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Campus Architect Emeritus 

University of California, Santa Cruz 
530 Spring Street 
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831/423-5014 

fzwart@ucsc.edu  

March 8, 2019 

The Regents of  the University of  California 
Office of  the Secretary and Chief  of  Staff  to the Regents  
1111 Franklin Street,12th floor 
Oakland, California 94607 

Re:	 Meeting of  March 13-14  
	 Finance and Capital Strategies Committee, Agenda Item F1  
	 Student Housing West Project, Santa Cruz Campus,  
	     and Regents Policy 8103: Policy on Capital Project Matters  
	  

Dear Regents: 

With the Finance and Capital Strategies Committee poised to act on the Student Housing 
West project at UC Santa Cruz, I am writing with serious concerns about that project's 
relationship to the campus’s Physical Design Framework, particularly since Regents Policy 
8103 on Capital Project Matters [https://regents.universityofcalifornia.edu/governance/
policies/8103.html] includes oversight of  Physical Design Frameworks and project design 
among the Committee’s responsibilities.  

I write with firsthand knowledge of  these matters: I served as UCSC’s campus architect 
and associate vice chancellor for physical planning and construction from 1988 to 2010, a 
period during which the requirement for each campus to prepare a Physical Design 
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Framework was developed,  and I was the principal author of  UCSC’s Framework, which 1

was presented to and accepted by The Regents in March 2010.  2

The nature of  a Physical Design Framework is described as follows in the Capital 
Resources Management Delegated Process User Guide [https://www.ucop.edu/capital-
planning/_files/documents/delegated-process-guidelines.pdf]: 

Physical Design Framework (PhDF): The PhDF identifies the campus’ planning 
principles and objectives for design of  the physical environment; how the PhDF 
relates to the campus LRDP; and how objectives will be integrated into project 
planning and design. The PhDF is a comprehensive document with both visual 
and textual elements and includes key planning requirements such as density 
parameters, sustainability guidelines, circulation guidelines, vistas and sightlines, 
physical connections to the adjacent community, and design guidelines. The 
guidelines may include building heights, build-to lines, building orientation, 
building materials and colors, site furnishings, landscaping and hardscaping, and 
architectural style guidance. The PhDF also describes the campus design review and approval 
process. The PhDF guides campus development in a coherent manner, ensures 
stewardship of  the campus environment, and informs design professionals of  design 
principles and objectives important to the campus. (Italics added.) 

The Delegated Process User Guide also provides for amendments to Physical Design 
Frameworks: “Minor amendments to the PhDF may be accepted by the President; all 
others must go to the Regents for acceptance.” 

The 2,818 pages of  the Student Housing West Revised Draft Environmental Impact 
Report [RDEIR] and Final Environmental Impact Report [FEIR]  give no indication of  3

the central role of  the Physical Design Framework in the University’s capital development 
process. To the contrary, the campus downplays its importance. FEIR Master Response 3 
[p. 3.0-28] states that: “The PDF is not part of  the LRDP and is advisory in nature. It is 

 The requirement began in 2001 with a request by The Regents to discuss with campus leadership “your 1

vision for the character of  the built environment at your campus” and “how the various physical planning 
elements are coordinated to support the vision…,” as described in the attached letter from Senior Vice 
President Joseph P. Mullinix to the Chancellors. This led to a series of  campus “vision presentations” to the 
Grounds and Buildings Committee; I presented UCSC’s version in October 2003. Over time these 
presentations evolved into Physical Design Frameworks, which were codified into University policy with the 
approval by The Regents in March 2008 of  the “Pilot Phase” of  a “redesigned, streamlined process for 
review and approval of  capital improvement projects” described in the attached letter from Executive Vice 
President Katherine N. Lapp to the Chancellors. The Framework remains a central part of  UC’s capital 
project development process [UC Facilities Manual, Volume 2, Chapter 7, https://www.ucop.edu/
construction-services/facilities-manual/volume-2/vol-2-chapter-7.html].

 Available at UCOP website https://www.ucop.edu/design-services/_files/phdf/sc.pdf. 2

 Links to both documents are included as supplemental information to the agenda item and are available at 3

https://ppc.brickftp.com/f/c60e5079ffb932fc/.
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intended for use by the Design Advisory Board (DAB) of  a campus as the DAB reviews a 
project’s design. While campuses are required to consider PDF guidelines in developing 
their projects, a project is not required to be consistent with every guideline in the PDF… 
For this reason, an analysis of  the project’s conflict with the PDF in this EIR is not 
required.” 

