replace the information in the adopted WSA on which the
University, or any other District customer, could base land use decisions.

As discussed in Master Response - Water Supply, Part I, the District’s June 16, 2008 letter
commenting on the Draft EIR for the LRDP asked that University rely on the 2008 WSA. The
District has not explained what has occurred since 2008 to render the WSA obsolete; neither its
March 30, 2009 letter commenting on the Recirculated Draft EIR nor the present letter provides
this explanation. To revise the EIR’s water supply analysis as the District asks, the University
would require updated information about District supplies, supported by substantial evidence.
None of the District’s letters provide such information. The University will use the most up-to-
date information available for all subsequent environmental review of projects under the LRDP.
At this time, the 2008 WSA remains the most recent statement of the District’s supplies and
policies.

Response to Comment Post-FEIR A-1-6.  The University has given extensive consideration to
the District’s comments, and has made several revisions to the EIR in response. Please see the
sections referenced in response to Post FEIR A-1-1, above.

Mitigation Measures W-3A through 3G all focus on reducing potable water use, in keeping with
the Campus Sustainability Plan.

Campus representatives have met with District staff on several occasions, most recently on June
2, 2010, as discussed in the Thompson letter. The University looks forward to future cooperation
with the District.

Post-FEIR A-2, from the Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District (“MTD”), Attachment 2,
below, proposes a change to Mitigation Measure Traffic-8A and a new policy to be added to the
LRDP. MTD’s chief concerns are its ability to project ridership for bus lines serving the campus
and to plan for needed increases or decreases in service, and its need for additional resources if
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transit improvements are required. The proposed mitigation and LRDP changes will help resolve
these concerns by requiring the campus to work with MTD in developing a transportation plan
that includes both service planning and the identification and potential provision of resources
(including subsidies) to implement needed service expansions. The University proposes the
following revisions to the EIR and LRDP to incorporate MTD’s proposals, as follows:

1. Amend LRDP EIR Mitigation Measure Traffic-8A to include the following text:
“UC Santa Barbara shall work with MTD and local agencies to improve transit service,

which could include subsidies, free passes, additional services, vehicles and facilities to
address future transit overloads.”

2. Add the following new policy to the 2010 LRDP:

“Policy TRANS-15: UC Santa Barbra shall work with MTD to develop a transit plan
that shall meet the increased demand for public transit that will result from
implementation of the 2010 LRDP, and shall include consideration of subsidies, free
passes, additional services, vehicles and facilities to address future transit overloads. The
campus shall work with MTD to identify and secure the resources to implement the

transit plan.”

The University recommends that the Regents approve the above revisions to the EIR and LRDP
and that the Findings and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program be conformed to
incorporate the mitigation modifications and LRDP policy revisions set forth in this Supplement
#1 to GB6 as part of any decision to certify the EIR and approve the LRDP.

Post FEIR A-3, from the Goleta Water District, Attachment 3, below, requests the University
to provide it with a copy of the Final EIR and a response to its March 30, 2009 comment letter
(discussed in Post-FEIR A-1, above), and to defer consideration of the EIR and LRDP until such
time as the District has had an opportunity to review the requested documentation. This is not a
comment on the adequacy of the EIR and therefore no response is needed. However, the
University provided copies of all requested information to the District on June 22, 2010 (see
letter from Executive Vice Chancellor Gene Lucas to John Mclnnes, following Attachment 3).

Post FEIR A-4, from the City of Goleta, Attachment 4, below, requests the University to defer
its consideration of the LRDP until an agreement regarding implementation of the LRDP
between the campus and the City has been presented to the City Council for consideration. This
is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR and therefore no response is needed. However, the
campus responded to the City’s request on June 28, 2010 (see letter from Executive Vice
Chancellor Gene Lucas to Dan Singer, following Attachment 4) and agreed to delay
presentation of the LRDP to the Regents until the September 2010 meeting. A proposed
agreement relating to LRDP implementation was presented to and approved by the City Council
on September 7, 2010. The Regents will consider whether to approve the terms of the proposed
agreement on September 15, 2010.

Post FEIR A-5, from the Metropolitan Transportation District — Santa Barbara, Attachment 5,
below, proposes that two new policies be added to the LRDP. The District reiterated its request
and modified the proposed new LRDP policy in its August 27, 2010 letter (Attachment 2). As
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discussed in Post-FEIR A-2, above, the University has recommended the inclusion of the
proposed new policies in the LRDP. The District also generally asserts that the EIR
underestimated projected future vehicle trips associated with campus population growth and
therefore underestimated future campus public transit service ridership in violation of Coastal
Act public access policy. However, as discussed in the EIR Volume 2, Section 4.13.2.3 and in
response to comments A-12 and A-13, trip generation, traffic studies, and transit ridership were
studied by competent experts and the EIR projections are supported by substantial evidence. The
District provides no evidence supporting its assertion.

Post FEIR A-6, from the Metropolitan Transportation District — Santa Barbara, Attachment 6,
below, does not provide any comments on the EIR and therefore no response is needed. The
District requests that consideration of LRDP approval be delayed, and in response the campus
responded on June 29, 2010 (see letter from Executive Vice Chancellor Gene Lucas to Dave
Davis, following Attachment 6) and agreed to delay presentation of the LRDP to the Regents
until the September 2010 meeting.

Post FEIR A-7, from the County of Santa Barbara, Attachment 7, below, is a conditional letter
in support of the LRDP. The County makes no substantive comments on the adequacy of the
EIR and therefore no response is needed.

Post-FEIR ORG-1, from the Goleta Slough Management Committee, Attachment 8, below,
proposes a number of new or revised mitigation measures and changes to the LRDP, with the
goal of mitigating impacts to wetlands and other biological resources. Most of these proposals
were previously presented in Comment Letter O-18, and discussed in the responses to that letter
included in the EIR. The EIR concludes, with the support of substantial evidence in the record,
that with the application of mitigation measures identified therein, development under the LRDP
will have a less than significant impact to wetlands and other biological resources. Further
mitigation or changes to the LRDP are therefore not necessary. These issues are also addressed
in the EIR Volume 1V, including responses to comments A-2-3, A-10-25, A-10-26, A-17-Bl10-4,
A-17-BIO-5, A-17-BI0O-9, 1-33-11 and 1-44-27c. Comment 1 suggesting restoring tidal
circulation to East Storey Wetland, Comment 2.a concerning staffing of the Cheadle Center for
Biodiversity and Ecological Restoration, and Comment 2.b suggesting a development fee are not
comments on the EIR.

Post FEIR O-2, from Dick Flacks, et al (collectively “SUN”), Attachment 9, below, does not
provide any comments on the EIR and therefore no response is needed. The SUN letter requests
that consideration of LRDP approval be delayed from July 2010 until it has had an opportunity to
review the Final EIR. The campus provided five copies of the Final EIR to Mr. Flacks on or
about June 23, 2010.

Post FEIR O-3, from the University of California Transportation Alternatives Board,
Attachment 11, below, has provided no comments on the adequacy of the EIR analysis or its
conclusions, and therefore no response is needed. However, the Board urges the campus to
strengthen its support for transportation alternatives, encourages further investment in the
Transportation Alternatives Program, and suggests expansion to the bike path and skateboard
infrastructure and vanpool program, improvements to bus stops and shuttle programs and
incentives to encourage alternative transportation modes. The LRDP includes policies that call
for cooperation with MTD to provide regular shuttle service between housing and the Main
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Campus (ACC-3), to work with MTD to provide shuttle and bus stops in all housing
developments (ACC-4), to work with the County and others to provide a comprehensive trail
network linking housing sites with the main campus (ACC-5), and to maintain and improve
bicycle and pedestrian access ways (TRANS-9 & 13). The University has also proposed a new
LRDP policy as described in response to Post-FEIR A-2.
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August 30, 2010

Ms. Leslie Tang Schilling, Chair, Committee on Grounds and Building
University of California Regents

Office of the Secretan:g/ and Chief of Staff to the Regents — Regents Office
1111 Franklin St., 12" Floor ‘

Oakland, CA 94607

Re: UCSB 2010 Long Range Development Plan

Dear Ms. Leslie Tang Schilling, Chair, UC Regents Committee on Grounds and Building:

The Goleta Water District (“District”) supplies drinking water to a community of over 80,000 people, including

the campus population of the University of California, Santa Barbara (“UCSB™).

In March, 2009, the District, as the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Responsible Agency, provided @
extensive comments to UCSB regarding its Long Range Developinent Plan (LRDP) and associated

Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

o

We are disappointed, to say the least, that UCSB’s Response to Comments does not in any significant way AN
address the concerns we voiced about water availability and the substantial increase in potable water demand that
will arise from UCSB’s development plan.

}

&

I am writing today to inform you directly that the District stands by the forty pages of comments (attached) which
we sent to UCSB at the direction, by unanimous vote, of our Board of Directors. We ask that the Regents /
seriously consider the issues we have raised. Our concerns are summarized in the first two pages of that comment %;
material. In short, we believe that the university has underestimated the increase in its demand and overestimated
our available supply of water.

c

In our comment material to UCSB, we corrected university misinterpretations of virtually all facets of District
operations, including: the District’s policies and procedures; sources and limitations of water supply; functionality
of the District’s wells; the District’s recycled water program; the legal restrictions of our adjudicated groundwater
basin, and the voter-approved ordinances that control the release of water for new uses, among other things. We
also questioned the methodology used by UCSB to estimate future water demnand created by the growth in campus
facilities and in the UCSB-related population. Our forecasts for the future acknowledged the increasing
unpredictability of water supply caused by a multitude of factors including global climate uncertainty and judicial
constraints on State Water.

We also notified UCSB that the District was in the process of developing several water management plans that TN
would provide greater clarity about our future water supply, and without which, the university could make no -
reasonable forecasts on its own. These plans include a Groundwater Management Plan which we completed this ‘' /

S
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year (to help us better understand and manage the water in our underground aquifer), a Water Supply
Management Plan which we are currently preparing (to help us strategically make use of our portfolio of water
supplies), and a mandated Urban Water Management Plan which we will begin later this year (which will
combine material from the two other studies, along with the latest District and community information, into one
comprehensive document). This material will offer support for the projections we provided in our comments to
the university.

All of the comments we provided to UCSB were developed over a period of months by District staff and board
members working with nationally recognized hydrology consultants.

UCSB, in its Response to Comments, dismissed our comment letter and announced that it preferred to rely on a
2008 Water Supply Assessment (WSA) prepared in 2007 by the District for the City of Goleta. The District feels
that this WSA has been rendered obsolete and in 2009 specifically notified the City of Goleta, and UCSB, of that
fact. We have stated publicly and in writing that the 2008 Water Supply Assessment should not be used for long-
range planning purposes for the availability of water and we stand by that announcement.

By this letter to the Regents, the District reiterates that the University of California needs to carefully consider the
comments we have provided regarding water availability at the UC’s Santa Barbara campus.

Although to date the LRDP team at UCSB seems to have chosen to disregard our comments, we remain eager to
work with the campus as it prepares for the future. We are encouraged by UCSB’s “Campus Sustainability Plan”
of February, 2008, which calls for the campus to “reduce potable water use.” We also very much appreciate UC
President Mark Yudof’s September 1, 2009 letter to the Chancellors in which he reminds them that you, the
Regents, have adopted Guidelines for Sustainable Practices. These guidelines include the direction that
“campuses will also cooperate with local water districts in efforts to conserve water and to meet reduced water use
goals of the local districts.”

In that spirit of shared concern for water-—this precious resource the District manages for our entire community---
we ask you to carefully review our comments and thank you for your thoughtful attention to them as you consider
UCSB’s LRDP request.

Sincerely yours,

cc: Chairman Gould and University of California Regents
Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the University of California Regents
Henry Yang, UCSB Chancellor
Gene Lucas, UCSB Executive Vice Chancelior
Honorable Bill Rosen, President and Members, Goleta Water District Board of Directors
Honorable Eric Onnen, Mayor and Members, City of Goleta City Council
Honorable Janet Wolf, Chair and Members, Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors
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RE: Comment Letter 1o the University of California ot Santa Barbara 2008 Long Range Development-Plan,
Recirculnted Draft Environmental Impact Repoct Sections

The Board of Directors of the Goleta Water District has directed mc to submit this Jetter and attachments
which tagether constitute the Goleta Water District’s formal commonts on the University of California at
Santa Barbara (the Undversity) 2008 Long Range Development Plon (LRDP) Recirculated Diaft
Environmental lmpact Report (RDEIR). These comments (Attachment A) focus on RDEIR Section 4.14,
Water. In addition, the District provides comments on portiens of RDEIR Section 4.10, Population and
Housing, thet discuse topics that affect water demand yet are nol considered in the Water section.
Atlachment B copsists of a copy of the 1991 Measure H91, Goleta Water District Ordinance No. 91.01,
SAFE Water Supplies Ordinance (SAFE Ordinance) and the 1994 Measure J94, Golets Water District
Amendment to the SAFE Ordinance. Atrachment C consigts of writien comurents on LRDP RDEIR Section
4.14 made to Goleta Water District representatives by Mr. Bill Brennan, Executive Direetor of the Central
Coast Water Authority (CCWA). Comments by Mr. Brennan are fncarporated-herein by reference.

GENERAL COMMENT

The Goleta Water District (the District) is a California Envitonmental Quality Act (CEQA) Responsible
Agency which has discretionary approval power over the project. During the scoping and inidal resesrch
period of the Draft Environmentsl Impact Report (DEIR), the District was not asked 10 participate in the
development of the DEIR. Because of this, the District befieves the RDEIR presents incomplete data
regarding both current and future water supplies and demands. Below is a summary of the problematic
issues within the RDEIR,

¢ The University misinlerprots and incomrectly ciles Distriel documents as well as current regulations and
ordinances. The RDEIR cites data from the Distriet’s 2005 Ushan Water Management Plan (LTWMP)
snd May 22, 2008 Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the City of Golela. Significant changes have
readered much of the material in those documents obsolete; updates are included in the attached
comments. The RDEIR additionally misinterprets regulations and ordinances in place (e.g., the SAFE
Ordinance). The comments provided by the District will assist in a better analysis of these issucs. The
District is in the process of developing a Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP) leading to an
updated Water Supply Moenagement Plan (WSMP) snd preparation of a 2010 Urban Water
Management Plan. The District suggests that the University refer 1o these plans ns well as work with
the District in revising the RDEIR and in future planning, ;



The University states “rights” to specific water smounts, with these amounts used as a baseline for
fature development scenarios. This is inaccurate; certain warer ngreements between the University and
the District are subject ts modification and termination.

The University's water supply figures are overestimates. The University’s analysis within the RDEIR
demoanstrates an incomplete anderstanding of Santa Barbaa County’s dynamic water supply system,
Water supply figures are not static numbess; wnier supplies fom groundwater, Lake Cachuma nnd the
Stte Water Project (SWP) are constantly in flux nnd subject io kegal, regulatory, seismic, and climatic
constraints which can reduce availobility. The RDEIR does not demonstrate o reslistic understanding
of how these constraints affeet water supply.

The University assumes that greater water storsge and pumping cepacity equates to greater potzble
water supply. and thut the increased use of recycled water will offset portians of future potable water
demand. It is the District’s opinion that pumping capacity does not equal water supply, and that
tecycled water capmot offset 100% of future potable water demand. Although improvements are boing
made to augment both potablc and recycled water capacity, cament and future water supply conditions
warzant more conservative estimates of water supply. In addition, there is no market or funding for the
recycled water production and distribution described in the Unjversity’s document.

The University’s water demand figures are underostimates. The University is not using the correct
water duty factors (wdf). Usage estimates are based upon liited data periods; ealoulations should be
derived from data thal spans a Jonger period. The University should provide its calculations and
support its conclusions with factual dutn. Absent such dats, the District cannot accept the water duty
fctors as provided in the document.

The University's baseline water use calculations are incorrect and the most current data is not being
used to support Aitwre demand calcalations. Baseline caleulstions should come from currem water
usage volues or usage gt the time of application,

It is the District"s opiion that within the RDEIR, the University must address thess critical issnes mgd
deyelpp more comprehensive mitigation options. In the current document, the RDEIR overestimates water
supply and underestimates water demand. The District believes the University’s LRDP potable water
demand excecds the District’s aveilable potsble water supply. In scoordance with CEQA, the proposed
project will have Significant and Unavoidable Class | lmpacis o potzble water supply that cannot be
feasibly mifigated during the plarming period.

The: Board of the Goleta Water Diatricr encourages the University to work cooperatively with the District in
the foture to make the mogt efficient und productive use of ibe community’s linited water supphes.

Please see Attachment A for a detailed Iist of comments.

Respectfully,

Eric E. Ford
Interim General Manager
Goleta Water District

An:

Attachment A — Specific Comments on the UCSB LRDP Dmft Recirculated EIR

Atiachment B — SAFE Water Supplies Ordinanes (1991 and 1994, as amended)

Attachment C ~ Comments by Mr. Bill Brennan, Execuntive Director of the Central Coast Water
Authority



Attachment A
UCSB LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Reclrculated Draft EIR Sections (RDEIR)

Comments on ROEIR Section 4.14 Water

Provided by the Golata Water District

Section 4.10.2

Comment (1):
1n addition to Section 4.14, the Goletn Water District (District) roviewed Section 4,10, Population and
Housing, which discusses topics that affeet water demand and arc nol considered in the water section.

Section 4.10.2 concludes that the Long Range Development Plan (LRDT) will directly and indirectly
inducs grawth on and off campus. The scction uses a fgure of 2,214 nop-university jobs that will be
gencrated by the growth ip campus jobs and populatioz. Standard population analysis vaes a multiptier of
1.2 jobs per household. The average size of a South Const houschold is 2.6 persons. From this we
caleulnte an additiona! 4,797 people not included in the growth in campus population. The LRDP does not
offer an analysis of the additional water demand that will resnlt from this increased commerciat activity and
any associated increase in local population,

Sepurately, the section discusses the “retiring ip place” of up to one half of the University of California,
Santa Barbara's (University) cwrent faculty and staff, snd speculales that their replacements will live
outside the immediate community. The District feels this is an unrealistic expectation and believes that the
mnceeased water demand of the replacement faculty and staff is not adequately addressed in the document.

Section 4.14, P. 4.14-1

Comment (2):
It should be sdded for clority that the University’s 2008 LRDP was vot included in the District"s 2005
Lirtban Water Munsgement Plan (UWMP) analyss,

Section 4.14, P. 4.14-1, Parngraph 4

0% RDEIR:

It the Districi completes its plans to increase the contribution of recycled water o offset potable water
demsnd, there will be sufficient supplles available from the District to meet LRDP demand under
cumulstive conditions. 1f vot, then the combination of the 2008 LRDP at full development and other
growth within the District may require more water thun available throngh the District.

