
 

 
 

November 1, 2018  

 
 

Senior Environmental Planner Alisa Klaus 
University of California 
1156 High Street, Mailstop: PPDO 
Santa Cruz, CA 95064 
 

Re:  Comments on Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for  

 “Student Housing West” Project 
 

Dear Ms. Klaus: 
 
This letter comments on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (“RDEIR”) for the 
“Student Housing West” Project (“Project”), which also has a major component (and a majority 
of its acreage) on the east side of campus, in the East Meadow or “Hagar” site. 
 
The signatories of this letter have long dedication to UC Santa Cruz, variously as faculty, senior 
administrative officers, alumni volunteers, Regents of the University of California, Presidents, 
Chairpersons, and/or Trustees and/or Councilors of the UC Santa Cruz Foundation and the UC 
Santa Cruz Alumni Council, and other friends of the campus. We write in our individual 
capacities only, and designations of institutional affiliations are for informational purposes only. 
 
We agree with the need to build approximately 3,000 beds of new housing to accommodate a 
growing student population and promptly address the cost and shortage of housing in Santa Cruz.  
We are not NIMBYs, and, indeed, some of the signatories of this letter are the primary funders of 
major campus building projects.  However, we strongly oppose the Project as presently 
conceived in the RDEIR because (1) it is inconsistent with historical UC Santa Cruz design 
quality and procedures, and the Project was twice unanimously opposed by the campus Design 
Advisory Board; (2) the Project is inconsistent with the July 19 and 21, 2016 comments of the 
Regents’ Committee on Grounds and Buildings; (3) the Project makes grossly inefficient use of 
scarce buildable land, with its East Meadow or “Hagar” component using 57% of the Project 
land for less than 5% of the housing beds; (4) the inefficient, low-rise, pre-constructed Family 
Student Housing and childcare (“FSH”) buildings would forever despoil the iconic—and 
immeasurably valuable—East Meadow at the main entrance of campus for very little housing 
benefit and without integration with a new LRDP; (5) there is a far better, available site for the 
proposed FSH less than half a mile away near the foot of campus, which would not have 
negative view and gateway impacts; (6) the West Meadow or “Heller” site, though necessarily 
dense, is more high rise than it needs to be, and would present an incongruous “West Wall” at 
the other entrance to campus; (7) that unnecessary degree of density could be significantly 
mitigated (and the overall pace of the Project accelerated) by concurrent use of the shovel-ready 
East Campus Infill housing project previously approved by the Regents and fully permitted back 
in 2009; and (8) even if one favors maximum potential expansion of the campus, use of the East 
Meadow should be reserved for integration into a high quality and striking gateway 
development, not wasted on an out of place bit of 1950’s Los Angeles-style suburban sprawl.  
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The proposed Project is a “rush to judgment” to alleviate a real housing shortage, which was in 
part due to the campus’ erroneous decision to cancel the 594 bed East Campus Infill  project 
(“ECI”), which was approved by the Regents in 2009 with a final, approved EIR, fully permitted, 
and which even had the first five major construction bids received well under budget. Thereafter, 
the campus failed to act on new housing, instead turning dormitory doubles into triples, and 
necessary lounges into dorm rooms, until the recent advent of UC adopting the financially 
creative solution of Public-Private Partnership (“P3”) developments.  Then the campus became 
enamored of the P3 developer’s proposal to save money through use on the East Meadow of pre-
fabricated housing (DEIR pp. 3.0-28, 3.0-30), also referred to as “industrialized component 
manufacturing” (RDEIR 3.0-37, 3.0-39, 4.11-41, 4.2-17).  For asserted speed and convenience 
the campus adopted the gross inefficiency of placing a tiny proportion of total Project beds (less 
than 5%) on a majority of the project land (57%), in a low-rise housing sprawl that would forever 
eliminate the natural beauty, and “branding” impact statement, of the iconic East Meadow at the 
main entrance of campus.  
 
To try to justify a flawed Project, the original DEIR dismissed the previously fully approved ECI 
in just one conclusory paragraph (DEIR p. 5.0-11), and the new RDEIR reasons backward, with 
internally inconsistent arguments, to attempt to justify its fore-ordained conclusion that this 
Project configuration is the right one.  But that conclusion is based on studied avoidance of real 
consideration of better alternatives, and is inconsistent with both CEQA and the prior high 
architectural, design and environmental standards at UC Santa Cruz.  The RDEIR fails to give 
sufficient consideration to the following fundamental flaws in the proposed Project: 
 
1.  The Project and RDEIR are inconsistent with historical practice and design standards. 

 

The striking natural beauty of the Santa Cruz campus makes a real “statement” to the visitor, or 
prospective student, faculty or staff member.  Given its commitment to environmental 
“stewardship”1 and its many environmental study and science programs, the entrance is also a 
strong branding statement for the campus.  (See attached Exhibits 1-3, the statements of former 
Campus Provost and Executive Vice Chancellor Alison Galloway, and Cowell College Provosts 
Emeriti John Dizikes and Faye Crosby regarding the original DEIR.)  With universities, as with 
all of life, “you only get one chance to make a first impression.”  Until now, the campus had 
superb architecture, design, and harmony with the environment. 
 