The FEIR has it backwards. The Physical Design Framework is not merely “for use by the 
Design Advisory Board… as the DAB reviews a project’s design.” Rather, the Design 
Advisory Board is but one element in the broader campus planning and development 
process described in detail in the Framework. The Framework [pp. 7-8] defines the DAB’s 
role as follows:  

The Chancellor’s Design Advisory Board, …established to satisfy The 
Regents’ policy requirement for independent design review,  meets regularly to 4

review projects and make recommendations about their design, assisting the 
campus in the achievement of  planning coherence and high design standards. 
Convened by the Campus Architect, the Board’s involvement begins prior to the 
initiation of  design work, when the Board typically meets on site with executive 
design professionals and involved campus staff  to define design goals necessary to 
satisfy the project program, the 2005 LRDP, and the planning and design 
guidelines of  this Physical Design Framework. Continuing dialogue with the Board 
at several stages of  project development ensures that both building designs and 
campus planning studies are presented in a broad context, with due consideration 
given to issues of  landscape design, circulation, and the environment, and that they 
meet the requirements of  the 2005 LRDP…, the Framework, and relevant 
planning studies. The Board also identifies and articulates to the campus 
community planning and design issues critical to ongoing campus 
development.” [Boldface in the original.] 

In short, the Framework is not simply a set of  guidelines used by the DAB in its design 
reviews. Rather, the DAB exists to help the campus implement the goals of  its Physical 
Design Framework, guiding campus development in a coherent manner and ensuring 
stewardship of  the campus environment. 

In my comment letter  on the Revised Draft EIR I raised several of  these issues. 5

Concerning the Hagar Drive site, I noted that, contrary to the Design Advisory Board 
procedure described in the Physical Design Framework and noted above, the campus 
failed to consult the Board prior to initiation of  design work, although it could have: 

 Parenthetically, the agenda item prepared by the campus for Student Housing West makes no mention of  4

the independent design review required by the Presidential Policy for Independent Design and Cost Review 
of  Building Plans [https://policy.ucop.edu/doc/3100623/IndDesignCostReviewBuildingPlans]. 

 My full comment letter is indexed at IND-37 in the FEIR and can be found at page 502 of  the PDF 5

version.
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nearly three months passed between the decision to develop family student housing and a 
childcare facility on the Hagar site and the first substantive design review by the Board. I 
also noted the Board’s unanimous opposition to development of  the Hagar Drive site, a 
fact that is only mentioned in passing once in the Revised Draft EIR. The FEIR’s 
response was narrowly crafted, addressing only issues related to the EIR and CEQA 
requirements: 

The RDEIR does not rely on reviews by the DAB. Rather, based on comments 
received on the previously circulated Draft EIR for the SHW project, the 
Campus determined that it would be helpful to provide information in the 
RDEIR as to the involvement of  the DAB on the project so far and in the 
future, and to what extent the Hagar site project had been modified based on 
preliminary comments from the DAB. The DAB’s opposition to the Hagar 
site development is acknowledged in the RDEIR and this comment 
will be included as part of  the record and made available to the 
decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
[Boldface added.] 

The RDEIR finds the impacts from the development of  the Hagar site on 
scenic vistas and resources to be significant and unavoidable. The RDEIR’s 
impact conclusions do not need to be altered, nor do they need to be based on 
the DAB’s opposition to the project. 

Concerning the Heller Drive site I wrote: 

A project of  this scale is unlike any other buildings on the campus. This 
suggests that an amendment to the campus’s Physical Design Framework would be 
in order, given that the Framework was “structured to convey an easily 
understood, yet comprehensive, vision of  campus lands, and to propose a series 
of  design guidelines intended to ensure that future area planning studies, 
building siting decisions, and building and infrastructure designs remain true to 
that vision.” …Have either the President or the Regents accepted an 
amendment to UCSC’s Physical Design Framework to permit building designs 
taller than the forest edge and allowing long, unbroken horizontal roof  lines?… 

The campus’s response was blunt: “Any amendments to the PDF, should they be 
necessary, are not relevant to this EIR.”  

Perhaps not to the EIR, but they should be relevant to the campus, to the Office of  the 
President, and to The Regents. UCSC’s Physical Design Framework builds on fifty years 
of  planning studies for the campus, dating back to its 1963 Long Range Development 
Plan which describes the challenge posed to campus planners as siting a unique academic 
program structured so that “undergraduates will feel they belong to a small community 
that combines learning and living, yet have available the superior resources of  a large 
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university…” on a site “of  extraordinary beauty.” All subsequent planning documents—
four revision of  the LRDP and dozens of  supplemental planning studies—and all 
building designs have been done in that spirit. Throughout that time, the Regents have 
been enthusiastic supporters and defenders of  that spirit.  

Many of  the design guidelines in UCSC’s Physical Design Framework derive from the 
three distinct landscape types found on the UCSC campus: meadow, forest and forest 
edge, and ravine. The Student Housing West project proposes to radically change two of  
them—forest edge and meadow—contrary to the Framework’s guidelines. At the Heller 
Drive site it would place three seven-story, eighty-four foot tall buildings against the forest 
edge, in violation of  guidelines calling for building heights significantly below the tree line 
and for avoiding long, unbroken horizontal roof  lines. The visual impact of  these 
buildings is made clear by the following two photo simulations from the Revised Draft 
EIR: 