Comment (3):

Currently, the District docs not bave the plans or funds ta increass the contribution of recycled water. The
current market for recycled weter is satwrated. There is not sufficient funding to expand the Distriets
recycled water system under current marke! conditions,

Goleta Warer Disirict Comments on UCSE LRDP RDEJR Page 1 of 38



Section 4.14, P. £.14-2. The Cachuma Project

Comment (43

1t should be added that the Cachuma Operations ond Maintenance Board (COMB) has no forecasts of what
normal atlocation will be in future years. The Cachuma Project is currently the subject of o water rights
proceeding before the Californin State Board, which tould adversely affect and indefinilely reduce totnl
available water supply.

Section 4.14.1.2, P. 4,14-3 The Cachumn Project, Paragraph 2

Comment (51

This paragraph makes several incorrect statements. Whilk the District has, in the past, had a carry-over of &
portion of its Cachuing allotment from one year to the next, this has resulted in exposure to the risk of Lake
spills and the loss of that water. The District, poing forward, intends 1o develap different supply
management strefegies, using both the Ground Water Management Plan (GWMP) and the Water Supply
Menagement Plaa {WSMP). It is not correct to sssume the continuing use of this iming strategy.

With regard to the phrase, "banked groundwater (abowt 41,000AF),” the corvect description of this water is
the "SAFE Ordinance-mandated Drovght Buffer” {Drought Buffer). The paragraph siates that this water
would be available for pumpiog in multiple dry years. Per the SAFE Ordinance, the Drought Buffer is
available for pumping only if the allocation from Lake Cachuma is reduced, which may or may 1ol occur
during w dry year or period of diy yeors. Furtheemore, the SAFE Ordinance specifically states that the
Drought Buffer "cannot, under any circumstanees, be used by the District s a supplemental water sapply to
serve new or additional demands for water within the DistrieL®

Section 4.14.1.2, P. 4.14-3 The State Water Project, Paragraph 1

09 RDEIR:
Under the Distriet’s agreement with the CCWA, its share of the conveyance [facilities that deliver SWP
water to Cachumo Lake is limited to 4,500 AFY, which is nsed as the Diswrict’s basic supply.

Comment (6)

While this statewent is factually sccurate with regard to the Districe’s share of the conveyance facilices, the
SAFE Ordinance states that for long term planning purposes, the District may pat use mare than 3,800 acre
feet per year (AFY) as the Stute Water Project (SWP) yield. Current water supply avsilability throngh the
SWP is more limited than in provious yeurs; this year's allocation is currently at 20% and could be reduced
further.

Furthermore, a March 21, 2009 Los Angeles Times news article, “California’s water system ot risk from a
major Bay Area earthquoke,” states that aceording to 2 Department of Water Resourees report, there is 2
40% probability in the next 25 yearg of an sarthquake of magnitude 6.7 or higher causing 27 or more
Sacramento-San Jouquin River Delta islands to flood at the same time. An earthquake of this magnitude
wauld cause the carthen levees that help channel water to sink, leading o flooding on the isiands and salt
water inmusion into the freshwater delivery system. The state’s water system would be crippled and iake
abwut three years 1o repair, .

Due to the cominning uncertninty about State water, the SWP figure should be a range frow 0 - 3,800 AFY,
not 4,500 AFY thronghout the dacument,
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Section 4.14.1.2, P. 4.14-3 Groundwater, Paragraph 1

09 RDEIR:

As of April 2008, the District was able to pump its Give fully operational wells a a total rate of about 2,500
gallons per minute (ppm), which is cquivalent 1o about 4,200 AFY if the wells are operated 90 percent of
e time

Comment {7):

The functional ability of the District 1o pump its five uperationsl wells at the above rate does not equal
available water supply. The District can pump up m 2,350 AFY only if groundwater is above 1972 levels
or a different rmount limited by pumping capacity in a designsted drought as defined by the SAFE
Ordinance. See Comment 10, below, for further discussion.

Sectlon 4.14.1.2, P, 4.14-4 Groundwater, Paragraph 1

09 RDEIR:
If the grant is approved, work on the Sen Ricardo well will begin in 2008

Comment {8):
The grant 1o rehabilitate the San Ricardo well was approved, however Stle furding may not be available.
IF State funding is not available, well rehabilitation plans could cease.

Scetion 4,14.1.2, P. 4.14-4 Groundwater, Paragraph 1

09 RDEIR:
These projects are intended 10 bring the District’s 1oia! groundwaler production capucity up to about 6,700
AFY if all the wells were operated 90 percent of the time

Comment (9):

Similar to Comment 7; produation capacity does ot equal available water supply. At this time, funding
sources for the two dditioma! wells gsc unknown. I fimding camaot be found, these project planz could
cease,

Section 4.14.1.2, P. 4.44-4 Groundwater, Puragraph 2

09 RDEIR:
As p tesult of this adjudication, the GWD now has the right to pump 2,350 AFY of naturally occurring
groundwater from thig basin

Conunent (10):

This statement needs clarification. As restricted by the provisions of the SAFE Ordinance, the District has
the right 10 pump 2,350 AFY of groundwater if water is nbove 1972 levels. Only in a SAPE defined
drought can water ba pumped from below Lhe 1972 levels.

Seetion 4,{4.1.2, P.4.14-4 Grousdwater, Paragraph 4

09 RDEIR:
There i3 ao additional 10,000 to 20,000 acre-feex of available storage rematning for 2dditional banking

Comment {11):

The 10,000 to 20,000 acre-feet of availoble storage remaining for additional banking is 8o unverified
estimate asing a 10-20% porosity factor. While this pumber m=ay have appeared m the UWMP, the
District’s GWMP will assess these numbers; until this plan is compleied, these numsbers showld not be
relied on for any purposes.
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Section 4.14.1.2, P.4.14-4 Groundwaler, Paragraph 5

09 RDEWR:
The District may pump the banked water at a rate of 400 AFY

Comment ([2):

This is o misinterpretaion of e Disict’s Water Supply Azsessment {WSA). “Bonked” water should be
referred 1o as “stored” water throughoul the document, Pumping stored water i n rate of 400 AFY is an
cstimate based en 2 historical pumber and is not guaranteed in the future, Therefore it should not be used as
the GW/Conjunctive Use Rgure throughout the water supply analysis. The District's WSMP will assees an
apprapriate conjunctive use figure; until this plan is completed, this numbar should not be relied an.

Secnon'd.]d.l.z, P.4.34-4 Groundwater, Paragraph 6

09 RDEIR: .

Asg long as the basin holds water at a lavel above the level it held in 1972, then in nocmal years the Diswrict
must maintain & 2,000 AF buffer above 1972 levels but otherwise may vse the water in the annunl amounts
described above

Comment {13):
The sentence is incorrect and should be déloted.

Section 4.14.1.2, P.4.14-4 Groundwaler, Paragraph 6

0% RDEIR:
I the basin falls below the 1972 level, then in normal years, the District may only use its Wright Judgment
entitlement; banked waler is available only in dry years

Comment (14):
The smiement is incorrect. If the basin falls below the 1972 Ievels, no water way be pumped in normal
years. The Drought Buffer is only avsiloble during n SAFE defined drought year.

Section 4.14.1.2, P. 4.14-5 Recyeled Water, Paragraph 2

09 RDEIR:

The Goleta Sanitary District’s WTP currently (2008) has o seasonal treatment capacity of 3,000 AFY for
recycled water. Improvements will enable the District to reliably increase tha production of recycled water
to abowt 3,300 AFY

Comment {15):

The District does not have the morket, distributios, or storage capacity for recyeled water at these
estimutes. Recycled water production capacity at Golets Sanitary District (GSD) eannot be used ns the
figure for nyoilable recycled water that could be supplicd by the District. Prodaction capacity does not
equal delivery feasibility or marketahility. Therefore the figure 3,300 AFY is unrensonable 2ed should not
be used within the water supply snalysis; the figure should remain at 1,000 AFY throughout the document.
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Section 4.14.1.2, P, 4.14-7 Table 4,14-1

09 RDEIR:

Table 4.34-1. Water Suppiy Sources and

Amounts Available fo the Goleta Water District In Normat Rainfall Yaars

Avallable Water Supplies in Future Years
In Acre-Feat Per Yaar

PRONTRINHSUIN. SR

Sourcas {Actual Daliverles Depand On Damand)
201 2043 - 2008
Cachuma Projact 83722 9322 R
" Staie Water Project 4,500 1500 ]
Srouncwater 2,350 2389
GWXConjundive Use 300 480
Total: 18,572 16,872
t Recycled 1,000 3,300
’ Total Plus Recycted: 17,812 19,872

SeurcaT ‘Raier Suppy Assessmant Cly of Golata Gensral Plantoaswl Land Uss Phs, LR
2008, Table 1.2, and the Gofeta Sanitary Dismict 2006

Comment (16):
The table iz inaccurate baged an the following:

-

Cachuma Project - Due fo siltsiion and uncertainty about the annual Lake Cachuma recharge, from the

years 2015 onward, a baseline of 9,00DAF should be used. Refer to Comment 4

-

-

State Waler Project - Refer to Comment 6
GW/Conjunctive Use ~ Refer 1o Comraent 12
Recycled Water - Refer to Comment 15

Based upon sdditionat and updated svalyses, the District has updated the dawa and recommends that the
University use the following table in analyzing future water supplies:

Tuble 4. 14-1. Water Supply Sources and Amonnts Avuilable to the Goleta
Water District In Normal Rainfall Years

Sourees 2010 2015-2030 |
Cachuma Project 9,322 9,000 *
Suate Water Project 0-3,800 06-3,800
Annuzl Groundwater Ripht 2,350*+ 2,350
GW/Conjuctive Use D 0
7% System Loss {817 - 1083) {785 - 1061
Tota) Potable Supply 10,855 - 14,389 10,555 ~ 14,089

Recycled Waler 1,000 1,000

[ Total Plus Recycled 11,855 - 15,339 11,555 - 15,089

* Based upon siltation und the Department of Water Resousces 2008 White Paper
** Assumes levels are maintained af or above 1972 levels
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Sectian 4.14.1.2, P, £.14-8 Critfeal Dry Year — Cachuma Project

09 RDEIR:
The District also assumes that an average of 3,584 AFY of the Cachuma Surface Water Bufler is available
for use during # critical dry vear

Comment (17):

The stalernent is incorrect; it is no assumption and needs to be removed. The University is double counting
aveilable supplics, The Cachuma Surface Buffer is only a niming strategy, not an addinonal source of water.
Furthermore, (0 assurne the buffer will continue jn each critical dry year is incorrect. The District’s GWMP
and WSMP will determine if any carryover is nvailable in nny given year. Refer 1o Comment 5.

Section 4.14,1,2, P. 4,14-8 Critical Dry Year — Groondwater

09 RDEIR:
The District has sufficient banked groundwater {41,000 AF) to meet shortfalls in the other supplies in 8
¢ritical dry year

Comment (18

The statement is incorrect. Stored groundwater below the 1972 levels may only be pumped in a SAFE
defined drought. In addition, the SAFE Ordipance stales: “Tha Drought Buffer cannot, under sny
circumstances, be used by ihe Districe as a supplemestal water supply to serva new or additional demands
for water within the District.™ Sec Anachment B.

Section 4.14.1.2, P, 4.14-8 Critleal Dry Yenr, Last Paragraph

09 RDEIR:
The supply of poizble water available to the District i a critical dry year increnses over time as the Distict
supplements its other sources of patable water by drawing on its *banked’ groundwaler drought resources

Comment {19):
The sentence is unclear. The District mey only draw stored groundwater below the 1972 levels in 2 SAFE
defined drought, which mey or may not be & critical dry year.

Section 4.14.1.2, P. 4.14-8 Critical Dry Year, Last Paragruph

09 RDEIR:
The SAFE ordinance allows the District to pump up o 3,950 AFY of praviously stored grovodwater 10
augment other supplies during eriricat dry years, -

Conmcnt (20):

Tha statcment is incorrect and shonld be delered. The 3,950 AFY Bgure is a number uged by the District to
address a hypothetical scenario nsing historical data, witich is now unsctinble. It is not a figure stated in the
SAFE Ordinsnce. The SAFE Ordinance sllows the Distriet to pmmp its Drought Buffer only in 8 SAFE
defined droughy; the amouat is Hmited to the Diatrict’s pumping capacity.
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Scetlon 4.14,1.2, P. £.14-8 Table 4.14-2

09 RDEIR:
Tabdy 5442 Propciom of Golee Watet Diar Avodabia Sopply It Epceol Dry Yaxs, §
1
Lo0tured pregeet e N 2% 558 kesa T
STl Yeky ) 2] = [ =5
AL (T RN eIt A6 2353 e L3 2R
Ceoundaier orrrsCive (ise 406 = S . &)
LHOLRINTr Arce 19)
syl ° £ Lt a o
pravied Prors 1480 2330 2858 ages do3
L0 Cacheran Bofierd [ aead Y34t T 356
Yok Fotabie Supply masd Hoetd 1504 17104 17,784
Récycted Woarr 1.980 s > ARG 33060
Fotol Pl Redychid 17282 THIM 21004 TTOO4 X.064
Wonke - B
V Saada WA T e QUG CTHESY Seekin 230en MOLie s 1 TE AP 2P AL T I $eoon o
RIS RGNS RV 200 IO LU N S (RS 60 ¢ R
TFaurd XLy AAIwmsV Oy of Gl Cries FOBLIBON Lot 500 2t 207 Te S ok, & k. .
N 4

Commem {Z1):

The table is iuaccurate based on the following:

= Cachuma Project ~ Tt should be noted that the Cachuma Project Ggure of 6,898 is not & siatic number;

this number is determined by the COMB pasticipants and roay be less in future eritical dry years

»  Groundwater/Conjunctive Use - Refer to Comment 12

» SAFE Groundwater Drought Buifer — The SAFE Groundwater Drought Buffer igure dopends on
pumping cepacity and the number of wells in operation. ln a critically dry year, this Ggure is calculated
by subwracting the Annual Groundwater Right Som the available punping capacity. In 2010, pumping
capacity will remain at approximately 5,400 AFY, producing 2 SAFE Groundwater Drought Buffer
figore of 3,050 AFY. By 2015 - 2030, pumping capacity could increase w0 6,700 AFY if two
additional wells are added, producing z SAFE Groundwater Drought Buffer fignre of 4,350 AFY

»  Lske Cachuma Buffer - Reder to Comment 17

»  Recycled Water - Refer to Comment 15

Based upon additional analyses, the District has updated the dats and recommends that the University use
the following table in asmlyzing fulure water suppliss:

Table 4.14-2. Projection of Goleta Water District Avallable Supply In A Critically Dry Year
Sogrces 1010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Cachuma Project 6,898 6,898 6,898 6,898 6,398
State Water Project 0-522 - 522 0-522 0-522 0-522
Annuzl Groondwater Right 2,350 2350 2,350 2,350 2,350
GW/Conjunctive Use 0 0 a 0 0
Groundwater Above 1972
Water Levels 0 0 0 0 ]
SAFE Groundwater Dronght R
Buffer 3,050 4350* 4350* 4350* 4350*
Cachuna Surface Water .
Supply Buffer 0 0 0 0 (]
7% System Loss {861 - 897) (952 -988) | (952-988) | (952-988) | (552 -988)
12,646 - 12,646 - 12,646 - 12,646 -
Total Potable Supply 11,437-11,923 13,132 13,132 13,132 13,132
Recycied Wster 1,000 . 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
13,646 - 13,646 - 13,646 - 13,644 -
Tatal Phss Recveled 12,437 -12,923 14,132 14,132 14,132 14,132

* Assuming construetion/developiment of two additional wells by the District in 2015 for & total pumping

capacity of 6,700 AFY
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Section 4.14.1.2, P, 4,14-8 Muliiple Dry Years — Cachuma Project

09 RDEIR:
The District also assumes that an average of 3,584 AFY of the Cachwna Surface water Buffer is avpiluble
for multiple dry years

Coyoment (22);

The starement is incorrect, The District daes not assume an sverage of 3,584 ATY of the Cachuma Surface
Waier Buffer to be availsble in muoltiple dry yems, similar to the critical dry year scennrio, Refer to
Commenr 17.

Section 4.14.3.2, P. 4.14-10 Multiple Dry Years — Grovndwater

09 RDEIR;
The Disirict may only drew on groundwater 10 the cxtent allowed by SAFE’s Drought Buffer requirements

Comment {25):

The stetement needs clardfication, The sentence should read: The District may only draw an groundwater o
the cxtent allowsd by SAFE's Drought Builer reguiremenis mnd constrained by the pumping capacity of
Distrier wells.

Section 4.14.1.2, P, 4.14-10 Multiple Dry Years - Recyeled Water

Comment (24);

The Distriet does not have the market, distribution, or storage capacity for recycled waler at these
estimates. Refer to Conmnent 15,

Section 4.14.1,2, P. 4.14-10 Table 4.14-3

09 RDEIR;
| TaD[ 4143, Golata Water DIStrict Projections of Availshls WHIeF Supplist In
. Monipls Dry Years -
supply Source Multipie Dry Years:
| Year1 Year2 | Yord | Yeard | Yexrd | Years
Cachums Project 9,322 5,823 5822 6,898 6.898 6893
State Water Project 2633 2,533 2.533 2833 2.533 2.833
Anrnual Groundwaler Pumping
Rigt 2,856 2.350 2350 2330 2,350 2350
Groundawatet Conjuniclive Use 409 400 460 400 400 400
Groungwaler Above 1972 Waler
Leveis 1.450 1,450 1.845G 1] 4] g
SAFE Ordinance Required
Groundwater Buffer [y 4] i) 1,450 1,450 1A50
Cachuma Surtoce Watar Shipply
Bufier! 3,684 3.584 3,58 3584 3584 23.564
Total: 19,438 19,838 188638 17,215 17,215 17,218 i
Recycied Wates Progutbon 1,000 1000 [ w006 [ 1000 | 1000 | 3300 |
Total Pius Recycled; 20,838 1 20,839 20,609 18248 13,218 20,518
Notax:
Y. Represars (he average 3n00a1 0/ Unusad Caciuma Sroject walet ¢amiad ouer Fom priof years sinos 1934,
2. Wby muddole dry Sea0 perod i asiumied 1 s 5 2010 tha 1ot wotolis supply of racpted water vil
fcreges 10 J D AFY Dy 3075 a8 Wiprovemens 1o the | ir8ak DIan o7 ¢

Sotnces. Cole Vortar Dusirict UWHE, 2005 ana CMCA, 3007, VWaler Suppiy A885iment Clly of Qoleta Gsnaca!
Pian/Con st iand tise Fran. May, 2008 and the Golsta Sanziry Distrcy. 1008
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Comnwent (25),
The table is inaccurate based on the following.