But this Project has been twice disapproved, unanimously and on the record, by the campus 
Design Advisory Board (“DAB”), composed of prominent outside architects.  (See Exhibit 4, 
DAB Minutes, February 26, “2017” (due to a typo, actually 2018), p. 2 “In conclusion, the Board 
wanted to be recorded that they are unanimously opposed to the selection of this site for the FSH 
development.  They questioned what alternative sites had been evaluated and expressed concerns 
that the low-density program, located at such an iconic gateway intersection, undermines the 
careful approach and purposefulness of campus planning, and were alarmed by the potentially 
inhospitable interruption to the visual character of the open meadow in that specific location.”   

                                                      
1 See the ‘about’ page of UCSC website at https://www.ucsc.edu/about/campus-overview.html; 
2005 LRDP, pp. 47-49; 2010 Physical Design Framework, pp. 3. 

https://www.ucsc.edu/about/campus-overview.html
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Then in DAB Minutes, March 26, 2018, p. 2 “The Board disagreed with Capstone that the 
buildings have been sited appropriately to remain hidden.”  At p. 3 “the Board reiterated that 
they were still opposed to the selected site and felt that the campus was ‘making a big mistake.’  
They also strongly urged for an analysis of alternative sites. . . . The Board felt the need to 
reiterate that the enduring quality of the open meadow was well understood by all and 
underscored that there was a storied sequence into the campus.  They emphasized that ‘we need 
to start and end our discussion with those points.’”)(Exhibit 4, emphasis added.)  In the 
consensus-driven and circumspect UC culture, these are rare and noteworthy comments. 
 
2.  The Project and RDEIR are inconsistent with the Regents’ prior comments. 

 

The Regents’ Committee on Grounds and Buildings made similar comments in 2016, but the 
Project nevertheless pushed ahead to its two 2018 unanimous rejections by the Design Advisory 
Board.  Exhibit 5 is the Minutes of the July 19 and 21, 2016 meetings of the Regents’ Committee 
on Grounds and Buildings, at which the Committee evaluated an earlier (but substantially 
similar) iteration of the proposed Project, which relied on similar, inexpensive modular housing2 
situated in the East Meadow, but higher up near the East Athletic Field. At p. 5 of the Minutes: 
 
“Committee Chair Makarechian agreed that housing must be developed quickly at UC Santa 
Cruz.  He commented that it was unfortunate that only 350 beds had been developed in the past 
ten years and expressed his opposition to developing modular housing.  He questioned the 
campus’ estimates of cost per bed at $70,000 for modular housing and $172,000 for built 
construction, and the campus’ assertion that it would take two years to construct housing on site.  
He expressed his view that permanent housing could be constructed in less than one year.  He 
suggested the campus find a contractor to develop high-quality housing and offered his 
assistance.  The cost of roads, utilities, and infrastructure for modular construction would be the 
same as for high-quality construction.  He suggested that it may even be less expensive to build 
permanent housing on site than it would be to use prefabricated housing.”   
 
“Regent Pérez expressed agreement with Committee Chair Makarechian about the cost of 
developing modular housing compared with high-quality housing.  He acknowledged that 
modular housing could have a longer life than anticipated, but expressed his view that 
developing modular housing would not be the optimal use of campus space or of the funds 
invested.  He stated that the campus should aim for the optimal solution, which he believed 

                                                      
2 The Project proposes to use pre-fabricated (DEIR) or “industrialized component 
manufacturing” (RDEIR) housing on the East Meadow, which in the original DEIR was 
consistently referred to as “prefabricated” housing.  Like modular housing, the housing in the 
RDEIR uses elements of pre-constructed modules which are then brought to the job site by truck, 
though the Project proposes that its pre-constructed housing be permanent rather than temporary.  
Both semantic variations are less substantial than the alternative that the Regents referred to as 
“high-quality housing.” Indeed, the RDEIR touts the lesser cost of the East Meadow housing as 
an advantage over conventional and more expensive building methods, such as the main 
buildings at the “Heller” West Meadow site. 
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could be accomplished more quickly than had been the University’s past practice.”  Id., p. 6, 
emphasis added. 
 