Cechuma Project — It should be noted that these numbers would likely continue to drop io multiple dry
years, especially in years 4, §, and 6. To essume these figures remain constant is incorrect

State Water Profect — The figure should comsist of a range between D- 2.533, as rthe supply cowld be
less than 34% in multiple dry years

Annual Groundwater Pumping Right ~ In Years 4, 5, und 6 this figure will be zero, becnuse it is
factored into the SAFE Ordinance Required Groundwatce Droupht Buffer

Groundwater/Conjunctive Use — Refer to Comment 12

Groundwaier Above 1972 Water Levels — it sbhould be noted that in years 1, 2, and 3, the stated 1,450
of availablc water is onty an assumption, this water supply may or muy not be available in muliple dry
yenrs

SAFE Ordinunce Required Greundwater Buffer - The SAFE Groundwater Drought Buffer figure
depands on pumping capacity end the mimber of wells in operation. For District calculations in Table
4.14-3, the District ossumes in Years 4, 5, and 6, pumping capacity will remain at 5400 AFY. It
should be noted (hat pumping capacity could increase 10 6,700 AFY il two additional wells are added
Cachuma Surface Water Supply Buffer ~ 1o year 1, the Cechuma Surface Water Supply Buffer should
be o range of O — 3,584; in all subsequent years, this supply of water will niot exist and should be
assumed a5 2210, Refer to Comment §7

Recyeled Water Production — Refer to Comment | §

Unaccounted for Water Losses at 7% sbould be ndded inte the mble

Based vpon additional analyses, the District bas vpdated the duta and recommends that the University use
the following table in analyzing future water suppiies:

Tabié 4.14-3. Goleta Water District Profections of Available Watcr Supplies In Multiple Dry Years

Supply Saures Year 1 Year 2 Yeard Yeuard Year5 Year 6
Cachuma Project 9,332 9322 9,322 6,898 6,898 6,898
State Water Project -2531 0-2533 0-2533 0-2533 0-2,533 0-2533
Anmal Groundwater Right 2,350 2,350 2,350 Q 0 0
GW/Conjunctive Use 0 0 0 0 0 0
Groundwater Above 1972 Waier
Levels 0 0 0 0 0 Q
SAFE Groundwater Drought Buffer 0 0 0 5400* 5400* 5400*%
Cacburms Surface Water Supply
Buffer 03,584 0 0 0 0 4
%o System Loss (817-1245) | (B17-594) (817-994) | {86] - 1,038} | (861 -1,038) (861 - 1,038)
10,855 - 10,855 - 10,855 - 11,437 - 11,437~ . 11437 -
Total Potable Supply 16,544 13,214 13,211 13,793 13,793 13,793
Recyoled Water 1,000 1,000 1,600 1,000 1,000 1,000
11,855 - 11,855 - 11,855 - 12,437 - 12,437 - 12,437 -
Total Plus Recycled 17,544 14211 14,211 14,793 14,793 14,793

*This figure could be 6,700AFY with the addition of two wells under consideration by the Distict

Bection 4.14.1.2, P. 4.34-11 State Water Project Reltablliry

Camment (26):

The University uges the Distriet’s WSA thot cites the 2007 draft State Water Project Delivery Reliability
Report. This report was prepared prior (o recent conditions that severely limit the Stte’s ability 1o move
water through the California Delta, Thess limitations are due to zudangered species coneerns, judicial
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consmraints and the Californta Governor's declared drought in February 2009. Allocation of state water is
currently at 20% and could be reduced. .

The University’s water supply analysis, including discussion of SWP reliubility, should reflect the reality of
current water supply conditions rather than conditions os they were in 2007 and enrlier. The vse of historic
water delivery averages to detenmine future deliveries is ineppropriate duc to these chanped circumsiances.

Sucdon 4.14.1.2, P. 4.14-12 Reliability of the Cochumg Project

09 RDEIR:

The approach of analysis of Cachuma deliverics by simularing & 76-year sequence based upon hisiorical
weather parterns restricts the subsequent simulation 1o no more extreme droughts or severe storms than
have historically occuned

Comament (27):

To base relisbility of the Cachwna Project an historical weather pattermns is incorrect. The University needs
1 consider more extreme scearios than bave historically occurred. According to the Department of Water
Resotrees’ (DWR) Octobor 2008 White Paper easiiled Managing an Uncertain Future, Climate Change
Adaptation Strategies for Californin’s Water(pg. 2J, “extreme climatic events will became more frequent,
necessitating improvements in flood protection, drought preparedness and cmerpency response.. historic
hydrologic patteros can no longer be solely relied upon to forecast the watzr future.”

Section 4.14.1,2, P, 4.14-13 Climate Change, Paragraph 2

09 RDEIR:
The District’s conjunctive use program is one such option

Comment [28):
The statemnent is incorrect; the District's WSMP will assess a conjunctive use program. Unl this plan is
adopted, its use cannot be relied upon and sbould be removed as g water supply source,

Secotion 4.34.1.2, P, 4.14.3 Slitation

09 RDEIR:
During the summer 2008 COMB will perform » bathymetrie study to delerming Cachuma's comrent
capacity

Conunent (29);

The Cachuroa Lake Bathymetric survey was completed in June 2008, wirh the fGnal study completed in
September 2008. The smudy revealed that e new lake capacity at the 750 fool elevaton is 186,636 AF,
resultiog in & loss in capacity of 1,395 AF compared to the survay completed in 2000. This loss is due to
siltation from storm runoff and a portion of the siltation results from the 2007 Zaca Fire. The next study is
schicduled for 2010 to determine the continuing effects of the Zaca fire, which is expected to result in
further capacity loss due to siltardon. More frequent South Coast wildfires could acoelerate the rate of
siltation, thus more quickly reducing lake capacity, In addition to siltation, capacity covld be affected by
the jmplementation of a pass-through agreement regarding Senta Barbara’s Gibralter Reservoir.

Overall, for the years 1956 ~ 2000, Lake Cachuma storage capacity at the 750 foot clevation fell from
205,000AF 1o 188,000AF, which is approximately 17,000 AF of loss due to siliation. Between the years
2000 - 2008, ao additiona) 1,395 AF of loss has occurred; the rate of capacity loss due to siliation is
epproximately 358 AFY for the vears {956 - 2008. Ax this rate, spproximuicly 6,000 AF of lass will ocour
during the University's planaing period from 2008 - 2025, further reducing lake capacity 1o 180,600 AF.
Reduced storage capacity and changing climatic conditions affecting Laks Cachuma’s annual yecharge
could lead to reductions in the District’s nonmal anpual allotment.
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Section L1413, P. 4.14-3 The SAFE Ordinance

09 RDEIR:
Ficst, SAFE limits she water available for vew service connzctions to 1% af the District's yeurly sapply

Comment {(30);
The statement needs clarification. The sentence should read: Firss, SAFE Uimits che water available for new
service copnections to a maxfruan of V% of the Dismict’s yearly potoble supply.

The District’s yearly potable supply docs aot include recycled water and, pending Distriet Board approval,
may nol include up to 800 AF of water delivered through the Golets West Conduit.

Section 4,14.1.2, P.4.14-14 The SAFE Ordinance, Paragraph |

09 RDEIR:
According to the District, the coaditions of parograph 4 bad all been met by 1997. GWD is thus authorized
to provide new secvice conncctions each year, allocating no more thao | pereent of it tota] annual supply

Comment (31):

The University has misinterpreted the 1% potable water supply nllacation. Although it is true that
conditnos of paragraph 4 were met in 1997, the conditions most be met annually. There could come a year
when not all of the conditions are et Therefore, authorization to provide new service connections cach
year is pot guaranieed. Furthermore, in times of a SAFE defined drought, so new connections are
permitied.

Section 4.14.1.2, P.4.14-15 The SAFE Ordinance, Psragraph 4

03 RDEIR:
The amount available for new connections each year is therefore 154 AFY (}%af 15,472 AFY)

Commens (32):

The Bgure of 154 AFY is unreliable. The amount available for new comnections ix re-calenlated vearly,
therefore the 1% potable water supply allocalion figore of 154 AFY should be not be used. Refer to
Comments 30 apd J1.

Section 4.14.1.2, P.4.14-16 Table 4.14-4

0% RDEIR:
Tabix 3.14-4. Projactad SAFE Polable Water Cajeutation

Watsr Suppliag 2010 2015 2020 | 207% 2030
¢ Cachuma® 2322 | 922 | 93 9322 | %222
| State Waler Projedt fpes SAFE) 3800 | 3800 | 3800 | 3.808 | 3400
i Grounavaaler’ 2350 | 2360 | 2350 | 2350 | 2380
H Totat 15472 | 16472 | 16472 | 18472 | 8472
| Y% Per Yeor Alocation 154 154 154 154 B4
{ Meas:
i 1. Dasd aovincnds Lake Cachum3 Surfacs Warsr Butfes,

3. BAPE dieas that “Dad 1 IKE conbovessy contarnlog the ohyscal abitty of the St Water PrRgect o dedrys 25

{ At CONBCIUN ComemAmty, e DISDRT 2108 plon for Uiy Usbvery of Acre 186) pe? yaar of Wathr B4 INa et of
. AT FrereLE Song-ten yaig " Therefore, 3,400 acre-Sest fs usad foc vils caleulonen,
; 3. Dory cotincide coatncliva use amoun-e. SUUs vaLe, AEMM Wate: O $iored Watet

Suirce. 1Verer Suy Lsaesemenl Cav of GO3 Gensrar FipaiCoasial t ond Ligs Fran. May 22, 2608 Todia 43
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Comment {33):
The 1able is inaceorate bused on the {ollowing:

»  Cachunis ~ 1t should be noted that the Cachuma figure may be reduced by up to 800 AF of water thas
may not be considered as o potable waler supply. Refer to Comment 30. Due o sikotion und
uncertainty sbour the annual Lake Cachuma recharge, Gom the years 2015 onward, s baseline of 9,000
AF shouid be used. Refer to Comment 16

*  State Water Project ~ [t should be noted that while the 3,800 is used as the planning figure per SAFE,
the figure is subject 1o judicial and other constraints, reducing supply 1o a range of § - 3,800

* 1% potable water supply allocation - Refer to Comments 30-32

*  Notes (1} - This nore umplies the existence of the Lake Cachuma Surface Water Bufler ss sn additions!
source of water, which is incorract. Refer 1o Comment 17

= Notes (3) ~ This note implies the existecce of conjunctive use amounis, which is incorrect, Refer to
Coroment 12

Based upon edditional analyses, the District hus updated the data and recommends that the University use
the foliowing table in analyzing farure water supplics:

Table 4.14-d. Projected SAFE Potable Water Calculntion (in 3 Narmal Year)

Waler Sepplies 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Cachums Project 9,322 5,000 9,000 9,000 9,000
State Water Project (per
SAFE) 0-3,800 {-3,800 §-3,800 0-3,800 0 - 3,800
Annual Grovmdwater Right 2,250 2,350 2,350 2350 2,350

11,672~ 11,350 - 11,350 - 11,350~ 11,350 -
Total Potable Supply 15472 15,472 15472 15472 15472
1% potable water supply
allocation? 117-155 114 - 155 J14- 155 114 - 155 114155
*Does pot include 7% System Loss

Scction 4.14.1.2, P.4.14-16 The SAFE Ordinance, Paragraph 1

09 RDEIR:

Al those fimes, groundwater beyond the Dismict's Rright Judgment cntittement may only be used during
dry yenrs, when Cochuma deliveries are resteicted. In 2007, the District found that 1972 levels had been
reached, and so the District bad met its obligatios 10 create the Drought Buffer and was free, pursusnt to
SAFE, 10 use banked groundwater during normal years

Comument (34):
The {irst gentence is incorrect ond should be deleted.

The second sentence should read: “...was fiee, pursuant to SAFE, to use stored grovndwater abhove the
1972 levels during normal years.™

Section 4.14.1.2, P.4.14-16 The SAFE Ordinance, Paragraph 3
09 RDEIR;
Ag of December 2007, there was o total of about 6,000-12.000 AF of water in storage in the Central Basia

above 1972 levels. This water is avnilable for District production ot a rate of 400 AFY in addition to its
annua) appropriative groundwater right of 2,350 AF

Goleta Water District Comments on UCSB LRDF RDEIR : Page 12 of 38



Comment {35):

The first sentence needs forther clarification. The seotence should read:  As of December 2007, i was
estimalad that there might be a gl of abowt 6,000-12,000 AF of water in storage in the Central Dasin
above 1972 levels,

The second sentence is incorrect The production rate figure of 400 AFY is pot a hiard nuraber, Until the
District completes the GWMP, eny Universily analysis using this higure is unrelinble and should not be
used throughont the document,

Section 4.14.1.2, P4, 14-17 Figure 4.14-2

09 RDEIR:

YA Laantobmn
Tpe Was

L e e e Jrnergr S 08

SO - 22,000 AY L
Groundwoter Stovons In clmever it
Dnarss of 1977 Lewals
KPR D g sborstont g s el P paambnd = 3258

2,350 AFY Grountwniar
Enihlermoni

Toseri Razin [ S
Storoge ~“Boakcd”
Cuporily  Grovadsesis:

{41,800 AR

~Untaushad™ ;h;opf

Comment (36):
The figure is inaccurate based on the following:

» 2350 AFY Groundwater Entitlement — The degcripdon under “SAFE Limitations For Use™ is
incarrect; the groundwater entitlement may be pumped munually, only when the basin is ahove the
1972 water levels

*= 2,000 AFY “drought buffer” - The figure is incorrect, the University bas double counted available
supplies; the 2,000 AFY figure should be defeted

»  District “Busked™ Groundwarer {41,000 AF) — The correct term to usc is the SAFE Drovght Buffer;
the SAFE Drought Buffer may only be pumped during 5 SAFE defined drought ’

Section 4.14.1.3, P.4.14-18 Bishop Ranch, Paragraph 2

09 RDEIR:

The District’s projection of furure demand assumes future polable waler dewand will be partially offsct by
the incrensed use of recycled water

Comment (37):

The statement is incorrect. The University is assuming that recycled waler will offser the increased potable
water demand (o the fuhure, which is a misunderstanding of the District’s WSA. The Distict’s projection of
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future demand does nol assumne potable water will be partially oflset by recycled water. The District does
not have the markat, distribulion. or sworage capacity to increase the use of recycled water a1 these
estimates. Refer to Comment 15.

Section 4.14.1.3, P.4,14-19-20 Tables 4.14-5 4.14-6, and 4.14-7

Comment {38}

The Recycled/Potable Water Offser figure is not realistic end should be removed from Tables 4.14-5, 4.14-
6. and 4.J4-7, The ynaccounted for water losses on each wble should be 7% and the wotal demand figures
peed to be recalculated. Refer 10 Comments 15, 37, znd 40.

Section 4.14.1.3, P. 4,14-20 Water Conservation Mensures

Camment (39):
The information used in this RDEIR ix outdated since the Best Management Practices (BMP) reporting dara
used is from 2004, Please refer to the updated information below,

It should be noted that the structure of the California Urban Water Conservation Council (CUWCC) BMPs
was revised in December 2008.

Section 4.14,1.3, P, 4,14-21 Water Conscrvation Messures, BMP 3

Comment (40):

Ly Japuary of 2005, JBS Associates Inc. completed a Water Distribution Systern Audit for the District. In
the study, the District’s unaccounted for water loss was determived to be benween 6% ond 8% of total
production. Jt sbould be noted that the District uses an average of 7% unaccountad for water logses for its
caleulations in the updated tables provided in this attachment.

Sectlon 4.14.1.3, P. 4,14-21 Water Conservation Measures, BMP S

09 RDEIR:
The water budgets are expected to be sent to customers by 2006

Comment {41):

The District bag partnered with both the City and County of Santa Barbara fo implement voluntary water
budgets for landscope irrigalion weters serving larpe landscapes through www.lundseapebuduets.com.
Currently, approximuately 120 landscape accounts are signed up. Up until 2009, the program has been paid
for through 8 grant ohtained by the Santa Barbara County Water Agency, which bas now ended. The
District is currently exploring the option of sending Information 1o customers ooce per oonth instead of

participaling in the wiw landscanebuduets.con program.
Section 4.14.1.3, P. 4.14-21 Water Conservatisn Measures, BMP &

69 RDEIR:
The Digtrict currently offers a $100 rebate to Commercial, Industrial and lnstitetional (CH) customers who
purchase a qualifying washing machine

Cormment {(42):

The District offers High Efficiency Washing Muchine (HEW) rebates to residential customers through the
Swart Rebates program, administered by the CLTWCC and partially funded through a grant from the DWR.
The DWR funding is on hold at this time due to State budget constraints; it is estimated {hat District rebates
are expended for this year. There is currently a CI rebate program in effect through the lead agency of
Sants Barbara County. Over time, the rebate amounts have incressed aod the CII rebate program is now
$150. The program was partially funded with a grant from DWR, which is also on hold st this time.
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Section 4.94.1.3, P. 4.14-21 Water Conservation Measures, BMP 7

0% RDEIR;
Diswict SwtY provides conservation materinls al several public cvents throughout the year wuch as the
Sustainable Landscape Fair

Comment (43},
The Sustainable Landscape Fair has been phased out and replaced with other cvenis such as the Sonts
Barbara Home Improvement Expo.

Section 4.14.1.3, P, 4.14-22 Water Conservation Measures, BMP 9

09 RDEIR:
The District is in the process of re-ranking its customers as Commercial, Industrial, and instiutional
according 10 use

Comment {44

Currently, all of the Districl’s cusiomers ja the ClI sector are clossified 8s Commercial even though some
of the customers are ladustriol or Instimtional ag defined by the CUWCC. BMP 9 requires that these
classes of customer be separated. There are inherent problems with trying to re-classify (not re-rank) these
customers in the District’s billing system. Research is ongoing in determining the elassification of
commercinl customers by CUWCC stacdards. Since alf customers are labeled “Commercial® in the
District™s billing system {lucluding Instirutional and Industrial), they all qualify for rebates offered 10 the
CT sector under this BMP,

Section 4.14.1.3, P, 4.14-22 Waler Conservation Measures, BMP 11

09 RDEIR:
The District is curremity conducting o rate study to determine if it would be feasible to imploment an
incrensing block volumetrie rate in the firure .

Comment (45):

This senicuce should be removed. The District is no Jonger conducting 2 rate study to determine if 1t would
be feasible to implement no incressing block volumetric rate in the future. The rate swdy was ended in
2005. The Diswict cuently implements conservation pricing in that all water s sold at s wniform
volumnetric rate, In nddition, volumerric rates are deemad sufficiently coosistent with the dcfinition of
conservalion pricing because the total eanual Tevenue from the volumetric rates is graater than or equal to
70% of the total revenue for the District.

Seetion 4.14.1.3, P. 4.14-22 Water Conservation Measures, BMP 12

09 RDEIR:
The District hay implemented this BMP by designoting a foll-time Conservation Coordinetor for the

District

Conmmoeni (46):
Due 1o budgeting construints and decreased stafling levels, the Conservation Coordinstor is not a full-time

position at thig time,

Scetion 4,14.1.3, P. 4,14-22 Waier Conservation Measures, BMP 14

Comment {47);

The Distict currendy offers wlira low flow toilet (ULFT) snd HEW rebates through the Smart Rebates

Program, administered by the CUWCC and partially fanded through a grant from DWR. The DWR funding
i on hold at this time, and District rebates ars estimated 1o be expended for this year.
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Section 4.14.1.4, P.4.14-23 Current Potable Water Use

09 RDEIR:

Annual potsble waler use on the Main Campus averaged 558 AFY berween 1999 and 2004... When the
demand from approved projects is added to existing demand. the total demand is shout 872 sere-feel per
yeor,

Comment (48):

The University does not provide a correct baseline figure for current potable weter use. According to
District records, the University’s most current polable water use was 687 AFY in 2008 and 703 AFY in
2007. For Cafifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA} purposes, the District suggests tbe University use
u figure oT 700 AFY, ruther than §72 AFY, as a baseline for current potable water use.

Section 4.14.1.5, P.4.14-24 Goleta Water District

09 RDEIR;
Such regulations include water supply treatment system testing and monjtoring, as specified in Title 23

Conment {49):
This semence contains » typographical error. The sentence should read Tirle 22, tuther than Title 23.

Section 4.14,1.5, P.4.14-24 Goleta Water District

Comment (50)
li should be pdded that the District is the CEQA Responsible Agency for this project,

Section 4.14,1.5, P.4.14-2d Water Supply Assessment, Amended City of Golela General Plan/Coastal
Lond Use Plan

Comment (51}

The District is in the process of reviewing the 2008 WSA because water supply conditons have changed.
Refer to the General Comment. The District’s upcoming GWMP and WSMYP will bester reflect the realities
of water availahility in the future, The 2005 UWMP will be revised and superseded in 2010.

Sextion 4.14.1.5, P.4.14-25 SENATE BILLG610 and SENATE BILL22Y, Paragraph 4

09 RDEJR:
Appendix 4.14-1 of this EIR is the functional equivalent of & waler supply sssessmeqt for the 2008 LRDP

Comment (52

Appendix 4.14-1 of the RDEIR is not the functional equivalent of a water supply assessment for the 2008
LRDP; this document was not preparsd or approved by the District, which is the CEQA Responsible
Ageuocy,

Section 4.14.2.1, P.4.34-26 Standards of Significance

Comment {53);

The proposed standard reflects the fundamental fatlacy in the entire water supply section. A more correct
Standard wounld show:

If the Unjversity’s 2008 LRDP potable water demand exceeds the District’s available potable water supply
in the planning period, it i3 a Class I Significant aud Umavoidable Impact.
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Sectlon 4.14,2.3, P.4.14-30 Water Demand Duty Factors for Future Development, Paragraph 2

09 RDEIR:
This factor Is calculated using 2 water demand duty fsctor of 0,152 AFY per dwelling unit.

Commen (54):
The housing water duty factor (wdf) is supported using data from two academic yesrs, 2004/2005 and
2003/2006. This factor should be supported with dusa from 5 5-10 year spap to guarantee accurdey.

The District belicves the Univessity has calculated the 0.152 wdf using the fol lawing assumptions:

+  An individual student will usc 40 gallons of water per day

»  Anindividual student will be in residence 300 days (fom the University’s 2004 Infrastructure Study)

+  The remaining 65 days of the year would have 40% campus occupaney (3 quarters of 20,000 students
end | quarter (summer) of 8,000 stdeots

Therefore:
40 gal. x 300 days = 12,000 pal,

40% x 40 gal. x 65 days = 1,040 gal.
12,000 + 1,040 = 13,040 gal. per sradent bedspace per year
Using 326,000 pgal. = | AF,

13,040 gal /326,000 gal. = .04 AF per student bedspace per year
Using the University number of 3.8 bedspaces per housing unit,
0 .04 x 3.8 =0.152 AF per housing unit

The District questions the above calculation s follows:

*  An individoal student will use 40 gellons of water per day ~ References to United States college
student water use ranges from a low of about 30 galiday up to 75 gab/day. The University should
pravide factual data to conclude 40 gal/day. The waf should also sccount for an increasing proportion
of faculty, swaff, graduate students and their families in campus housing; the University must
incorporate these groups into the above estisoate. .

« 40 % Campus Occupancy Rate - The assamption that compus housing will have a 40% ocoupancy rate
for the summer months might be onrealistic. In addition to summer school students, the University
houses outside arganizations for various events over these months. In sddition, faculty, staff, graduaie
students and their families are more likely to remain in University housing year round. The University
should reflect these conditions in its calculations.

The University should provide its calewlations and support i conclosions with frcua! data to support an
accurate water duty factor. Absent such data, the District cannot accept the widf as provided by the
University.

Section 4.14.2.3, P.4.14-31 Water Demand Duty Factars for Futyre Develapment, Paragraph 1

Cownent (551 .

The District is concemed with the assumptions in this paragraph. Using a wdf of 0.152 AFY per unit
“because residential water use st UC Sama Barbara is generally less than that of comparable mulli-family
housing in the community” is got x smmd argwment 1o support the University’s reasoning. Producing an
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average water usage from only two academic years 1o support the stated waf is not = realistic scenario.
Refer to Comuncent 54,

Section 4.14.2.3, P.4,14-3¢ Table 4.14-9

09 RDEIR:

Tab 4.14-2. Sorrmary of Futse Potadle YWalsr Deemand Axsocloted Wish me 2008 LRDP

Totil Potable

Lang Use Category Quantisy Water Duty Faciors Walsr mnlmso
TAFY)
Housi=g 3,303 ynits® 0152 AFY per umit g2

sucon. Résemch g Up k1, E00.000
Ottt 255ga0ble squote | 0154 AFY per 1,000 squve foef 3
(eel

Total Addidonat Firurs Damand Frem 2005 LROP 855

Rt H

Soueces, UO8E kny LIS 2053

1, 52 0% ualts,

Z. Sed Tollea 1450

3. Avenpe olwien des1and do1 COMSIGE 1S WCHADOLIO A M O D BH0 BWMP 2605,
4 Soe 3isoAppend A GF witer RMand G iiYRGY YArack Qrdss.

Cominens {56}
The 12ble is innceurate based on the following:

L »

Housing - Refer 1o Comment 54

Instruction, Research and Other ~ The University prepared a final Infrastructure Assessment Repoert in
December of 2004. A wdf of 0.15289 can be coloulsted from the University's data. The District
believes this is » more appropriate wdf ssing Unjversity-specific calculations, rather than using the
District’s UWMP Ggure of 0.184 for “classrooms, Jabs snd other”

To fully reflect the University's anticipated overall waler usage at the end of the planning period, the
District believes the table should swte curent baseline ussge (calcolated by the District to be
spprotimately 700 AFY) as well as usage associated with buildings the University describes zs
recently completed or approved. The University reports thiz number to b 256 AFY. Adding these two
figures tn the total in Table 4. 14-9 will give toral demand at the end of the planning period, Subtracting
the baseline usage will otal addirional demand at the end of the planming period.

Based upen additions! and npdated anslyses, the District has updated the data sod recozmmends that the
University re-title and use the following tabls in acalyzing future water supplies:

Table 4.14-9. Summaury of Future Potable Water Demand {6 the Ead of the Planning Period
(2025)
Total Petzhie
Waler
- Water Duty Domoand
Land Use Category Quantity Foetors {AFY)
UWMP estimales from {990 LRDP TBD 256
0.152 AFY per 502
Housing 3,304 unit
Up o 1,900,000
assignable square | 0.19289 APY per 367
Instruction, Research and Other fect 1,000 square feet
Total Additional Demznd From the 2008 LRDP and completion of the 1990 1,125*%
LRDP .

* Current bascline usage is an additional 700 AFY, and is not reflected in this value

Goleta Warer Divericy Commenis on UCSB LRDP RDEIR
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Section 4.14.2.3, P.4.14.32 Tahle 4,14-10

09 RDEIR:
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Comment {57y
The table is inaccurste based on the following:

¢  The table does not provide rellable average use figures because it only gives oue yenr's date rather than
several, Alleast 5-10 year sverages should be used
»  Information on faculty housing should be incorporsied into the table

‘Section 4.14.2.3, P. 4.44-33 Water Demand Duty Factors for Puture Development, Paragraph | snd 3

09 RDEIR:

Ircreased groundwater pumping would be Emited 10 GWD's allocation of 2,350 AFY of the adjudicaled
groundwater basin’s supply, plbs banked groundwater up 10 the GWD's pumping capacity of 6,700 AFY
which 15 expected by 2020,

This impact is considered adverse but not significant becanse, sccording to GWD's UWMP, GWD has
already banked sufficicnt waler ta meet projected demands during critical dry and multiple dry years.

Commens. {58):

The statement is incomesy; it is in violation of the SAFE Ordinonce. To be consistent with the SAFE
Ordinance, the ability of the Distriet 1o meet projected demands during eritica} dry and multiple dry years is
based solely apon meinlaining water levels abave the 1972 levels. The amount of water stored in prior
years is not # consideration for servicing additional developroent if the water levels are below the 1972
levels.

Section 1. purm, 2 of \be SAFE Ordinance states that the “Drought Buffer cannot, under any circumstances,
be used by the District 23 a supplemaatal water supply o serve new or sdditional demaads for water within
the district.” -

Section 4.14.2,3, P. 4.14-33 Watcr Demand Duty Fsctors for Future Development, Pavsgraph3
Commem (59):

This paragraph is not consistent with the SAFE Ordinonce; “critical-dry years™ must be replaced with
“drought yenrs” throughout the documert.
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Sectinn 4.14,2.3, P. 4.14-34 LRDP Mitigntion W-3A

09 RDEIR;
Recyeled water will be used for bathroom fxtures and/or irrigation

Comment {60);

This mitigation meosure peeds 1o stawe that recycled water shall be used for Sorh bathroom fixtures and
irrigation. It should be added that for recycled water to be used in bathroom (ixtures, health depariment
standnrds shall be followed.

Section 4.14.2.3, P. 4.14-34 LRDP Mitigation W-3R

Comment {61 ):
Mirigation should read: Individually meler and/or sub-meter all new and existing University buildings,
Maintain monthy meter reading data for all meters and provide data to the District.,

Utilizalion of o graduated fee struchure is not a mitigation optinn available to the University unless the
graduated fee structure is revenue-neutral 1o the University, in live with the District’s fees snd charges,
pursuant to California State Jaw,

Section 4.14.2.3, P. 4.14-34 LRDP Mifipation W-3C

09 RDEIR:
The water saving devices that will ba instlled shall include, bt will not be lirired 1o, the following:
shower heads, toilets, urinals, washing mnchines and irrigation systems

Corment (62):
It should be odded thet water saving devices shall also include dishwoshers and hot waer recireulation

systeans.
Section 4.14.2.3, P, 4,14-35 LRDP Mitigation W-3G

Comment (63):
Mitigation W-3G is not a lawful CREQA mitigation measire, The California Supreme Court held in 2007
Pineyard drea Citizens jor Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordown ruling, that:

CEQA’s “informotional requirements may not be met simply by providing that future development will not
proceed if tbe anticipated water supply for a project fails to maredalize,”

Section 4.14.2,3, P. 4.14-35 LRDP Mitigation W-3G

0% RDEIR:
1. When potable water demand is prajected to be within 50 AF of the available supply for the areas subject
to the 1991 Reclamation Agreement

Comment {64):

The amount of water discussed in Circumstance 1 requires modifieation. The 1991 Reclamarion Agresment
expires in October 2010, and may be lerminated by written nofice. Perpuit 14 can also be modified or
terminated by the District at its sole discretion.
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Section 4.14,2.3, P. 4.J4-35 LRDP Mitigatiop W-3G

09 RDEIR:
Residual Significunce: Less than significant

Commeni (65):
The Residua Significance should read: Class 1 Significant and Unavoidable Impact. Refer to Comment 53.

Section 4.14.2.3, P, 4.14.36 Table 4.1 4-11
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Comment {66):

The wble is inaccurate based on the following:

*  Toma Supply - Refer to Comment 16

= Additiopal Potable Dexand from the 2008 LRDP ~ Refer 1o Comment 56

¢ Recycicd/Poteble Water Offset ~ Refer to Comment 38

«  Unaccounted for Water Losses at 7% need to be factored into the wable. Refer to Comment 40,

Based upon additions! and updatcd analyses, the District hes updaied ihe data and recommends that the
University use the following table:

Table 4.}4-11. Estimate of Supply and Demand to the Golets Water District In 2025 avd 2030 for
Normal Years Includinp the 2008 LRDP
Norma} Year | Noymal Year
2625 2030
10,555 - 16,555 -
Total Potable Supply 14,089 14,089
Demand
Totwal Future Potable Demand Assumed By Goleta General Plan WSA
For All Customers Within the GWD 15,269 15,733
Recycled/Potable Water Offsct 0 0
Tota} Additionsl Demand From the 2008 LRDP and completion of the
1950 LRDP 1,125 1,125
Totla] Potable Demand 16,394 18,876
: (5,839) - {6,321 -
Serplus/{Shortape) {2,305)* {2,787Ty*

* Including 7% System Losses

Goleta Water District Comments on UCSB LRDP RDFEIR Page 21 of 38



Section 4.14.2.3, P, 4,14-3¢ Water Demund Duty Factors for Futare Development, Paragraph 1

03 RDEIR:

The annual increased demand assaciated with the LRDP would be: 856/16 years = 53.5 AFY , which is

slightly more than one-third of the 154 AFY sanusl limit set by the SAFE ordinance

Comment {§7):

The scntence is inaccurate in several respects. The annual 1% potable water supply allocation is not @ staiie
number; it changes yearly and is zero in years when the SAFE Ordinance conditions have not heen met.
The Usiversity has created an average annunl demand figure that doesn’t accurately reflect the project-by-
project nature of the LRDP, por does it include the water demands from the reroaining construction 1o be
completed from the 1990 LRDP. The total increased demand over the pariod is 1125 AR, not 856 AF. Refer

to Comuments 30-32.

Section 4.14.2.3, P. 4.14-36 Water Demand Duty Factors for Future Develapment, Paragraph 2

Comment {68);

The paragraph misinterpreis the }% potable water supply allocation, Refer to Comments 30-32.

Section 4.14.2.3, P. 4.14-37 Table 4,14-12
09 RDEIR:
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Conmnent (69):

The surplus amounts shown in Table 4.14.] 2 are unrealistic. The table is inncourate based on the following:

»  Total Supply - Refer to Comment 16

» 2008 LRDP- The 2008 LRDP figure should factor in 1/3 of 256 AF (85 AF) remaining from the 1990
1RDP in Year 2010, 2/3 of 256 AF (170 AF) in Year 2015, and 256 AF in Year 2015, Years 2025 and

20330 would add the full smourt of 1,125 AF. Refer 1o Comment 56
»  Recycled/Porable Water Offset — Refer to Comment 38

*  Notes (1)~ The comment 5 a misinterpretation of the SAFE ordinance and should be deleted
*  Dry Year Demand Surcharge (79) and Note (2) should be removed becuuse this table refers 1o & stond-

alone critical dry year

Goleta Water Disirict Comments on UCSB LRDP RDEIR
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Based upon additionul and updated analvses. the District has updated the dera 2nd reconunends that the

Universiry use the following table:

Table 4.14-12. Estimate of Supply and Demand to the Goleta Water District During a Critically Dry Year, inctuding the 2008 LRDP
2010 2018 2020 2028 2030

. . 13,598 -

. Total Potable Supply 12,298 — 12,820 14,120 13,598 ~ 14,120 | 13,598~ 14,120 | 13,598 14,120
7% Systemn Loss {861 - 897) (952 - 988) {952 - 588) {952 - 588) {952 - 988)
Demand
Single Family Residential 5,007 5,284 5,488 5,76 6,034
Multiple Family Residential 2,410 2,500 2,609 2,710 2,783
Commercial 2,736 2,793 2,851 2,507 2,940
Landscape 314 36 317 319 320
Agriculture 2,556 2,604 2,654 2,706 2,763
2008 LRDP* 299 358 898 1125 1125
Totad Customer Demand 13,322 14,104 14,817 15,528 15,867
Dry Year Demand Surcharge (7%6) 0 0 0 1] 0
Recycled/Poable Water Offset 0 0 0 0 0

Total Potable Demand Including the 2008
LRDP* 13,322 14,104 14,817 15,528 15,967
12,646 -
| _Totat Potable Supply with 7% System Loss | 11,437 - 11,923 13,132 12,646 - 13,132 | 12,646~ [3,132 | 12,646 -13,132
{1,885) - 2,171}~ {2,882) - @321) -
Surplus{Shertage) {1,399) (1,458) - (972) (1,685) (2,396) {2,835)

* Adding proportional amount of 1990 LRDP values until 2025, Refer ta Comments 56 and 69
Section 4.14.2.3, P, 4.14-37 Water Demand Duty Factors for Future Development, Paragraph 2

09 RDEIR:
‘The District has injected over 6,800 AF into the basin that is now available for use

Conunent (70);

The statement needs clarification. The 6,300 AF of injected water js not necessarily pvailable for use; the
6,800 AF of injected water was used 10 rehabilitate the aquifer and to recharge the basin to 1972 water
levels. Only in 2 SAFE defined drought is this water available for use,

The 6,800 AF of injected water is dynamic nurober that changes and cannot be assumed as constant, For
examptle, water is currently being removed from the basin o blend with traated Laks Cachuma water due to
the impacts on water qualily resulting from the 2007 Zaca Fire. In addition, the Distrier does not eontrol
private pumping ihat also draws water Fom the basin,
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Section 4.14.2.3, . 4.14-37 Table 4.34-13

09 RDEIR:

Table & 3411, Ealiwwte of Supply and Demand o e Golets Wates Disarket for Mutikcle Dry Yearn of
2075 vacotagh 2030 Inchuding the 2508 LRDP

| 2 T30 [amy | w3 | %2 | 05
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K Fapnosrs te 3 €300 37078 of Uroasad CITIT Proecs xols Cavhid overfigm £rOCPENE S oy IS
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Comment {71):