“Committee Chair Makarechian expressed his view that the perception that modular housing was 
much faster to construct than built construction was a marketing tool of the modular industry. . . . 
It was not the best way to use the beautiful Santa Cruz campus.  He encouraged the campus to 
engage architects and builders capable of constructing high-quality housing quickly.”  Id., 
emphasis added.  “Regent Sherman associated himself with Committee Chair Makarechian’s 
comments. . . . A phased approach could be used to deliver some units very quickly.  
Infrastructure costs would be the same for modular or high-quality construction.”  Id., emphasis 
added. 
 
Thereafter, “Committee Chair Makarechian observed that infrastructure costs would be higher 
if the housing were spread out over a larger area.”  Id., p. 7, emphasis added.  
 
3.  The proposed East Meadow FSH would be an inefficient waste of scarce buildable land.    

 
The Regents were spot-on in their concern that the Project make “optimal use of campus space” 
and that “infrastructure costs would be higher if the housing were spread out over a larger area.”  
It is undisputed that the Santa Cruz campus, while large in gross acreage, actually has 
comparatively little buildable land due to geologic conditions, availability of water, and an 
environmental settlement agreement with the City of Santa Cruz some years ago.  The East 
Meadow development proposed in the RDEIR would be a profligate waste of scarce buildable 
land with 57% of the total project land going to less than 5% of the project beds, a 28-1 less 
efficient use of land than the Heller portion of the Project, and a 14-1 less efficient use of land 
than the superior build quality and previously approved ECI.  (In the RDEIR, the Heller site is 
still listed at 13 acres, but the Hagar site is now listed at 17.3 acres.  Beds for Heller are now 
listed at 2932, and 140 at Hagar, for a total of 3072.  Therefore 57% of the land would go to less 
than 5% of the beds.  Hagar is only 8 beds to the acre, compared to 226 beds to the acre at 
Heller, a 28 times less efficient utilization of scarce buildable land.)3 
 
4.  The East Meadow housing would despoil the iconic campus gateway for little benefit.   

 
The proposed East Meadow prefabricated (or “pre-constructed”) housing needlessly would 
sacrifice the irreplaceable East Meadow resource, thus squandering a priceless campus asset, 
“gateway” vision, and campus environmental branding, for no good reason, and for a 
demonstrably inefficient and inferior prefabricated project.  The RDEIR does not consider what 
economists call “externalities,” that is those costs that are not hard dollars directly allocated to 
the Project.  But there can be no doubt of the real branding and recruiting value (for donors, 

                                                      
3 Due to UC counting methodology, the 140 proposed FSH units count as one bed each, whereas 
they likely would be occupied by two adults, and sometimes those could be two students.  Thus, 
even correcting for that UC nomenclature methodology, the Hagar East Meadow site still would 
be 14-1 less efficient use of land than the smaller Heller site. 
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students, faculty and staff) of that iconic main entrance to campus.  The RDEIR proposes to 
waste this resource forever, for less than 5% of the housing beds in the Project. 
 
Exhibit 6 is a set of photos of current status and artist’s renderings of the proposed FSH 
development at the East Meadow Heller site taken from the RDEIR, Figures 4.1-9 to 4.1-20.  
Three things are clear: (a) the proposed FSH would despoil the East Meadow and dramatic 
campus entrance;4 (b) the FSH houses themselves look lonely and forlorn in that meadow, not 
near any tree line (whereas most of the Santa Cruz campus buildings are near or in the tree line); 
and (c) the drawn-in trees in the renderings wouldn’t look like that for at least 10 years hence.  
 

5.  The RDEIR fails adequately to consider use of the Ranch View Terrace II site. 

 
A short distance downhill from the East Meadow Hagar site, but shielded by a small ridge and 
tree line so that it does not impact views from either uphill on the main campus or downhill at 
the entrance to campus, is the Ranch View Terrace (“RVT”) faculty housing development.  (See 
attached Exhibit 7 LRDP land use designation, RDEIR fig. 4.8-1, the blue near-square marked 
“EH.”)  Next to RVT is the proposed Ranch View Terrace II faculty and staff housing project 
(“RVT II”), which is not slated for immediate construction, certainly not during the 2019-2020 
time cycle, and probably thereafter.  The proposed FSH in the East Meadow readily could be 
moved to the RVT II site, and alternative faculty and staff housing could be built later at the 
University-owned 2300 Delaware site in Santa Cruz, and/or further faculty and staff housing 
could be built on campus adjacent to the existing Hagar Court housing (the not-full blue EH site 
at the lower right of Exhibit 7).  The RVT II site is a little smaller than the East Meadow site, so 
the FSH might need to be changed to a more space-efficient townhouse model (which would be 
desirable for efficiency reasons anyway, see points 2, 3, 4, above).  But this use of more 
appropriate land would solve the problem of how to build FSH quickly and in a good location, 
without the need temporarily to relocate FSH residents—just build FSH once on the RVT II site 
instead of the Hagar East Meadow site.  Like the proposed East Meadow Hagar site, the RVT II 
site is close to the foot of campus for ease of commuter drop-off and pick-up at the proposed 
childcare center.  The RVT II site is actually better for campus traffic patterns, as it is off to the 
side of the main flow of traffic up to campus.  The RVT II site is just as close to the Westlake 
Elementary School as the Hagar East Meadow site—easy walking distance to school. 
 
The RVT II site has one very large cost and speed advantage over the Hagar East Meadow site 
for FSH: it already has all infrastructure (road, sewer, water, power) due to the adjacent RVT 
site.  The same infrastructure advantage would apply to any additional faculty or staff housing 
adjacent to the existing Hagar Court. 
 
Use of the 2300 Delaware site in Santa Cruz for further faculty and staff housing to replace the 
42 housing units slated for the RVT II site would be entirely feasible using a space-efficient 
townhouse method of construction.  The Delaware site also has the cost and speed advantage of 

                                                      
4 The attached photos, which were not taken for artistic purposes in the RDEIR, don’t adequately 
convey the East Meadow view and gateway.  To fully appreciate the issue, the reader should visit 
the campus and also review some classic Ansel Adams photos of the campus meadows. 
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existing infrastructure.  The Delaware site also is walking distance from Bayview Elementary 
School, large grocery stores and drug stores, the Marine Sciences campus of UC Santa Cruz, and 
the wonders of Natural Bridges State Park.  Thus, the Delaware site is arguably better for faculty 
and staff housing; in any event that faculty and staff housing is not scheduled for construction 
any time soon; and that function readily can move off campus to provide a superior RVT II 
location for FSH.   
 
Thus, the switch of FSH to the nearby RVT II site (but which would not impair views or traffic), 
would be eminently feasible, but again this is an alternative that the RDEIR doesn’t explore. 
 
In the event that the RVT II site didn’t have enough space for the whole of the planned large 
childcare center to be co-located with FSH, it would actually be an advantage to split the 
anticipated childcare into two locations, which could be near RVT II, or the EH land at the foot 
of campus, or at Delaware.  The existing childcare center plan in the RDEIR is not well 
articulated, but it already has been criticized by many as (1) too large for an appropriately 
nurturing experience for small children (the RDEIR proposed childcare center is about three 
times larger than most childcare facilities), and (2) too close to the noise and exhaust fumes of 
major traffic thoroughfares at the Hagar site.  Having some of the childcare down in Santa Cruz 
also would be logistically better for many families, because the second spouse or partner usually 
is not a UC Santa Cruz student; driving up to campus for childcare is not convenient; and a 
portion of the childcare at Delaware or nearby in Santa Cruz would be more convenient. 
 
Thus, the RVT II site by itself and/or in combination with Delaware readily could replace Hagar, 
preserve the East Meadow view and gateway effect, be faster and less expensive due to existing 
infrastructure, and provide a better site for co-located childcare. 
 
6.  The present Heller site proposal is too dense, and inconsistent with the college system. 

 

From the DEIR to the RDEIR, some improvements have been made to the Heller site.  Through 
an increase in the number of double rooms compared to singles, the space-efficiency of the 
project has been improved, which allowed some height reduction.  However, it is still slated to 
be 2,932 beds, with most buildings a very high 5-7 stories tall.  Exhibit 8 shows artist’s 
renderings of the Heller site taken from the RDEIR, fig. 4.1-2, 3, 4, 5, 24, 25.  However, the 
Heller site is still too high and blocky, incongruous compared to the nearby Porter College and 
Rachel Carson College, and creating a forbidding “West Wall” entirely inconsistent with the 
character of the rest of the Santa Cruz campus. It still looks like a Soviet-era public housing 
project.  As proposed, it would fundamentally and negatively alter the character of the West 
Entrance of campus. 
 