The surplus amounts shown in Teble 4.14-13 are unrentistic, The table is inaccurate bosed on the following;

»  Cachuma Project - Refer 1o Comment 25
»  Swte Water— Refer to Commant 25

»  Annual Groundwater Right - In Years 2028, 2029, and 2030. this figure will be zero because it 18

factored into the SAFE Groundwater Drought Buffer
»  Groundwater/Conjunctive Use — Refer to Comment 12
»  Groundwater Above 1972 Water Levels — Refer to Comment 25

* SAFE Groundwater Drought Buffec — In Yeors 2028, 2029, and 2030, District puroping capacity is

estimated at 6,700 AFY, assuming two wellg bave been added
e Leke Cachumas Surface Water Bufler — Refer to Comment 25
2008 LRDP Drmand — Refer to Comments $6 and 69
»  Unoceounted Logses (6%) - Refer 1o Comment 40
»  Recycled/Potable Warer Offset ~ Refer to Comment 38
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dnsed upon addinanal analyses, the Disteict has updeted the date and recommends that the Usiiversity vsc

the following table;

Trbie 4,14-13. Estimate of Supply und Demand to the Golets Water District for Multiple Dry Years of 2025 through 2030

Including the 2008 LRDP
2025 2026 2027 2028 2019 2030
Supply
Cachuma Project 9,600 9,000 9,000 5,898 6,898 6,898
State Water Project 0-2,533 0-2,533 0-2,533 0-2,533 0-2523 0-2.533
Annual Groundwater Right 2,350 2,350 2,350 0 0 0
GW/Conjunctive Use ] 0 0 ¢ 0 0
Groundwater Above 1972 Water Levels 0 0 0 0 0 O
SAFE Groundwater Drought Buffer 0 0 0 6,700 6,700 6,700
Lake Cachuma Surface Woter Buller 0-3,584 0 0 0 0 0
11,350 - 11,350 - 11,350 - 13,598 - 13,598 - 13,598 -
Total Potable Supply 17,467 13,883 13,883 16,131 16,131 16,131
Total Potable Supply with 7% System 10,555 10,555 —~ 10,555 ~ 12,646 ~ 12,646 ~ 12,646 ~
Loss 16,244 12,911 12,911 15,002 15,002 15,002
Demand
Single Family Residentin) 5,761 5,815 5,869 5,923 5,978 6,034
Multiple Family Residential 2,710 2,725 2,739 2,754 2,769 2,185
Commaercial 2,907 2,913 2,920 2,926 2933 2,940
Landscape 319 319 320 320 320 320
| Agricultore 2,768 2,719 2,730 2,741 2,752 2,763
2008 LRDP (including completion of the
1990 LRDP, Table 4.14-9) 1,125 1,125 1,125 1,125 1,125 1,125
Total Customer Demand Inclusive of
2008 LRDP 15,530 15,616 15,703 15,789 15,877 15,967
Dry Year Derand Surcharge (7%) 1,087 1,093 1,099 0 0 0
Recycled/Powable Water OffSet G 0 0 0 0 1Y
Total Demand Incloding the 2008
LRDP* 16,617 16,709 16,802 15,789 15,877 15,967
6081~ | (6159- | (6241~ | @IB)- | @30- | @a2n.
Swiplus/(Shortape) {373) 3,798) (3,891) {375) (965)

Section 4,14.2.3, P. 4.14-39 Potential Environmental Impacts of Supplying Water to Meet LRDP

Demand, Paragraph 3

Comraeni (T2):

The University is assuming the use of recyrled water will reduce future potable warer demand, thus freeing
supplics for {uture developrmant. This assuoption is both invalid and infeasible; it should sot be used to

calculate future polable water supplies.

Galein Water District Comments on UCSB LRDP RDEIR

{787)
* Includes the Total Additional Demand From the 2008 LRDP mcfuding completion of the 1990 LRDP
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Section 4.14.2.3, P, 4.14-44 Potentint Effects of Limited Recycled Water Capocity, Parograph 1

09 RDEIR:
The District has edopted & capital improvement program which would pravide expanded recycled water
capacity. However, the program is not currently fonded

Comment {73):
It should be added that there arc no plans to fund (his capita) #mprovement program. The market for
recycled water is saturated ond no funding currently exists.

Sectlivn 4.14.2.3, I, 4,14-44 Polential Effects of Limifed Recycled Water Capacity, Puragraph |

09 RDEIR:
Water supply demand...would sxceed GWD supplies by epproximaicly 17 AFY

Comment (74):

The deficit fgure of 17AFY arrived 5t in the docuoment is unrealistic based on the Diswict's supply and
demand comments. The defieit Bgure of 17 AFY should be higher. The Disnict’s calculntions indicate the
deficit could go as high as 6,247 AFY.

Seetion 4.14.2.3, P, 4.14-44 Table 4,4-14

09 RDEIR:
Table 414-14. Eslimato ol Goluts Wakor District 2025 and 1016
Supply and Desosnd for Hormal Yeare Asvumbg o
Ofiaet From The incresued U of Recyciad Wiler
Horral Hermat
Yeor 2008 Year 2330
Boaable Suent
Lakp e 532 w302
Sioie wyter gl 4500 4500
| Srovndwoter 230 2,350
Grousawmierlonuncive Une 4030 440
Toad bl 18502 16572
Folahle Divand
B R & 2 y Gi Y] VA For i
AB Gy 12405 M2
A% 884 am
Waner Oism ] Q '
Addidonm Powskie Oenand Fierw 008 LADS 5] pex !
Yotad Foturs Poisble Damead Yo GWO WIth 2004 LADP 16128 5.5
i
Oveen) Surplox | Putubis Woter Only) s T 1
Hotess [
1 g S5 Mt Fanand ts 3381 Mascr P
Serpis: BN Lapnsy ALarermay £y of BClask Gonarel RendCrastn L vay voe Prin Mg 23 YilBare CITA, 207
Blakop Fansh Concacs Fron, 45y 205§

Coroment (75):

The swplug/deficil amoumts shown in Table 4,14-14 arc unrealistic, The tsble is inaccurate based on the
following;

s Lake Cpchoma Supply - Refer to Comment 33

»  State Water Project— Refer to Comment 6

»  Groundwater/Conjunetive Use — Refer to Comment 12

«  Unaccounted For Losses (6%) - Refer to Comment 40

*  Recycled/Potable Water Offset - Rafer to Comment 38

= Additional Potable Demand From the 2008 LRDP — Refer to Cormment 56
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Based upon additiona) snulyses, the Disisict bas apdisted the data and recommends that the University use
the following table:

Tabte 4.14-14, Estimate of Goleta Watcer District 2025 and 2030 Supply snd Demand for
Normal Years Assuming No Offset From The Increased Use of Recycled Water
Normal Year Norms! Yeor
2025 2630
Potable Supply :
Cachuroa Project 9.000 9,000
' Stare Water Project 0 - 3,800 Q- 3,800
Annual Groundwaier Right 2350 2,350
GW/Conjunctive Uze 0 0 ]
Total Potable Supply 11350 - 15,150 | 11,350- 15,350 '
Total Potable Supply with 7% Systerm Loss 10,555 — 14,089 | 10,555— 14,089 |
Potable Demand
Total Future Polable Demand Assumed By Goleta
General Plan WSA For All Customers Within the GWD 14,405 14,842
Recycled/Potable Water Offset ] 0
2008 LRDP (iocluding completion of the 1950 LRDP,
Table 4.14-9) 1,125 1,125
Totsl Demsnd Including the 2608 LRDP* 15,530 15,967
Surplus/{Shortege) {(4,975) - (1.441) | (5,412} -(1,878)

* Includes the Totel Additional Demand From the 2008 LRDP including completion of the 1990 LRDP
Section 4,14.2.3, P, 4.14-45 Effeet and Renstbility of Mitigation, Paropgragh {

Connment {(76):
Paragraph ! misinierprets the §% potable water supply allocation. Refer to Comoments 30-32,

Sectlon 4.14.2.3, P. 4.14-46 Burface Watcr — The State Water Project, Paragraph 1

Comiment {77}:

The University claims tha: “this source of edditional water has 1 bigh likclihood of being avadlable”, SWP
is 0 supplemental supply of water: it should not be the primary source of water fo support new development
because i is snbject o various legal, regulstory, and climatic constrints which reduce evailability.

To meet the CEQA standard for an adequate water supply, the California Supreme Court held in the 2007
Vineyard Area Cltizens for Responsible Growil v. City of Raneho Cordova that:

“Future water supplies identfied nnd snalyzed in an EIR must be reazopably likely to prove available;
speculative sources and unrealistic allocations such as “paper water do not provide on adequaie basis for
decision making onder CEQA™,

Section 4.14.2.3, P, 4.14-46 Surface Water ~ The State Water Projett (1)

09 RDEIR:

The University can purchase an wnused allomment of SWP water from the. Santa Barbars Cownty Flood
Control #nd Water Conservation District
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Commen {78):

This measure is 2 misimrpretalion of the SWP. The University is not able Io purchase an unused aliotment
of SWP waier flom the Sanla Baibara Couoty Flood Conirol and Waer Conscrvation District
(SBCFCWCD). The Central Coast Water Authority (CCWA) is Lhe respousible ageocy, as known through
the 1991 Transter of Finaucial Responsibility agreememt with the SBCFCWCD and the Water Supply
Agreements with the individual project participants. Therefore, nll State water purchnse sgreements must
first be npproved by the CCWA. Regordless of the responsible agcocy, all 43,486 AF of State water arc

spoken for and no mare waler, treatment plaw, or pipeline capacity exists to make this option feasible {sce
Attachment C).

Seetion 4.14,2.3, P. 4,14-46 Surface Water ~ The State Water Project (2)

(i3 RDEIR:
The University can acquire an unused allotment of SWP water from another COW A member sgency

Comment {79):

This measure needs clarification. Although it is true that the University con acquirs au unused allotment of
SWP water from another CCWA member ageney, aod agencies must express interest i selling voused
Table A allotments. To dete, only rhe Carpentaria Valley Water Dislrict {CVWD) bag expressed interest in
selling, and is also in negotiations to sell the water to other customers. For planning pumposes, the
University should not count on aption 2 unless curvent negotintions with the CVWD are alveady in place
{see Atachment C).

Section 4,34.2.3, P, 4.14-46 Table 4.14-15

0% RDEIR:
Table 4 1435, Stvé Waizer Enstieraents in Sonta Battiara County
. Aocation | 2upg | Percentage
AgeneytParticipant AFY] | Delivertes |, o
Colffornin Cies Watsr O ¥ .1 154 5%
Corpintarie Veley Yoaler Diswct 2430 493 ety
City of Buelkca §7& £9S8 4%
Lty of Guod alupe 550 404 3%
Sy of Sonts Barag 3.600 &8 5%
Ay of Sonty Marda 18220 13,68 32%
Coleto Véoter Dinyicd 4,500 ) 128 8%
Lo Qormare Muray Water Co. LORo X0 X%
Rorma o Woter Disrict 3000 748 e
Jorehort Land Compeny 20 M 43%
Santy Barnara Reseerch Cenlar 58 53 100%
Sonta Ynes Rser Waer Consarvaton Distdc 2000 830 33%
Nanognberg Al Force Bass 5500 3,436 63%
Totak 38,078 22,419 5%
Mates:

1 Souel drvinas Yo% e Stle Watee Prafac) may be suostinda-rless tan the Tabie A o ocadkor ko
THMEI e el s desoitad lo e Oret 2007 Eiats ‘Walsr Project Dilivary Fed ald 'ty Rapor Foe
g, (e aak FaSioiny Rapory eximains hat deiwwiss could br -4cs08e 1o 3% o e mavoy
3oerky's Table £ smord 23 3 res K of vacous slemans o uncsiiny.

Sarcy: Deparevent o Wl etcoves

Comment (80):

Table 4.14-15 is not an accurate pororaya! of Suate Water Entitlements in Senta Barbara County. The year
2005 was not typical, and io bass the table on a single year skews this information greaily. See Artachment
C.
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Section 4.14.2.3, P. 4.14-47 Potential Euvironmearal Impacts of Acguiring Additionsl State Water,
Paragraph 2

05 RDEIR:
The University is currenly using approximately 150 AFY (5453 of available recyeled waler)

Commenz (81}
The stateoent needs clarificstion; semence should read 54% of contracrually availalle recycled water.

Seetlon 4.14.2.3, P. £.14-48 Potentis! Environmental tmpacis of Acquiring Addilioas! State Water,
Paragraph §

Comment {82}
The Bmitations o future corollments sre hased on inaceursle numbers and veed to be recaleolated.

Section 4.14.2.3, P, 4.14-49 Conclusion

Comment {§3):

The concluding siatement misinterprers the UWMP to state thar Disirict wil) bave sofficiens water supplies
to meel demand from the University's 2008 LRIDIP. Although sufficient infrastruchure exists to convey this
water, the dynamic conditions of current and future water supplies warrent mose conservative estimates of
water availability. It is the District’s opinion that the University ronst Rurther vnderstand and stars these
critical issues instead of overestimating supply aod upderestimating domand, As stated in the Genersl
Commenl, the District believes that the Umiversily’s LRDP proposed project will have Significamt and
Unavoidable Class | Impacts Lo potable water supplies that canoot be feasibly mitigated during the planning
period.
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List of Abbreviations and Acronyms

AT/AFY
BMP
CCWA
CEQA
cn
COMB
CUWCC
VWD
DWR
GSD
ow
GWD/District
GWMP
HEW
LRD?P
RDEIR

Goleta Water District Comments on UCSB LRDP RDEIR

Acre FeevAcre Feet per Year

Best Management Practices

Central Coast Water Authority

California Environmental Quality Act
Commercial, Industrial and Institutional
Cachuma Operations and Maintesance Board
California Urban Water Conservation Council
Carpeataria Valley Water District
Department of Water Resources

Coleta Sanitary District

Groundwater

Goleta Water District

Groundwater Mavagement Plan

High Efficiency Washing Machine

Long Range Development Plan

Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report
SAFE Water Supplies Ordinance -

Santa Barbara County Flood Control end Water Conservation District
Stare Waler Project

University of California, Sapts Barbara

Ultra Low Flow Totlet

Urban Water Management Plan

Water Duty Factor

Water Supply Assessment

Water Supply Managemeot Plap

Water Treatment Plant
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Attachment B

SAFE WATER SUPPLIES ORDINANCE

FULL TEXT OF MEASURE 19
GOLETA WATER DISTRICT

Ordinanee ¥1-01
SAFE WATER SUPPLIFS ORDINANCE

THE PROPLE OF THE GOLETA WATER DISTRICT,
COUNMT Y UF SANTA BARBARA, STATE OF
CALIFDRENIA, DO ORDAIN AND EHAC T THE
FOLLOWING ORDINANCE WHICH 31ALL NE
KNIV A5 THE SAFE WA TER SUFPLIES
DRDINANCE

RECTTALS:

Whareas, the (inkers Water Disuicn i~ Disirit™) faces o
agrificans shisage nfwater b mest corent nog-foun
whiey femammts ol i ey ss debminied by the S
Depacunent of Weter Resnusees ond (a Sunks Marbacy
Cinmiy Tl Uonmrol znd Waser Uonsorvathot Dissier is
thelr 1985 Same Burbars Conaty Waker Project
Arerndives snly: and

Whers,. 3 drmght amergensy Sy deviaucd In Santa
Barhars Cononty In 1990 Sltowing four ytois of belm
nonnel precipiinhen « gthin Suni Katars Coruny and,
s hirture, e DIe) witl oomtiaar W be subject e
recurring drgphs cyclos whick will dwcaten e nkdTy ot
v Dixtrict 1 incet die health and safery neads of f
vusinrers vokss nevs aod divenifled, lang o wter
projeve ure developed: und

Whetens, the Disarics refis axviutively on hvot waiar
sapption 310 Jovel ibusncnl witey dencand, o el suppics
sTTRENBIC entirely wikin Santa Barham Cyenny smd wdtich
sipplics ape ul) subject b the warre climaie ondision.,
al

Waekrua, b e sl oot of a sraken Bestine the Diarks's
antheu iy R uiaihy new agd o wldiconal water wrvay
sotmoction, Wil firg aamdating slaanh i styay
ab water I wet Lears Betwre 1 hy suae 45 " Jrought
ke poogrom™ § Diarka cusibuten nen Cey sevore
watee shruye o the futar: and

A Berna e b 1 1M e Hoans sof bae, s ot Wi
Gorless Wit Dhirker xdopied s Water Supply
“lanagramnt Plan which indodo te of waeer sappiie
o Vel disaling pland aind the Stote of Warey Prasfit.
anlc

Whotmrs, 1l PRATKT b 2 282y 5 an aseccibent Widh U
Sumle Rribara County Fhat Douieol und W we
Precration Dok endibol “Warer Snpply Reterho
Agreemiens” dest Deconher 11,2982 wiieh B evecuizd
o June 28, 1954 fihe “WERA s entitting the Disttkt vo
L.50G scre beet per venr fom ihe Stiae Water Project, 3

AB-4
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Fus casvnied wne ndments thesera and

Wheveas, the Bistoet B 580 » peaty vo 3 Chonttoet H
Prcliinimy Stuities for Fhoancal Frasibiliny, Prafiminary
Design and Emvitonmental Revien Uniler Stage Wik
Sopply Conract™ {the. “Thxigns 3nd EIR Agreemont™ dated
June 3, 1986 but O ant Wemlly dwif as 3 popacd
partivipant in the prelimincey mlies in resy in e
“Nrkee of Imeal 10 Regguest Protimrinary Sivadis™ bw e
Connal Bronch aml de Aiseing Hilis Evrenion of 1he
Ualifornia Aquotiad pives by the oo o Somn Mhs aor
olunt Map 2, 1086; andt

Wheieas. the WIRA w10 amerlmenis and the Detipr
and EIR Agrermen) contzin she woys and opias te provide
fior 2 by term solnion in the vabiling dinsght emergency
erdd 10 the angaing wares shornpe withln she Cotty of
Surty Barbary apd

Whricae dhe DIstens o a duty 10 peride » pomonene,
reliahie watey xupply 1 ks seridenty.