But even worse, the proposed Heller project of 2,932 beds would be entirely inconsistent with 
the UC Santa Cruz college system, which has worked well to create student communities and 
close student-faculty interaction. Indeed, the Heller development, as proposed, would be a 
complete small town, larger than many small towns in Iowa that determine our political futures, 
and far larger than the best small colleges in America.  (Compare Amherst, Williams, 
Middlebury and Bowdoin Colleges, with 1,836, 2,084, 2,500, and 1,805 students, respectively.) 
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The college system gives UC Santa Cruz what economists call “product differentiation,” and it is 
a significant reason for a student to attend UC Santa Cruz, as opposed to the Davis or Santa 
Barbara campuses.  The proposed too-large Heller development seriously would undermine the 
college system, could be alienating to its residents, and would largely discourage the 
continuation of communal ties and college affiliations among the upper class residents, who as 
Frosh/Soph lived on campus in a nurturing environment as members of residential colleges 
designed to foster a community of scholars.  With this iteration of housing, the campus 
effectively would be signaling that the residential college experience is not so important to those 
who chose UC Santa Cruz, as it only should be experienced during the first years of one’s life on 
campus, and that any pretense that the residential colleges are the essence of UC Santa Cruz is 
wishful thinking.  By not structurally integrating the college system into the design of the 
housing at Heller, and by failing to address in the original DEIR and RDEIR how such 
integration should/could occur, the Heller portion of the Project seriously undermines the college 
system.   
 
We recognize that, to accommodate a large number of students and demand for on-campus 
housing, changes must be made.  However, there is a ready and already-approved method of 
mitigating the negative effects of the very large Heller development.  The concurrent use of the 
594 bed ECI, described in section 7 below, could reduce the mass and bed count of Heller by 
20%, thus partially mitigating Heller’s negative effect on the UC Santa Cruz college system. 
 
7.  The previously approved East Campus Infill project would mitigate the mass of Heller. 

 
The ECI was designed over ten years ago, and approved by the Regents nine years ago, to 
construct 594 beds of housing in the already developed area between Crown and Merrill 
Colleges, the Crown-Merrill Apartments, and the Campus Fire Station.  (See Exhibit 7.)  The 
ECI was and is an entirely appropriate development, a very efficient use of space (about 14-1 
times more space-efficient than the proposed East Meadow development), and entirely 
compatible with its already built-up, residential neighborhood.  Further, at present the ECI is 
wasted space, as its site would be on a parking lot behind Crown-Merrill Colleges, and on a 
week day during school term that parking lot is only about 25% full.  The best use of that space 
would be the ECI approved by the Regents nine years ago, and shovel-ready then and now. 
 
Use of the ECI also would have the benefit of allowing the bed count and mass of the Heller site 
to be reduced by 20%, which would significantly ameliorate both the Heller “West Wall” 
aesthetic problem and also its inconsistency with the UC Santa Cruz college system. The Heller 
site still would be large and dense, but a 20% reduction in Heller would go a long way toward 
creating consistency with the rest of the campus. 
 
ECI also is superior to both Heller and East Meadow in all pedestrian and traffic considerations.  
ECI, situated to the West of Crown-Merrill Colleges, is easy walking distance to all the campus 
core buildings (McHenry Library, Science Hill, etc.), much closer than the Heller site, and vastly 
closer and better than East Meadow, which would depend on new shuttle bus traffic. 
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The per-bed cost of ECI would be a small amount higher than Heller and East Meadow.  
However, one should remember that that (a) use of the ECI would fit within Chancellor 
Blumenthal’s stated per-bed cost goals for the total project; and (b) the incremental cost of high 
quality construction of ECI compared to the pre-fab East Meadow would be spread over all 
9,000+ housing units on campus, and thus would have minimal impact on the whole.   
 
But the original DEIR dismissed ECI in one conclusory paragraph, and the new RDEIR isn’t any 
better.  Of particular note is its internally contradictory argument that ECI could be slowed down 
by the need to obtain timber cutting and/or harvesting permits, but the Heller site also needs a 
forestry permit!  (RDEIR p. 4.15-3.)  The RDEIR ignores the facts that (a) virtually all 
developments at UCSC require such permits, they are readily obtained, and ECI previously was 
approved by the Regents, has a fully approved EIR, and previously was put out to bid; (b) the 
few trees near the ECI are small and unremarkable second growth redwoods, with no particular 
scenic or ecological importance; and (c) the time for obtaining routine timber harvest permits is 
much quicker than other issues and community opposition related to East Meadow.  Most 
development on the UC Santa Cruz campus required some kind of regulatory sign-off with 
respect to timber.  In most cases, most or all of the time that regulatory sign-off takes can run 
concurrently with other pre-construction preparation tasks, so that the time required for that 
regulatory sign-off rarely adds any significant time to the “critical path” for the overall project.  
The RDEIR strains to reach a preconceived result to dismiss ECI, and fails under obvious 
internal inconsistency. 
 
8.  The objections to this proposed East Meadow project would not foreclose development. 

 
The objections to this current poorly designed Project are not a stalking horse for opposition to 
all development, nor to all development on the East Meadow if that should be necessary in the 
future.  Exhibit 1 hereto is the May 10, 2018 comment letter on the original DEIR from the 
highly regarded former Campus Provost and Executive Vice Chancellor, Alison Galloway. Dr. 
Galloway, who personally favors maximum expansion of the Santa Cruz campus for educational 
reasons, made it clear that if future growth demands for the campus require building on the East 
Meadow, then the East Meadow should be built out as part of a future LRDP and a holistic, fully 
integrated, development plan for the campus.  Thus, by saying no to East Meadow development 
today, we are not advocating a NIMBY position, nor attempting to foreclose appropriate 
discussion about future growth, but only saying that the poorly conceived, grossly inefficient, 
and non-impressive-gateway proposal for the East Meadow in the RDEIR is the wrong project, 
in the wrong place, at the wrong time.  Use of ECI and RVT II today can mitigate the effects of 
large scale development at Heller and for FSH, and leave the ultimate growth, size and land use 
decisions about the East Meadow for later, reflective discussion and integration with the next 
LRDP.  As the Regents’ Committee on Grounds and Buildings noted back in 2016, high quality 
development is what is needed here.  The RDEIR does not give that, and it should be sent back 
for further consideration. 
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UC Santa Cruz Senior Officers, Emerita and Emeritus: 
 
James Clifford 
Professor Emeritus 
History of Consciousness Department 
University of California, Santa Cruz 
 
Faye Crosby 
Distinguished Professor of Psychology 
Provost of Cowell College, Emerita 
University of California, Santa Cruz 
 
John Dizikes 
Professor of History, Emeritus 
Provost of Cowell College, Emeritus 
University of California, Santa Cruz 
 
Isebill V. Gruhn 
Professor of Politics, Emerita 
Former Acting Academic Vice Chancellor 
Former Acting Dean of Social Sciences 
University of California, Santa Cruz 
 
Virginia Jansen, FSA 
Professor Emerita of History of Art & Visual Culture 
University of California, Santa Cruz 
Member, Design Advisory Board, 1993-2006 
Member, Campus Physical Planning Advisory Board, 1986-1996 
 
Frank Zwart. FAIA, FAUA 
Campus Architect Emeritus 
University of California, Santa Cruz 
 
Trustees of the UC Santa Cruz Foundation: 
 
Brandon A. Allgood 
Trustee, UC Santa Cruz Foundation 
UC Santa Cruz, M.S. 2001, Ph.D. 2005 
 

Stephen Bruce 
Trustee, UC Santa Cruz Foundation 
B.S., UC Santa Cruz, Cowell College, 1979 
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Ken Doctor 
Past President and current Trustee, UC Santa Cruz Foundation 
Past President, UCSC Alumni Association 
A.B.,UC Santa Cruz, Stevenson College, 1971 
 
Mary E. Doyle 
Immediate Past Chair and current Trustee, UC Santa Cruz Foundation 
B.A., UC Santa Cruz, Porter College, 1974 
J.D., UC Berkeley School of Law, 1978 
 
Mark Headley 
Trustee, UC Santa Cruz Foundation 
B.A., UC Santa Cruz, Stevenson College, 1983 
 
Peder Emmett Jones 
Former Trustee, UC Santa Cruz Foundation 
B.A., UC Santa Cruz, Stevenson College, 1970 
 
David Korduner 
Former Trustee, UC Santa Cruz Foundation  
B.A., UC Santa Cruz, Merrill College, 1985 
M.Sc. Urban and Regional Planning Studies, The London School of Economics and Political 
Science, 1987 
J.D., UCLA School of Law, 1992 
UCSC Parent (Ben Korduner, Porter College 2021) 
 
Lawrence A. Moskowitz 
Former Trustee, UC Santa Cruz Foundation 
B.A. UC Santa Cruz, Cowell College, 1974 
J.D., UC Berkeley School of Law (Boalt Hall), 1977 
 
Richard F. Moss 
Trustee, UC Santa Cruz Foundation 
B.A., UC Santa Cruz, Stevenson College, 1985 
M.A., University of Chicago, 1986 
J.D., Loyola Law School, 1990 
 