NOW. THEREFORE. THE FOLLOWING DRDINANCE
15 ENACTER INTO LAW: "

1 Drougb Buller

1. In ek year, comineaving inthe frat pes e
Siate Woier Projoes makes Jeliverios 3o e Dimnict, the
Distri shall, after penviding sesvioe 1o s cxboring
Cusonteny. commil af toast 2,000 mire ot of g witer
supphy (bt "Anmed Sierps Contlimsion™) 1 the Uthilera
Crmstral Busin cilbier by dlredt Injoction o by rovecting In
grruothaoics pamping. 1w watdt o stoned In the Uomiral
Bagiu <hat] constityre the Batuivss “Omuphy Hulfor™,

X The Dnmght Suffer muy be pumped tind
derribiuied ty the Ditrat Y b gviting comamess und
fitrdy i 1he cvont Uty rouph s the Saurh (st s auss
 tetioy ton i e Dispices aanual deliveries trema ! ke
towhumz  The Lncahy Bulfer vanaot, sodet gay
<Invemaurots. be tved by re Divtr s 2s s upphimesiat
waict supply fnserve s v sl iiivanl deainh fir w ok
wiibla the Ddariey.

3 b and wil te Ceatid Rasln waier besc!
hex b JONR O RS 1972 loweb, ibe Dinrk Bl te
porphrnd fe niake i Anaval Boffr Cueminbtmen,
Thereatics, i <o tpag o8 the Distit neimulns i Centsal
Bada o) 2 abeonee 172 boachy, the Db oy oilfive te
yield of the Central Bhacia 10 Jower the « st nf Wty service
W evHnny Custonmenl

i Water Supply P ibaiion 11an

4 The Dizuicr <hall be forhihlen from providing,
1w of akfHEALL ool wRrer wr i ennmectiem we oy
prpeaty nat previzwisly acived W the Divirict smB ol of
The Didhvaiisg CoerntBiona e nws

a. Dbkt i reccbrdng 10995 1l i delivene
sty ullpwed fram the Cnhioms Prajice;

Arrrs Waer Lo w1350 g
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B The Dasiews oo meet ity lepat oMigarwns required
By the prdgnient in Wright v Gatela Water Disircr;

« Waicr mrtmaiag by the Disirct iy elintinsrat:

d  The Distrler his met i obligation to make i
Angurtt Sterage Uommitme i 1w the Dyoaght Bafier,

S, Tt caeh yeor in which the croaditings of
Jraragraph 4, Rave been e, the Disirici shalt ke
anthorized b1 rekane 13 ol s 10wl pamble waig sipphy
in new nr nddditional service commections aud ¥ soch new
releass are wothurieed. the Districy shall g2 manendy
Incranse the skte of the Al Struge Cummitnrent oxale
to the Dpvoght Bufler by 773 1f the omaum ol sny release
for new i addithanal w90 thad sale wates supplics in
times of droought shall a0t be endnngieed by any new or
stditinnn} demundc

at Staie Walter Supply

f Duc tsonngmcensy chmeoraing the pbysnnd
abillty uf the Stae Woter Projeet io dediver s full
vontravial eommbiments. Distrie shali phan for detlvesy
ol anly 2500 ouve 1ot per yeor as the amowm of the Tirm
nes yivld from ihe Stoe Water Profoel Ay excess woter
wetinly delivered shall be stored In the Curlen
Groundwatet basla for sue 30 drought.

7. The Distric) shal} imngedioiely chiner (o1 give
Nufige uf iia Intemion o Request Conston i« f
Described Projoct Faciitio nader the Sivie Ware
Citniroct. 2y prsvited of in Secilon Sta¥ 1) of e WSRA
o1 (W respund Lo any such nolke previowsly given by ony
stihier Conttracior us phecklod Tor in Section Sini2yof e
WERA rthat I wishos fo partivipuns in the dearibeal
projivi,

8. Ihe Project Rusilities o e cunstiucied pursunm
10 ihe Nt of Tiestion shalt be the Missia Hilk and
Snnta Yaer Eviensions of the Coasti} Bronch of the
Califoria Syucdiet aml reguired nater inatment
focilhies and ather dppurtenant Baeilities Charein i
“Prijeer Facifilies™

Y. The Dairict spece. purawiang fir sectho Serthon
3202y of The WSRA. e the §ime for determiaiion nf
purticipaiin and siziny of the Pmkel Pcilises may be
any date v atie Sepwemley 11992 aprovelie 1s Oic
vihes paaicipanis

1L The Divric) shall. un e Surrrest Yime Iavfully
pissible. everzise sl 6F U coplan ondd FlH all of Us
obligutinn, undes (he WSRA, inchuding the payment uf
any iapnies requised thereonder.

P10 Yhe Disrbet abed) ke a Late Reguest b Amond
prutxaast 1o Sectan 3L ot the Destgn and IR Apreement
nd aarevd by oy o propesrtiomte e of Jll ands
required by 3aid Seciion 1N and ony smounis requined |
under Sectlon 3tg) of wid Design imd EIR Agraement

12, The Digiric, w the Sootn Baram Watee
Purveyors Agency w ony oiber jaind poeers agency of
whiizh the Dasisict is o bembet wr may became a membe;
tor such pureses, may oue reyenue bonds bomds”'t
from riroe To time in 2n droodnt oot o caceed Fuoty . Twe
Millian Dottan 1547 AONLOGNLON to pravide funds o
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financs {he Uniict"s pro rots shure af the costs ard
exponses under 15c WSRA ang the Desigo and EIR
Agrecmeat Sind bonds shall b ysed fut the prpases of
consructng the Praject Facilities, including without
Timitatinn, any and ull neaesrary Bacilities reguired (o1 the
delistay ol Sinte Peanjeey Water pursiwunt m the WSRA 1o
the Disricy thouugh the Uvastad Bronch o the Californta
Aqueduet. including any end all expaiey inckieaial
theren of cnnnecied therewvish, and shalt inchids, w frhwouw
Timitution, the cost of acqudring rights of way, the cost of
eonsipyciing nedhw ncguiting 1 buitdings, eowiprnent sl
relatead personsl and real pospenty required ko cnmplele the
Project Facilishes. and the engineering. envimpmenial
review. bspection, legnl and fiscal agent’s fest. cods
iurred by the District o7 joiut pawers speacy in
erimectinn with ihe bouance and sale Of yuch bonuds, snd
resérvs fincd and bund feicrest cstimated m accrue durlng
the construction poriod and {or a perked of my o pceed
v (12} imanths alter complctiun sl cunsiruciion. stch
bowads i be payable front e Distrvt's walcs oveoues,
bear imerest of & rate o7 roles nat fo rreecd M2 Jegal
maximem frum 1ime 1o yime, and 16 malure in tol mnse
than ety (30) yeery from she dats of ssuaree.

13, This Ordinance shall be xubmitked 10 3 vole of the
frenpke of the Dissricr in coanpilunce whih the tequiremenis
uf Sevtion S(aX4XM 13 of the WSRA and pursuant fu
Flevtiuas Code Section 5201,

14, Al pctlonx woken puesuant W this Ondinanoe <hal)
be in campliunce with al] docol. store and fdernd
envhnomennd proteciion lews, Nuthlig ia the Ondinamee
~hult be construed 1o vequire siwh enmplisesce priog 1 ihe
viewrion provided for hesefn,

15 This Ovdinance shall be fibemlly consrged and
applied in ooler i fully promede B undertying purpose
If any word, senieoce. pampreph f sectivn of 1hie
Ordinunee is thaermined i e enenloroeable by 3 oxat
Iaw_ it & Ine insemton of the Disrks that the remainder ot
tre Ondinamee shall bx enforeed.

16, 1 auopied, this-enti shall be 2n lmear
w the Responsible Water Polivy Ondintnue adopied by the
pople in May. 1971 304 way At be mxilicd cacept
sitspan) b the vade of e clechwake of the Do, T e
extent that the provisium, of this ardlaance conflict with
that ardipance o ouy privr andinance or messere
peeviocly eoimted by sw Distrl) or (he vt of the
Distric, tie provbieas of this acdinance <hal) enmrol. To
the catent shal te provhkeons of thls Omdinance afltha
with sty uther ndinoiee sy measus adopiad b1 the xeme
cloann, the adinunde W meatire reodivisg Biz highe
nuwmher of affsmmtive wics shall contonl,

17 Nothiog hevels B fnended 1o affect the fighta ol
any parties oot the obligarions of the Diana pursuant e
ihe judment Intbe octon kouw us Wright v Cujete Water
Disyriet, Sania Barkaray Superiar Ciun Case Ko, SM5708%

JA. This mdinance shall wke effect immaediorely upon
hiing approved by 3 majority vate o} fhe viss cas) a1 the
chetion,

s Water Disider A3 0025
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FULL TEXT OF MEASURE ju4
GOLETA WATER DISTRICT

AR AMENDMENT TO THE SAFE WATER
SUPPLIES ORDINANCE

THE: PROPLE OF THE GOLETA WATER DISTRICT.
COLNTY OF SANTA BARBARA. STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, DU ORDAIN AND ENACT THE:
FOLLOWING ORDINARCE WHICH SHALL BE AN
AMERDMENT TO THE SAFE WATER SUPPLIES
CRIINAKCE:

RECH ALS:

WHEREAS, tlne vatersof the Guheie Wates Distrint
“*DAgricr”) eracted the SAFE Warer Sppplies Onlinnnc
SAFETy in June 199) snhartzing the pasticipasion br
the Lisirivt o the Sume Watey Prjec smd providing S
the bund financing 1o develap the Prajet Faciities
negessiny for delivery of tha walee withe Divtricss and

WHUERFAS. e Districs & now a member of the Crpven)
Cuask Wats Authorlty. e membens nf which arz
warpernting vallectively 1o develop the Project Favilities
which are nuw under ernssrortiont and

WHEREAS, SAFE provides frr the eroathn of n Draggla
Buffer of waer siored n the Oolcta provedwarer basin (s
priseet apinst future iught emergeneics and a Wans
Supply Distriburion Plon 1o protect the Districts wates
supplics spotist aéw demands unall deliveries frm the
State Warct Projoct are gvaifoble: snd

AWHEREAS. chiv propused 1 0 SAFE

1) the pasvisknas repandlng the probection of waer
sippfies pravided by the Drrupii Buther sad the Water
Supply Disribuiion Plon: and

WHEREAS. putsuant b prerviings of the julgment in e
Iywsuit kaswn as Wipght v. Gakers Wotar 1istricy, the
Disypict is reeqited to s dlup a Wata Plast o prervide ihe
neolsary waler sappiey 61 hieve § balanve oheeen
~upply snd demunid for wolre within the Diurie The
Liistrict’s Wazar Plon is based »n vontfinulog Wt the
wnkimum anovnt of wates weoilbke from the Cachuma
Peafict: prodem rcongemem of the Golera grounds ak
SRain: ke of She mewly vomstravied wastewat
rewlamiiien peoject 10 4ephwee exfsting ine nf porabic
swater for aof Frigatkin,a conidnbing swer consavit g
plastuing vfior: pagicipatien in the Siae Wawr Project;
seut the noansary el of commbiment 1o 3 Jesadhiornt
A ler pryect, A urerul of the long-Rim waler
apply e ficit ta the Drtslon. e Disitie} bos been
upesDtng Lidhr & WRIEE SPIMeCHn (i eevues i ove:
venty yean. Dpce by implamciied the Disirhet™s
Waler Plan <havld provide odequaie supplits to et
Inng-term wxies demand ia the Disteier; ang

WHEREAS. the foriy year vester wervice coneact with the
Linited Siuies Burgau nf Rexlamation tor defivery of waser
Trenn the Covhuma Pritjet will expire in May 1995,
Negetiations are cunrently under way lo rénewv thal
cuntract The Boreaw of Rectartion hag required thot the
Cochuma Pusjezs be subjented o an eavh Jrevicw
proeess which iy now bring underaken. { appears Bikely
that the Dinrict's yiehd I the Cochuma Prsject after
conact rencwal will be kess than e curvt yizid ov s
reault of the dodieation of water v envirnamenial
snhuncement purpinet an the lower Satan Yoer Rivesanid

WHEREAS, the Sunthern Citifards Water Cumpany 18 0
Sants Bavhain County waler puryeyay which Lerrently
hohde righte #1 on eminement in 350 acte feer pec yeal of
Seater fron Uis Stube Waies Praject aikd b yiven notive ot
e fend 201 2,500 aere feex of thal entitlement The
Uavtese Waret Distrier has identified iself as 2 potenifal
nurchager of e entidormem 11 s vhe Intent ot this
Urdinonce m authorize the nogishibrn wnd use of thar
vatifferwen, und

WHEREAS. the District eslintarey he sanual cost ol the
Somhern CalHornis Water Crunpany entitlement w be
SIH0 per wore fool of warer delivered 1o 1he Disricl, T
entitiement scquisition ix imended o reduce the Ipag-tenn
viwsds nf water to the Dinaicr and it ustisstans in shal
alrerestive supplies it wook! be s ailuble, s necessiry
et the Dstricl’s Jong- erm demams! would be more
Fapeosive than fhe water avaitable from Southern
Califombs Water Cumpans. “The Disivier’ £ cos nratysis nt
O 3cynistion i avollnide =1 the Diviriiz utfor.

NOWTHEREFORE. THE FOLLOYWING ORDINANUL
B ENAUTTD INTOD ) AW

3 The Dasrbd b simbaized o acquire ap mbditionad
stitkewm) w bhe Staiz Wik Projocr In an somaang of
ap v QM0 gxre fewt per jewr whick by cuntently
avititatrie Tham vhe Santherm Califinnin Waley
Compony. This enfilement will cipplement the 3518
00T Skl ped yiar sulteized by e vetors fnsriginaliy
ddupling The SALY S der Sopplics ntimance. 3his
authorizatinn shall povide for the pas ot ul all cets
of Bue weqiition st g of a0y siditional saitlenem
aquired. e to the contmversy conceming v
physical ahidity of the Stile Water Priiect oy debiver 5.
T cormraenn} vvsnmtreniz, she Phistiies sl plan
for the delivery of JH00 pete tevt por year of watar as
The amounl of il avetsgre Inog-tesm yield. The
District” s boral Stmte Water Praject entitioment
cludes the basic entithiment o 4,300 sore Kvi par
year, the DAsAACr's share of i it buffer hehd bs
the Ceonal Cragt Water Authunily and the entitfomest
Tiyguired pursusn w his sinborizion. Any escess
veater actually debiverad nwer 3,800 s fout por ey

AB.2 ok Wik DroukT 613 Doy
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shatl be stored in the Goltta panimdeaier Cemrnl
Lasm vnilf the basin is teplenished k- Hy 1972 Jevot,
fnr uae duting dosaght o odithgr

o

Eractment of s Ordinance shadl o iy with alt
applivable taw, in¢hutdlng the Califrepun
Envimamental Quatity Act.

3 W adepled, this Ordi shatl trr au d 0
iht SAFE Waer Supplics Ordinance sdopted by the
vlecirate in June, 1991, which amewdnd aad
superseded the Respirosible Waler Fulicy Osdinnnec
wrigimally odapted by ibe eleciarate 1n [073,
Parugraph § of this Ordmonce shall amend sad Fulty
supeseih: parapeaph 8 of the SATT W Suppliss
Ordinnace, A uihrer provisions of the SAFE
Ondinsnce shali romain fo fold fwer and <lfoct 1f
adepted. this Ordinance may m be mmndifind exvens
rtssant 16 a vate of the dectorate o the Distrio),

4. Thix Ordinance shafl b2 Hberslly crnetroed amt
spplivd in onder 1o Tally promte i whderly ing
pupists. Wany word, sentence. parsgtaph of seciba
of this Ordi b o fncd 10 b2 unenforcesbt
by o court af ke, A s the Tnlcothon of the Distrker ihm
ihe remainder of the Ordinapce thali be enforvend

AR Fedors Waker Disveder 77 100e
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Attachment C

UCSB LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Recirculated Draft £IR Sectlons (RDEIR)
Comments on RDEIR Section 4.14 Water

Provided to the Goleta Water District
by
Mr. Bill Brennan

Executive Director, Central Coast Water Authority (CCWA)

Overall Impression

Comment (1) .

The Recirculated Draft EIR illustrates an incaomplete understanding of the current lssues regarding stale
water through the SWP. Currenily, allocetion of stale waler is & 15% and ¢ould go lower if the drought
continues. The State hag limited ability to move water through the Delta because of endangered species
regulalions, apd s regulatory drought now exists in addition to the drought of the last thres ycars, As B
result, waler agencies have been forced 1o adopt increasingly restrictive water mapagement approaches.
Water supplies 13 listed in this RDEIR ars unsealistic, 8t least within the next 3-5 years, and need to reflect
the reality of the current water supply conditions.

Section 4.J4.1.2, P. 4.14-3 The State Water Profect, Parugraph 1

09 RDEIR: ’
The 7.450 AFY figure includes n 450 AFY “Drought Buffer” {the Disoict’s share of CCWA's Drought
Buffer), and 2,500 AFY of "additional” Table A allotment

Comment {2): .
Languege Is incarrect. The 2,500 AFY should be raferred 10 as o “special Drought Buffer” rather than su
“additioonl” Tabic A allotmenl, Using *Table A™ implies, iocorrectly, that weatment plant and pipeling
capacity is avaitable for this water.

Scction 4.14.1.2, P. 4.14-3 The Stnte Water Project, Parapraph 1

09 RDEIR:

Under. the District’s agreement with CCWA, its share of the conveysnce facilities that deliver SWP water
to Cachuma Lake is limited 1o 4,5000 AFY, which is used as the District’s basie supply

Comment (3%

Treatment facilities should be added to the seatence to read: ...its share of the treatment and conveyance
Jacilities that deliver SWP water...

Goleta Water District Comments on UCSB LRDP RDEIR . Page 35 of 38



Section 4.14.1.2, P, 4.14-3 The State Water Project, Paragraph 1

Commaent {4);
This paragraph needs clarification, It should be added that ibe Drought Buffer amounts are uscd for
reliability purposes and do not have trentment plant or pipeline delivery capacity associated with them.

Section 4.14.1.2, P. 4.14-3 The State Water Project, Paragraph 2

09 . RDEIR:
While GWD will not use its additional allotments (bayond 4,500 AFY) duning normal rainfal} years, this
additional allotment will belp offset the effect of curtailmerts in SWP deliveries projected by DWR Jor
future years

Comment (5):

The language used in this statement nceds refinement; “additional allotments™ should be changed (o
“Drought Buffer amounts™ as explained in Coruroent (2). “Normal rainfall years™ shauld be changed to
“wet years” and "projected by DWR™ should be deleted. Sentence should read: While GWD will not use is
Drought Buffer amounts (beyond 4,500 AFY) during wet yenrs, this additiona! allopment will help offset the
effects of eurtatlments in SWP deliveries in the future )

Scction 4.14,1.2, P, 4.14-7 Normal Years

Comunent (&)

Ir should be added that the Golete Water District and The Department of Watsr Resources 4o not caryy the
same definitions. DWR does oot define “normal year™, only critical, dry, sverage, above average, and wetl.
Is the GWD definition of “normal year” consistent with DWR's definstion of “average” and “above
average™? Also, it needs 10 be undesstood that while high allocations arc increasingly possible in above
average years, allocation is determined by the evaliation of many other variahles,

Section 4.14.1.2, P. 4.14-7 Table 4,14-1

Comment {T):
Title uses poor choice of rerms; “normal rainfl! yesrs” should be characterized ns “normal years” gs
defined by GWD or in terms defined by the DWR.

Section 4.14.1.2, P, 4.14-7 Table 4.14-1

Comment (8):

The State Water Project figure does not account for the spill risk in Lake Cachoma, On average, the lake
spills once every three years; GWD will not take SWP water if there is a risk of 1his spillage from Luke
Cachuma,

Section 4.14.1.2, P, 4.14-8 Critical Dry Year, Cachuma Project

09 RDEIR: -

The Disrrict also assumes that an average of 3,584 AFY of the Cochuma Surface water Buffer is available
far use during a critical dry year

Comrment {9):

GWD needs to clarify if s is true, and is it true in multiple dry years, or only the first of dry year scries?
Is it true thav the Cachums Surface Water Bulfer of 3,584 AFY is oaly avaitable once, ook every year?
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Section 4.14.1.2, P. 4.14-9 Table 4.14-2
Conunent [10)

*  Lake Cachuma Buffer is only aveiladle in the first dry year — Reler to Comment {93
Table should read:

| Lake Cachuma Buffer | 3,584 lo o . lo Lo ]

Section 4.14.1.2, . 4.14-11 State Water Project Reliability

Comment {1 1):
It should be added that the 2067 SWP Delivery Reliability Report includes estimates of the potential furure
reductions o SWP delivery reliability.

Section 4.14.1.2, P. 4.14-11 State Water Project Reliability

09 RDEIR:
The long-term average SWP delivery is prajected to be about 63 percent of “Table A amounts™

Comment (12);

It needs to be understood that the long-lerm average iy only valid if excess water can be stored. Otherwise,
excess water miust be sold or foregone. Lake Cachoma storage is risky if local groundwater storage is full,
therefore other storage is necessary.

Section 4.14.1.2, P, 4,14-12 Dry-Year Water Programs

Comment (13):

It needs fo be clarified that the DWR andlor the State Water Contraciors have, in some years, operated a
dry-year water program for SWP contractors. The availability of water has been very small inrelation to
demand, DWR has not yet announced how much water is available in the program, when it may be
available or the cost

The last paragraph quoting the WSA needs amendment. It should be siated that x woter supply refiability
agreement that will be a sale of surplus SLOC State Water Project water to CCWA in 2008 and 2009

The last paragreph of the section should read: as demonstroted Iy this chapier, development under the 2008
LRDP has noy, 1o date, necessizried any of these backup supply opiions

Section 4,14,2,3, P. 4.14-44 Table 4.14-14

Commient {14):
The State Water Project figure is again overstated, until Dela isolated facilities ore construcied ond offesite
groundwater storage is availsble, this figure is not a realistic supply smount for the near future.

Scetlon 4.14.2.3, P. 4.14-46 Surface Water—The State Water Prajeet

Comment {15):

Option 1 is completely untrue; the University may not purchase an unused atlotment of SWP water from
the SBCTCWCD. The CCWA ix the responsible agency, a3 known through the 1991 Transfer of Financial
Responsibility agreement with the SBCRCWCD and the Water Supply Agrzements with the individual
project participants. Therefore, all state water purchese ngreemenis must first be approved by the CCWA.
Repordless of the responsible ageney, all 45,486 AF of sate water are spoken for and no more water
treatraent plant or pipeline capacity exists o make this oprion feasible.
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Option 2 needs further clarification. Although it is true that the University can sequire an unosed allotmment
of SWP waier from 2nother CCWA member sgency. the agencies must express interest in seiling unused
Table A allotments. To date, only the Caspentaria Valley Water District (CVWD) has expressed intercsl in
selling, and is also in negotiativas 1o sell the water to ofher customers. For planning purposes. The
University should not count on aption 2 unless currenl negotiotions with CVWD sre already in place.

Scction 4.14.2.3, P, 4,146 Tuble 4.14-5

Comment {18}
This table is not 2a sccurate portrays! of State Warer Entittemenis in Santa Barbara County. 2005 was not a
typical year, and 1o base the wble off o single year skews this information greatly.

Section 4.1423, P. 4.34-47 Feasibility of Acquiring Additionsl Siate Water Project Water,
Paragraph 3

Commeni (17):

The University will only be oble 1o obtain & cestrictive amount of surplus water from the SWP if the
University acquires the waler with capacity rights; there mast also be encugh water to get through shoxt
term SWP reliability issues.
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Metropolitan Transit District
550 Olive Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

MTD

Santa Barbara

August 27, 2010

Henry Yang

UCSB Chancellor

University of California, Santa Barbara
Santa Barbara, CA 93106-1030

Dear Chancellor Yang:

The Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District (MTD) respectfully requests that the Regents
not certify the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or approve UCSB's proposed Long

Range Development Plan (LRDP) without making the following additions to the Final EIR and
LRDP.

1) Amend Mitigation Traffic-8A to include text from UCSB's response to comment A-13-1
as follows: "UC Santa Barbara shall work with MTD and local agencies to improve transit
service, which could include subsidies, free passes, additional services, vehicles, and
facilities, to address future transit overloads.”

2} Add a new Policy to the LRDP that will:

a) Direct UCSB to work with MTD to develop a transit plan that shall meet the increased
demand for public transit that will result from implementation of the LRDP, and shall
include consideration of subsidies, free passes, additional services, vehicles, and
facilities to address future transit overloads.

b) Direct UCSB to work with MTD to identify and secure the resources to impiement the
transit plan.

UCSB's response to comment A-13-1 is not consistent with the existing Mitigation Traffic-8A in
the DEIR. The complete response to A-13-1 reads as follows:

The University disagrees that increased transit ridership constitutes a significant adverse
effect on the environment. In addition, the University is committed to working with
agencies and local jurisdictions to expand its extensive alternative transportation
programs, and will consider the measures proposed by the MTD, which will involve
consideration of shorter headways, further transit enhancements, expanded hours of
service, and service to coastal areas. LRDP Impact TRAFFIC-8 and Mitigation
TRAFFIC-8A state that the University will work with MTD and local agencies to improve
transit service, which could include subsidies, free passes, additional services, vehicles,
and facilities. Please see response to comment A-12-36, amending Mitigation Measure
TRAFFIC 1A(1) to add additional transit-related measures to the TDM program. As part
of Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-1A(3), and the required mitigation monitoring program
(see page 4.13-119), the University will work with the MTD in making recommended
improvements.
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However, Mitigation Traffic 8A states only that the University shall work with MTD and other
agencies to determine improvements, focusing primarily on congestion-related improvements
rather than transit service mitigation. Mitigation Traffic-8A reads as follows:

UC Santa Barbara shall work with the Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District in
conjunction with the City of Goleta and Santa Barbara County to determine the
appropriate transportation improvements, such as roadway widening, improved bicycle
and pedestrian facilities, or enhanced transit service, to accommodate campus growth
proposed under the LRDP.

The requested amendment to Mitigation Traffic-8A will address this inconsistency.

MTD has expressed serious concerns about the impacts to the community's transit service that
will result from the implementation of the LRDP to UCSB staff in a series of letters and
meetings. At the MTD Board of Directors’ meeting of August 10, the Board requested
clarification from UCSB on how the University plans to maintain and/or enhance the public
transit service currently available to residents of the South Coast as the LRDP is implemented.
Currently, UCSB's intent in this regard is not clear to the MTD Board and staff. UCSB staff has
suggested that the University may consider operating a campus shuttle separately from MTD
service. At the same time, your staff has not ruled out providing MTD with the resources needed
to enhance existing MTD service to address these impacts.

In order for MTD and UCSB to develop a transit plan to meet current needs and maintain or
enhance service {o meet the future LRDP demands, MTD needs clear information from UCSB.
As we have discussed in detail with your staff, MTD routes serving UCSB currently experience
overioads. Two of these routes in particular (Lines 24x & 27) are heavily used by UCSB
students. The number of overioads will increase as the UCSB population increases under the
LRDP.

If UCSB plans to assist MTD to meet this challenge, we need to begin planning to address that
need. Conversely, if UCSB intends to operate a separate service, limited to members of the
UCSB community, MTD will need to plan for service reductions to the UCSB area that would
likely be forced upon us with the loss of the fare revenue that MTD currently receives from
student fees.

We look forward to working with UCSB to ensure that MTD is able to continue to provide the
level and availability of transit service that the community currently receives.

Sincerely,
Q.ﬂ PR
Dave Davis
Chairman,

Board of Directors

cc: Sherrie Fisher, MTD General Manager
Marc Fisher, UCSB Associate Vice Chancellor for Campus Design & Facilities
Todd Lee, UCSB Assistant Chancellor - Budget and Planning
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$3178-1999
&1

HOME 805/9¢

LEBBE/BeA- 7002

June 17, 2010 Sent via e-mail gene lucasueve. uesh.edy
& U.S. mail

Re. 2008 Long Range Development Plan Environmental Impact Report Adoption Process

Dear Vice-Chancellor Lucas,

On March 30, 2009, the Goleta Water District (District) submitted a comment letter to the
University of California at Santa Barbara (University) on its Re-circulated Draft Environmental
Impact Report (RDEIR) for the proposed 2008 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP). The letter
provided extensive cornments on portions of the RDEIR and indicated that the University a)
maisinterpreted and incorrectly cited District documents, b} misstated “rights” to specific water
ammounts, c] overestimated the District’s water supply figures, d} incorrectly assumed that greater
water storage and pumping capacity equates to greater potable water supply and that the use of
recycled water will offset portions of future potable water demand, e) underestimated its water
demand figures and f) incorrectly calculated its baseline water use and did not use the most
current data to support future demand calculations. To assist the University in its efforts to
adequately address these critical issues, the District spent a considerable amount of time and
resources developing its letter, which included thirty eight pages of specific comments on the
RDEIR.

Recently, it has come to our attention that the University intends to seek the Regents’ approval
next month for the RDEIR even though the University has not shared its responses with the
District or any other agency providing comments. Should the University indeed pursue this
schedule, the District will not have adequate time to perform a comprehensive review of the
University’s responses and our ability to provide the University and Regents with meaningful
input on the adequacy of the RDEIR will be compromised,

The District is therefore requesting that the University 1) provide the District, at the earliest
possible date, with the Proposed Final Draft Environmental Impact Report that includes all
responses to comments and 2) reschedule the Regents’ approval to a date that provides all
interested parties adequate time to review the proposed final document and provide the University
and Regents with meaningful input.

As you know, the District and the University have had a long-standing cooperative relationship
and in the spirit of maintaining this mutually beneficial arrangement, I would appreciate your
consideration and timely implementation of our requests. Please contact me at (805) 879-4620
should you have any questions.

(‘?eneral Manager

cc: Goleta Water District Board of Directors
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John Mchnes

Greneral Manager
Goleta Water District
4699 Hollister Ave.
Goleta, CA 93110-1699

Dear Mr. Mclnnes:

Thank vou for vour. lune 17,2010 letter regarding the status of the Regents' review and
consideration of the 2010 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) and associated
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The Final EIR has been prepared and includes
responses to the District's March 30, 2009 comment letter on the Draft EIR. Prior to
finalizing the IR the campus and its water consultant. Tim Thompson. met with District
staff (Assistant General Manager Dr. George Fowan, District I'fwineer Matt
Vanderl.inden. and the District's water resources consultant, Dr. Steve Bachman). on
June 2. 2010 1o discuss the campus' proposed EIR responses to t’he topics raised in the

District's comment letier.

The g idelines implementing the California Environmental Quality Act require the lead
agency Lo provide proposed written responses to all public agency comments on the Draft
IR at l ast 10 days prior to certifying the Final EIR. The campus currently intends to
request certification of the Final EIR and approval of the 2010 LRDP by The Regents at
the July ] meeting. It is my understanding that you are already in possession of the Final
FIR. which includes the responses to GWD's comments. well in excess of the 10 day

requirement.

In closing, once the District has had an opportunity to review the Final EIR T would
encourage the District to meet with the campus to discuss any questions or comments the
District may have regarding the proposed responses. You should contact Kirsten Deshle

at 893-4388 1o set up such a meeting. We look forward to maintaining a positive wm‘kmg
relationship with GWD as we move forward with our planning efforts.

Gene Lucas
Fxecutive Vice Chancellor

Ce: Kelly Drumm
Marce Fisher
Kirsten Desghler



ATTACHMENT 4



CITY COUNCIL
Eric Onnen
Mayor

Margaret Connell
Mayor Pro Tempore

Roger S. Aceves
Councifmermber

Michael T. Bennett
Councilmember

Edward Easton
Councilmember

CITY MANAGER
Daniel Singer

June 17, 2010

Henry T. Yang

Chancellor

5221 Cheadle Hall

University of California

Santa Barbara, CA 93106-2012

RE: LONG-RANGE DEVELOPMENT PLAN (LRDP)

Dear Chancellor Yang:

The Goleta City Council received a presentation from Executive Vice
Chancellor Lucas on the status of the University's Long-Range
Development Plan (LRDP) and the push to bring the plan before the
Board of Regents in July. The Council is up to speed on the progress
we continue to make on the various negotiating principles and the effort
involved with reaching agreement on assuring adequate mitigation of
the impacts of the LRDP.

The Council supports the work we are doing to address the ultimate
impacts of the University’s future growth on the community and our
infrastructure. The Council also made clear their unequivocal concern
for the timing of the LRDP and the release of the final EIR moving to the
Regents in only a few short weeks.

Executive Vice Chancellor Lucas’ clear indication that future campus
growth is now years away as a result of the current economic downturn,
demonstrated that there is no pressing reason to push this matter to the
Regents in July.

The only responsible approach is to allow the conclusion of the
negotiations and the necessary time for the drafting of a formal
Cooperative Agreement of addressing the legal defects of the current
analysis of the plan. Moving toward certification of the EIR and Board
approval of the LRDP in haste only works to force the City to explore
other avenues to assure legally adequate mitigation is imposed.

130 Cremona Drive, Suite B, Goleta, CA 93117  » 805.961.7500 r 805.685.2635 www.cityofgoleta.org
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Chancellor Yang
University of California
RE: LRDP

June 17, 2010

On behaif of the City Council, please continue on the current cooperative path of
negotiation and the drafting of a Cooperative Agreement so that an agreement may be
brought before the City Council prior to Board of Regents action on the LRDP. We
remain cooperative partners with UCSB and the County and ask for the courtesy of time
to conclude our joint work in a rightful, meaningful manner. Thank you for your

consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

O [ -
?ﬁz%ﬁ% A e
DAN SINGER
City Manager

C: City Council
Tim Giles, City Attorney
Kirsten Z. Deshler, Director of Government Relations
Derek Johnson, County Planning

TITY OF
GO L ET/A\ 130 Cremona Drive, Suite B, Goleta, CA 93117 » 8059617500 ¢ 805.685.2635 www.cityofgoleta.org
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June 28, 2010 Telephone: (805) 893-2126
Facsimile: (805) 893-7712

Dan Singer

City Manager

City of Goleta

130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, CA 93117

Dear Dan,

At the request of Chancellor Yang I am responding to your June 17 letter regarding the
status of the Regents' review and consideration of the 2010 Long Range Development
Plan (LRDP) and associated Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The Final EIR has
been prepared and includes responses to all comments received from the City regarding
the analysis of impacts and proposed mitigation measures associated with LRDP
implementation presented in the Draft and Recirculated Draft EIR. A copy of the Final
EIR was provided to the City on June 23, 2010, and in advance of the CEQA requirement
to provide the Final EIR to public agencies at least 10 days prior to the date on which the
EIR will be presented to the decision making body.

The campus' original decision to seek Regent approval of the 2010 LRDP at the July
meeting was based on a number of factors, not the least of which is that the LRDP will
not take effect until reviewed and approved by the California Coastal Commission.
Commission approval of an LRDP -~ like the City's General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan -
will involve a lengthy process with numerous opportunities for public participation and
refinements to the LRDP.

The campus shares the City's desire to continue the cooperative path of negotiation
regarding implementation of the 2010 LRDP, but does not believe that certification of the
EIR prior to reaching an agreement will thwart that process. To the contrary, many of the
topics being discussed by City and campus representatives relate to non-CEQA impacts
and are therefore not relevant to the EIR process.

Moreover, the campus is committed to entering into an enforceable agreement with the
City related to implementation of the LRDP and our counsel is available to discuss the
various enforcement options with the City attorney. Our attorney has already contacted
your City attorney to explain options available to the City to extend the time for legal
challenge to the EIR following its certification beyond the normal 30-day period.



Extending the period for legal challenge will provide the City and campus additional time
- up to 180 days - to reach an agreement.

Chancellor Yang has asked that I thank you for your request to postpone our proposal to
the Regents from the originally scheduled July meeting to the September meeting. Asa
gesture of our good will and to provide additional time to conclude a cooperative
agreement, we are willing to move our presentation date from the July Regents meeting
to the September meeting. However, we would do this conditional on Goleta’s
willingness and demonstrated good faith effort to negotiate and approve a cooperative
agreement with the University prior to the September meeting and with the understanding
that the campus will not agree to a further delay. However, if the final terms of an
agreement have not been reached by the September Regents meeting, the campus
commits to continuing negotiations in good faith with the goal of reaching an agreement
with Goleta. We are hopeful that our willingness to defer consideration of the LRDP by
the Regents and affirmatively state our intention and desire to enter into a cooperative
agreement will ensure the support of the City of Goleta for our Long Range Development
Plan through both the Regents certification of the plan and its approval by the California
Coastal Commission.

Sirealely.
Lz

Gene Lucas
Executive Vice Chancellor

Ce: Henry Yang
Todd Lee
Marc Fisher
Martie Levy
Kirsten Deshler
Kelly Drumm
Goleta City Council
Tim Giles
Derek Johnson
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Metropolitan Transit District
550 Olive Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

MTD

Santa Barbara

June 11, 2010

Marc Fisher

Associate Vice Chancellor for Campus Design & Facilities
University of California at Santa Barbara

Santa Barbara, CA 93106-1030

Dear Mr. Fisher:

The Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District (MTD) wishes to thank you and your
colleagues at the University of California at Santa Barbara (UCSB) for meeting with us
on May 25 to discuss the University's proposed Long Range Development Plan (LRDP).
However, we are dismayed to learn that it remains the position of UCSB that the
proposed LRDP will result in "less than significant" adverse impacts to MTD's public
transit service.