Linda S. Peterson 
Trustee, UC Santa Cruz Foundation 
B.A., UC Santa Cruz, Stevenson College, 1970 
J.D., Boston University School of Law, 1976 
Retired, Associate General Counsel, Occidental Petroleum 
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Kathleen Rose 
Trustee, UC Santa Cruz Foundation 
B.A., UC Santa Cruz, Cowell College, 1972 
 
Loren Steck 
Trustee, UC Santa Cruz Foundation 
Past President, UC Santa Cruz Alumni Association 
Fellow, Porter College, UC Santa Cruz 
B.A., UC Santa Cruz, 1973 
Ph.D., UCLA, 1982 
 
Officers and Members of the UC Santa Cruz Alumni Council: 
 
Andrew Call   
Rachel Carson College Councilor, UC Santa Cruz Alumni Council   
B.A., UC Santa Cruz, Rachel Carson College, 2007   
 
Charles Eadie 
Past President, UC Santa Cruz Alumni Council 
Former Director, Campus and Community Planning, UC Santa Cruz 
B.A., UC Santa Cruz, 1974 
M.J., UC Berkeley, 1981 
University Fellow, A.B.D., University of Texas, 1984 
 
Blair Gifford 
Rachel Carson College Councilor, UCSC Alumni Council 
B.S., UC Santa Cruz, Rachel Carson College, 1978 
M.S., University of Chicago, 1987 
Ph.D., University of Chicago, 1992 
 
David B. Hansen 
Oakes College Councilor, UC Santa Cruz Alumni Council  
B.A., UC Santa Cruz, Oakes College, 1976 
MBA, UC Berkeley, 1981 
Co-founder, UCSC Live in the Silicon Valley  
 
Steven Jung 
Past President, UC Santa Cruz Alumni Council 
B.A., UC Santa Cruz, Stevenson College, 1978 
J.D., UC Davis, 1982 
 
Stephen C. Klein 
Past President, UC Santa Cruz Alumni Council 
A.B., UC Santa Cruz, Cowell College, 1972 
M.L.S., School of Librarianship, UC Berkeley, 1973 
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Eanad Jurann Lott 
Vice President Finance, UC Santa Cruz Alumni Council 
B.A., UC Santa Cruz, Cowell College, 1991 
M.A., The Ohio State University, 1993 
 
Donna Mekis 
Past President, UC Santa Cruz Alumni Council 
B.A., UC Santa Cruz, Rachel Carson College, 1984 
M.A., UC Santa Cruz, 1990 
 
Saurabh Mishra 
Merrill College Councilor, UC Santa Cruz Alumni Council   
B.A., UC Santa Cruz, Merrill College, 2007 
M.S., Economics, UC Santa Cruz, 2008     
Ph.D., Reliability Engineering, University of Maryland College Park, 2018 
 
Max Ortiz 
Cowell College Councilor, UC Santa Cruz Alumni Council 
B.A., UC Santa Cruz, Cowell College, 2009 
 
Michael A. Riepe 
Executive Vice President, UC Santa Cruz Alumni Council 
B.S. UC Santa Cruz, Oakes College, 1991 
Ph.D., Electrical Engineering, University of Michigan, 1998 
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EXHIBIT 6 



500 ft

Hagar (East Meadow) Site - 17.3 acres

image source: https://ucscstudenthousingwest.org



From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–15:  “Existing View from Hagar and Coolidge Drive Intersection”

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–19: “Existing View from Glenn Coolidge Drive Intersection” 

Hagar (East Meadow) Site Views - EXISTING

Existing View from Glenn Coolidge Drive [Northeastern Corner of Hagar Site - Viewpoint 10]

FIGURE 4.1-17

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018

Existing View from Glenn Coolidge Drive Intersection (Southwestern Corner of Hagar Site - Viewpoint 11)

FIGURE 4.1-19

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018

Existing View from Hagar and Coolidge Drive Intersection [Viewpoint 9]
FIGURE 4.1-15

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–17: “Existing View from Glenn Coolidge Drive” 



View from Glenn Coolidge Drive with Project [Northeastern Corner of Hagar Site] (6 Months Growth)
FIGURE  4.1-18a

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018

View from Glenn Coolidge Drive with Project [Southeastern Corner of Hagar Site] (6 Months Growth)
FIGURE  4.1-20a

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–16a:  “View from Hagar and Coolidge Drive Intersection with Project (6 Months Growth)”

Hagar (East Meadow) Site Views - PROPOSED (with 6 months of plant growth)

View from Hagar and Coolidge Drive Intersection with Project (6 Months Growth)
FIGURE 4.1-16a

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–18a: “View from Glenn Coolidge Drive with Project (6 Months Growth)” 

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–20a: “View from Glenn Coolidge Drive with Project (6 Months Growth)” 



Hagar (East Meadow) Site Views - PROPOSED (with 10 years of plant growth)

View from Hagar and Coolidge Drive Intersection with Project ( 10 Years Growth)
FIGURE 4.1-16b

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018

View from Glenn Coolidge Drive with Project [Northeastern Corner of Hagar Site] (10 Years Growth)

FIGURE  4.1-18b

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018

View from Glenn Coolidge Drive with Project [Southeastern Corner of Hagar Site] (10 Years Growth)

FIGURE  4.1-20b

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–16b:  “View from Hagar and Coolidge Drive Intersection with Project (10 Years Growth)”

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–18b: “View from Glenn Coolidge Drive with Project (10 Years Growth)” 

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–20b: “View from Glenn Coolidge Drive with Project (10 Years Growth)” 



From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–9:  “Existing View from Hagar Drive and Village Road Intersection”

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–11: “Existing View from Northwest Corner of Hagar Site” 

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–13: “Existing View from Ranch View Road and Coolidge Drive Intersection” 

Hagar (East Meadow) Site Views - EXISTING

Existing View from Hagar Drive and Village Road Intersection (Viewpoint 6)

FIGURE 4.1-9

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018

Existing View from Northwest Corner of Hagar Site (Viewpoint 7)

FIGURE 4.1-11

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018

Existing View from Ranch View Road and Coolidge Drive Intersection [Viewpoint 8]
FIGURE 4.1-13

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018



View from Northwest Corner of Hagar Site with Project (6 Months Growth)

FIGURE 4.1-12a

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–10a:  “View from Hagar Drive and Village Road Intersection with Project (6 Months Growth)”

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–12a: “View from Northwest Corner of Hagar Site with Project (6 Months Growth)” 

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–14a: “View from Ranch View Road and Coolidge Drive Intersection with Project (6 Months Growth)” 

View from Hagar Drive and Village Road Intersection with Project (6 Months Growth)
FIGURE  4.1-10a

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018

Hagar (East Meadow) Site Views - PROPOSED (with 6 months of plant growth)

View from Ranch View Road and Coolidge Drive Intersection with Project (6 Months Growth)
FIGURE 4.1-14a

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018



Hagar (East Meadow) Site Views - PROPOSED (with 10 years of plant growth)

View from Hagar Drive and Village Road Intersection with Project (10 Years Growth)
FIGURE  4.1-10b

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018

View from Ranch View Road and Coolidge Drive Intersection with Project (10 Years Growth)

FIGURE 4.1-14b

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–10b:  “View from Hagar Drive and Village Road Intersection with Project (10 Years Growth)”

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–12b: “View from Northwest Corner of Hagar Site with Project (10 Years Growth)” 

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–14b: “View from Ranch View Road and Coolidge Drive Intersection with Project (10 Years Growth)” 

View from Northwest Corner of Hagar Site with Project (10 Years Growth)

FIGURE 4.1-12b

680.019•08/18

n

SOURCE: Capstone, 2018



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 7 
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From R-DEIR fig. 4.8-1: “LRDP Land-Use Designations” [2005 LRDP land-use map]



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 8 



500 ft

Heller Site - 13 acres

image source: https://ucscstudenthousingwest.org



Existing View from West Entrance [Viewpoint 2]
FIGURE 4.1-4

680.019•3/18

SOURCE: Leif Rideout 2018

Existing View of Heller Site from Koshland Way (Viewpoint 12) 
FIGURE 4.1-24

680.019•3/18

SOURCE: Leif Rideout, 2018

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–2:  “Existing View from Porter Knoll”

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–4: “Existing View from West Entrance” 

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–24: “Existing View of Heller Site from Koshland Way” 

Existing View from Porter Knoll [Viewpoint 1]
FIGURE 4.1-2

680.019•3/18

SOURCE: Leif Rideout 2018

Heller Site Views - EXISTING



View from West Entrance with Project

FIGURE 4.1-5

680.019•3/18

SOURCE: Leif Rideout 2018

View of Heller Site from Oakes Road with Project
FIGURE 4.1-25

680.019•3/18

SOURCE: Leif Rideout, 2018

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–3:  “View from Porter Knoll with Project”

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–5: “View from West Entrance with Project” 

From R-DEIR fig. 4.1–25: “View of Heller Site from Oakes Road with Project” 

Heller Site Views - PROPOSED

View from Porter Knoll with Project
FIGURE 4.1-3

680.019•3/18

SOURCE: Leif Rideout, 2018