In previous letters of June 20, 2008 (addressed to you) and March 25, 2009 (addressed
to Tye Simpson), we have outlined the significant impacts to MTD's public transit
service that we believe will result from implementation of the LRDP. The increased
demand for public transit service from the additional students, faculty, staff, as well as
the increase in public activities, will significantly adversely impact MTD's ability to
maintain current service levels to the South Coast region. It will not be possible for
MTD to increase transit service to meet the increased demand with existing resources.

We believe the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) underestimates the amount of
vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) that will be generated by implementation
of the LRDP. As the additional students, faculty, and staff increasingly travel on the
existing MTD service, they will utilize seats that would otherwise be available for MTD's
current riders. These current riders will be unable to board during peak travel times
when MTD buses are full and will be forced to travel by automobile. Thus, the LRDP
will indirectly increase VMT and greenhouse gas emissions by current residents.

The increase in VMT, both from displaced current MTD riders, South Coast residents
who wish to use public transit in the future, and from the new increased demand from
the LRDP development, will therefore lead to increased adverse impacts region-wide in
the Cities and County on intersections, parking and greenhouse gas emissions. We
strongly believe the EIR does not adequately identify or address these indirect and
cumulative region-wide impacts.

In addition to the lack of adequate mitigation proposed in the EIR for these California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) impacts, the LRDP itself does not adequately
address the need for enhanced transit service pursuant to the California Coastal Act.
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The LRDP includes two policies that mention MTD:

e ACC-3. The University shall work in cooperation with the Metropolitan Transit
District to develop regular bus and/or shuttle service between all University housing
and the Main Campus.

¢ ACC-4. The University shall work with MTD to provide transit service to campus
neighborhoods and shall provide new bus or shuttle stops in each housing
development to maximize convenience and increase transit ridership.

Thus, the LRDP recognizes that enhanced transit service will be necessary. However,
it does not address the responsibility of UCSB to provide for enhanced service. In this
regard, we believe the LRDP contains serious inconsistencies with the California
Coastal Act requirements related to public access and land development. We will
further articulate these concerns to the Coastal Commission, if not addressed in the
current review before the Regents.

We request that the University provide us with adequate advance notice of any hearings
or public considerations regarding public services (including but not limited to traffic,
parking, air quality, and greenhouse gas emissions) with any agency (including but not
limited to Santa Barbara, Goleta, Santa Barbara County, the SUN group, Goleta Water
District, Goleta Sanitary District, the Air Pollution Control District, and the Santa Barbara
County Association of Governments). We also request copies of the final EIR and
LRDP, and of any notices or reports from UCSB to the Board of Regents regarding the
EIR or the LRDP.

We look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

QA"‘ ' >W
Chairman, Board of Directors

cc: Gene Lucas, UCSB Executive Vice Chancellor
MTD Board of Directors
Chair and Members, Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors
Mayor and City Councilmembers, City of Goleta
Mayor and City Councilmembers, City of Santa Barbara
Mayor and City Councilmembers, City of Carpinteria



ATTACHMENT 6



Metropolitan Transit District
550 Olive Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

MTD

Santa Barbara

June 24, 2010

Gene Lucas

UCSB Executive Vice Chancellor
University of California at Santa Barbara
Santa Barbara, CA 93106-1030

Dear Mr. Lucas:

The Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District (MTD) submitted a letter to Marc Fisher
on June 11 outlining our concerns regarding UCSB's Long Range Development Plan
(LRDP). To date, we have not received a response to that letter.

We understand from your presentation to the Goleta City Council on June 15 that UCSB
plans to submit the LRDP to the Regents for approval in July. Last evening, the MTD
Board of Directors voted unanimously:

1) To request that you delay this submittal until after the completion of Cooperative
Agreements with local agencies;

2) Torequest that MTD be part of the Cooperative Agreement currently under
discussion with the City of Goleta and the County of Santa Barbara; and

3) Toinvite you to attend our next Board of Directors meeting to discuss your
response to the issues surrounding MTD in regards to the LRDP (the meeting will
be held at 8:30 A.M. on June 29 at our administrative offices at 550 Olive Street
in Santa Barbara).

We look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Chairman, Board of Directors

cc:  Henry Yang, UCSB Chancellor
Marc Fisher, UCSB Associate Vice Chancellor for Campus Design & Facilities
Russell Gould, Chairman, Regents of the University of California
Sherry L. Lansing, Vice Chair, Regents of the University of California
Chair and Members, Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors
Mayor and City Councilmembers, City of Goleta
Mayor and City Councilmembers, City of Santa Barbara
Mayor and City Councilmembers, City of Carpinteria
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Office of the Executive Vice Chancellor
Mail Code 2035

Santa Barbara, CA 93106-2035
Telephone: (805) 893-2126

Facsimile: (803) 893-7712

June 29, 2010

Dave Davis

Chairman, Board of Directors
Metropolitan Transit District
550 Olive St.

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Dear Chairman Davis,

On behalf of the University of California, Santa Barbara, I am responding to your June 11
and June 24 letters regarding the campus' proposed 2010 Long Range Development Plan
(LRDP) and associated Environmental Impact Report (EIR), and the status of the

Regents' review. First [ would like to thank you for the invitation to the District's board
meeting on June 29. Marc Fisher and Kirsten Deshler will attend on behalf of the campus.

In preparation for the July Regents meeting the campus has finalized the EIR and has
drafted responses to all comments received regarding the analysis of impacts and
proposed mitigation measures to reduce the impacts associated with LRDP
implementation presented in the Draft and Recirculated Draft EIR.

This decision to seek Regent approval of the LRDP in July was based, in part, on the fact
that the LRDP will not take effect until reviewed and approved by the California Coastal
Commission. The Commission's process affords many additional opportunities for public
participation and refinements to the LRDP.

Based on a July Regents date and in accordance with the guidelines implementing the
California Environmental Quality Act, the campus provided its Final EIR, with proposed
final written responses to comments received from the Metropolitan Transit District on
June 24, 2010, well in advance of CEQA's requirement that responses be provided to
public agencies 10 days prior to certifying the Final EIR. Please review the Final EIR,
and in particular the response to MTD's June 20, 2008 letter and the revisions to
mitigation measures TRAFFIC-1A and 1-B.

Since the release of the Final EIR Chancellor Yang has considered your request to
postpone our proposal to the Regents from the July meeting to the September meeting.
As a gesture of our good will and in the interest of maintaining a positive dialogue with



MTD and to provide an opportunity to discuss opportunities for joint projects and
transportation planning with MTD we are moving our presentation date from the July
Regents meeting to the September meeting. We are hopeful that our willingness to defer
consideration of the LRDP by the Regents will result in MTD's support of the Long
Range Development Plan through both the Regents certification and approval by

the California Coastal Commission.

Once MTD and its staff have had an opportunity to review the Final EIR I would
encourage you to schedule a meeting with the campus to discuss any questions or
comments regarding the proposed responses.

Sincerely,

(/70—

Géne Lucas
Executive Vice Chancellor

Cc:  Henry Yang
Todd Lee
Marc Fisher
Martie Levy
Kirsten Deshler
Kelly Drumm
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COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA

September 7, 2010

Mr. Russell Gould

Chairman

The Regents of the University of California
1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor

Oakland, CA 94607

Dear Mr. Gould:

On behalf of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Barbara, | would like to express
the Board’s conditional support for the proposed update of the Long Range Development Plan
(2010 LRDP) for the University of California, Santa Barbara campus (UCSB). UCSB is a world-
class institution of higher education that enriches our community and figures prominently in
the lives of County residents. The County supports UCSB’s academic vision and recognizes the
legitimate need for campus growth articulated in the 2010 LRDP.

By its action today approving four separate agreements between the University of California
and the County addressing Transportation and Housing, Fire Protection and Emergency
Services, Law Enforcement and shared commitments to the community of Isla Vista, the Board
has accepted these agreements as adequate to mitigate the impacts of growth under the 2010
LRDP. With these agreements in place, the County’s initial reservations concerning the effects
of the 2010 LRDP on the County and the County’s provision of public services are substantially
addressed. The County accordingly encourages the Regents’ formal acceptance of these
agreements and looks forward to a continued beneficial and productive relationship between

the University of California and the County.

tncerely,

ut

et Wolf
air
ard of Supervisors

Santa Barbara County
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Goleta Slough Management Committee

September 2, 2010

- Russell Gould, Chairman

University of California Regents
1141 Franklin St., 12Floor
Oakland, CA 94607

SUBJECT: GSMC comments on UC Santa Barbara's Vision 2025 Long Range
‘ Development Plan and Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Gould and University of California Regents:

On behalf of the Goleta Slough Management Commiltee (GEMC), we offer the following
comments on the Vision 2025 LRDP and EIR. GSMC was esiablished in 19891 and has
worked coopsratively with regulatory agencies, property owners and public interest groups
o provide for a healthy Goleta Slough, GSMC strives to identify and resoclve issues related
to management of the Goleta Slough Ecosystem Management Area and serves inan
advisory capacity to lead agencies that have jurisdiction in our area of interest.

As you may know, the Goleta Slough lies immediately north of the UCSEB campus and the
two are intricately connected. We have reviewed UCSE’s LRDP and EIR with interest as
they have a diract bearing on the Golsta Slough Ecosystem now and in the future. We offer
the following comments in the interest In making the LRDP and its EIR betier policy
documents for the University and surrounding area

1. Provide for long ferm commitment fo returning tidal circulation to East Storke
Watlands — Goleta Slough was a tidal basin that covered 18 square miles, including
most of the area around UCSB. After years of study, tidal circulation is being restored
on City of Santa Barbara-owned land north of UCSE. UCSE's East Storke Wetland,
could also have tidal circulation restored. We request that the LRDP give high priority
to restoring tidal flow 1o East Storke through collaboration with agencies to remove
sawer pipe lines in the wetland and providing support for efforts and negotiations to
remove the existing ticle gate that blocks tidal flow to East Storke Wetland, We
believe thal providing for future tidal circulation in this wetland would help mitigate the
cumuiative impact from 5,000 additional students and associated staff and faculty on
the Goleta Slough Ecosystemn. We are pleased to see this changs in the final EIR.

2. Deferral of mitigation for future projects not adequate - We understand the
LRDP is a planning document and specific projects are not proposed at this time and
environmeanial review will ocour once projects are designed. However, we beliave
that the cumulative impacts from the 2025 plan are not sufficiently mitigated by the
proposed mitigation measures and policies. iIn order to address and ameliorate
future unknown impacts that may arise with buildout of the LRDP, we recommend
the following additional mitigation measures:

a.  FTE to monitor effects of LRDP - One additional full time employee should be
acdded to Cheadle Center for Biodiversity and Ecclogical Restoration {CCRER) to
monitor water quality, drainage and wildlife effects from buildout of the LRDP.
This person's position should be funded beginning upon Coastal Commission
authorization in order 1o track and reduce cumulative impacts.

b.  Natural areas fee for restoration - Initiate a natural areas or similar fee per
square foot of new or radeveloped space 10 be used for restoration as oppor-
tunities for projscts become avallable - e.g. East Storke Wetland restoration of
tida! flow mentioned in #1 above. These funds could be used as matching funds
for future restoration work on UCSB property.
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3. Setbacks from wetlands and wetland protection -~ GSMC is concerned about the proposed LRDP

polic

.

b

ies thal would allow continued encroachment into wetland buffers.

Policies 30240(b).9 and (b}.10 in the 1990 LRDP - GSMC believes these two policies from the
1990 LRDP need to be retained in the 2010 LRDP. The 1990 LRDP retains 100-foot setbacks from
wetland resources whereas the 2010 LRDP appears to dilute this protection. The only exception has
been North Campus faculty housing where the 70-acre South parcel has been set aside as open
space with a permanent conservation easement and specified restoration acreage in compensation.
These policies establish building setbacks around the Storke wetiands, protect fransition habitats
surrounding wetlands, and protect raptor and wildlife habitat and frees surround the Storke Wetland
inareas directly adjacent to Goleta Slough. With the acquisition of the Deversux School campus,
these issues may be pertinent to the Devereux Slough as well. We believe that these policies should
be retained in the 2010 LRDP.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1D - This mitigation states that "Project plans for any development under
the 2010 LRDP within 100 feet of aguatic resources shall include design features to minimize the
effects of increased noise, lighting and automotive and foot traffic density on the adjacent aquatic
resource. ... ... " We believe that there should be no development within 100 feet of wetland or
aquatic resources except the upgrade (without widening) of existing roads such as Slough Road. No
new fill of wetland should occur. Without a map of existing encroachments, the impacts cannot be
evaluated and would have to be considered significant. If an existing building located within any 100
foot wetland buffer is proposed for redevelopment, the footprint of the new building should contract to
help minimize impacts to wetlands. If exceptions are made, significant restoration of adjacent
wetlands must be incorporated info the plan o mitigate potential impacts.

MM BIO-1F — This mitigation allows for pathways with up to fwo multi-use lanes within 100 feet of ,
wellands. GSMC would like o ses some profection that paths will be outside of the wetand buffer
where feasibie, or close to the outer buffer where avoidance is not possible.

4. Additional mitigation {o provide wildlife and hydrologic corridors ~ Given the amount of
development that the LRDP anticipates, additional mitigation is necessary to address fragmentation of
habitats and drainages. Where redevelopment occurs within 100 ft. buffer of existing wetlands, UCSB
should consider alternatives that would open wildlife corridors and retain or restore hydrelogic connaction
between wetlands. One example where this would improve wildlife corridors and hydrologic connections
is the existing narrow cement channel between Storke Ranch Wetlands and West Storke Wetland, The
anticipated redevelopment and expansion of Storke Family Apartments could be mitigated by opening up
a wider riparian or vernal swale. Similarly if Los Carneros Road is widened it should be used as an
opportunity to enhance wildlife and hydrologic connection between the various wetlands at the intersection
of Los Carneros and Mesa Road,

4. Impacts from road proposed to connect San Clemente project to East Storke Wetland should be
avoided — Existing natural resources in the area between the San Clemente Project and the southwest
side of East Storke Wetland are rich and a road through that area is not recommended by this committee.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these important documents.

Sincerely,

Pat Saley

H

Goleta Slough Manageme}ﬁw%mmitte@
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SUN response to recent mecting,
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Subject: SUN response to recent meeting.

From: "flacks" <flacks@soc.ucsb.edu>

Date: Sat, 5 Jun 2010 14:05:01 -0700

To: "Gene Lucas" <gene.lucas@evc.ucsb.edu>

CC: <Marc.Fisher@fm.ucsb.edu>, "Levy' 'Martie" <Martie.Levy@bap.ucsb.edu>, "Alissa Hummer"
<Alissa. Hummer@planning.ucsb.edu>, "Kirsten Zimmer Deshler" <Kirsten. Deshler@ia.ucsb.edu>,
<henry.yang@chancellor.ucsb.edu>

June 5, 2010
Dear Vice-Chancellor Lucas,

We are writing on behalf of SUN to express our appreciation for the opportunity to
open a process of negotiation that began with the May 27 meeting with you and other
UcsB staff.

We'd like to be able to reach agreements regarding the LRDP so that we could
support your plans both at the Regents meeting and eventually at the Coastal
Commission. As we assured you when we met, we are strong supporters of UCSB and
would like to ensure its long term success.

We write now however to express concern about the process leading up to the
Regents' consideration of the plan. Indeed, we respectfully request that you delay
your plans to seek the Regents' approval for the LRDP in San Francisco this July,
and that you provide us immediately with your reply to the comments we submitted to
the Reviged Environmental Impact Report (REIR) months ago.

UCSB appears to have made significant progress in addressing some of our concerns
regarding housing and traffic. Still, many important issues remain, not only in
housing and traffic but also in other areas including, but not limited to, water
supply, infrastructure, transportation and pollution. We hope for a true dialogue
on these and other concerns to our community.

However, our ability to negotiate with you in any meaningful way is impeded by
UCSB's decision to withhold your replies to comments to the REIR until only 10 days
before you take your proposal to the Regents. And we are further discouraged about
achieving meaningful community participation, given your decision tc present your
proposal to the Regents

at a meeting hundreds of miles from our affected community,

. at a time when many people are on vacation and students are largely absent
during the summer quarter

: regarding such a large and complex plan, and with so little time for our
consultation with our communities, and discussion and negotiation with you.

For these reasons, we urge you to provide us your responses to the REIR immediately

6/8/2010 8:22 AM



SUN response to recent meeting,.

and to postpone the meeting with the Regents. The present timetable limits the kind
of dialog that both UCSB and the community need to achieve'fruitful agreement. We'd
also urge consideration of scheduling a Regents' meeting to a time and place that
would be convenient for community members.

We look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible.

Sincerely,

Darlene Chirman, Audobon Society
Courtney Dietz, COAST

George Relles, SBCAN

Dick Flacks, acting chalr, SUN
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Transportation Alternatives Board

August 17, 2010

To: Chancellor Henry Yang W
From: Kyle Richards, Chair %d
Transportation Alternatives Board
Subject: Long Range Development Plan and Environmental Impact Report
cc: Gene Lucas, Marc Fisher, Robert Defendini, Robert Silsbee, James Wagner,

Bruce Tiffney, Ron Cortez, Richard Church

The Transportation Alternatives Board (TAB) read with great interest the most recent
draft of UCSB’s Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) and the associated
Environmental Impact Report. In particular, the board is very interested and concerned
with the sections that address projected increases in transportation demand at UCSB. For
example, the section “Master Response - Traffic Fair Share Mitigation” addresses the
(financial) impacts of increased transportation as a result of campus growth. It notes that
“[t]he University’s financial contribution towards off-campus intersection or roadway
improvements will be determined based on its proportion (percentage) of increased future
traffic volume through the significantly impacted facilities.”

TAB would like to urge the university to strengthen its support for transportation
alternatives, in order to alleviate the financial impacts to the campus as a result of single
occupancy vehicles. We believe that a modest investment in transportation alternatives
in the short-term will result in a significant savings to the University by mitigating the
transportation impacts of increased campus growth. TAB encourages further investment
in the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) as a means of accomplishing this goal.
Other specific actions to promote transportation alternatives include:

Expansion of bike paths and maintenance of the existing bike route infrastructure
Expansion and maintenance of skateboard lanes

Improvements to bus stops and investment in additional bus and shuttle programs
Expansion of the commuter vanpool program to outlying communities

Incentives to encourage the increased utilization of transportation alternatives

TAB is committed to reducing the number of single occupancy vehicles commuting to
campus, and we offer our support in helping the University achieve this goal.
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