"5

Figure 4.1-5 View from West Entrance

Figure 4.1-3: View from Porter Knoll
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At the Hagar Drive site, the Student Housing West project would build 140 apartments, a 
childcare center, and about 150 parking spaces at the southern edge of  a major meadow, 
contrary to Framework guidelines that call for the campus to maintain the continuity and 
visual “sweep” of  the meadow landscape across the lower campus and to maintain the 
lower campus meadows as a buffer between central campus development and the city of  
Santa Cruz, continuing the role of  campus lands as an important element in the city’s 
greenbelt. Furthermore, it does so without taking a careful look at the surrounding 
context so necessary for such an important and sensitive site. As former Executive Vice 
Chancellor Alison Galloway put it in her comment letter on the original Draft EIR, “the 
proposed project makes poor use of  a prime location on campus, capturing neither the 
density nor the views that this site warrants. If  such a project is to be considered, it should 
be part of  a much larger and comprehensive approach to the probable eventual 
development of  all the meadows.”  6

Both elements of  the Student Housing West project will radically transform UCSC’s 
landscape; these will not be incidental or minor variations from the Physical Design 
Framework’s design guidelines. Both the agenda item for this project and the Framework 
correctly state that the guidelines are not absolute regulations or mandates, but the 
Framework makes it very clear that they “…grow out of  the landscape character and 
academic identity of  the campus and… are intended to enhance and strengthen them 
both… They are intended to be evocative rather than prescriptive; inspiring rather than 
repressive; to convey a set of  intentions rather than a set of  rules.”  

For a Physical Design Framework to have any real meaning and to play its appropriate 
role in guiding the University’s capital project development project, it must be taken 
seriously and its guidelines enforced appropriately. A campus cannot pick and choose 
among various guidelines, ignoring or discarding those that are inconvenient for any 
particular project. Changes to Frameworks and guidelines will likely prove to be necessary 
and inevitable over the years, but they should be adopted only after thorough evaluation 
and discussion, and not be the secondary result of  any one project’s immediate needs.  

There is no indication in the project’s CEQA record that any amendments to UCSC’s 
Physical Design Framework were requested by the campus or approved by the President 
or The Regents, although the both the Capital Resources Management Delegated Process 
User Guide and the Regents Policy on Capital Project Matters [8103] provide for such 
amendment, delegating approval of  “minor” Physical Design Framework amendments— 
“those that modify but preserve the fundamental planning principles and objectives of  the 
previously adopted” Framework—to the President. All others must go to the Regents for 
acceptance.  

 Galloway’s complete letter is available at https://static1.squarespace.com/static/6

5aa8064bb98a7807c929fbed/t/5afc9f7488251b3354b3c2dd/1526505332415/
DEIR10_Galloway+DEIR+comment.pdf.  
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In my twenty-two years as campus architect, no building project ever aroused such 
vehement and fervent opposition, particularly from alumni, faculty and emeriti faculty, 
supporters, major donors, and other friends of  the campus; I know that you have heard 
from a number of  them. Those of  us who love the campus—and here I write as someone 
with over fifty years affiliation with UCSC: a proud member of  its Class of  1971, the 
third class to enter—are convinced that the campus can do better. Please require it to do 
so. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

Frank Zwart, FAIA, FAUA  
Campus Architect Emeritus  
University of  California, Santa Cruz 

cc:	 Executive Vice President and CFO Brostrom  
Chancellor Blumenthal  
Executive Vice Chancellor and Campus Provost Tromp  
Vice Chancellor Delaney  
Vice Chancellor Latham 

Enclosures (highlighting added) 
Senior Vice President Mullinix letter to Chancellors, December 3, 2001 
Executive Vice President Lapp letter to Chancellors, June 30, 2009 
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BERKELEY • DAVIS • IRVINE • LOS ANGELES • MERCED • RIVERSIDE • SAN DIEGO • SAN FRANCISCO 
 

  

SANTA BARBARA •  SANTA CRUZ 
 

  

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT — 
BUSINESS AND FINANCE 

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor 
Oakland, California 94607-5200 

 

  
  December 3, 2001 
 
 
 
CHANCELLORS 
 
Dear Colleagues: 
 
RE:  Approach to Physical Planning and Urban Design 
 
The University’s multi-billion dollar capital program and current efforts to update the campuses’ Long 
Range Development Plans present tremendous opportunities for all campuses to plan and build physical 
environments of high quality and integrity.  In order to better understand and support the campuses in this 
endeavor, members of the Grounds and Buildings Committee of the Board of Regents have expressed the 
desire to discuss the following topics with the leadership of each campus: 
 

• Your vision for the character of the built environment at your campus. 
 
• How the campus is dedicating financial and human resources to achieve this vision. 

 
• How the campus is organized to ensure that this vision is addressed across all administrative 

activities and levels. 
 

• How the various physical planning elements are coordinated to support the vision, including LRDP, 
precinct/neighborhood plans, landscape and urban design concepts, and master planning and design 
guidelines. 

 
These discussions will take place in conjunction with our regularly scheduled Pre-Regents’ Meeting Design 
Consultations before each Board meeting.  Design consultations typically include Mike Bocchicchio and 
members of his organization, the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Committee, and myself.  Two more members 
of the Grounds and Buildings Committee will also be joining these consultations. Over the next two years 
one campus will be scheduled for each consultation.  It is my plan to allocate about 90 minutes for each 
discussion at the conclusion of the normal project design review agenda, with the first half hour dedicated 
to an update and presentation by the campus followed by an hour for discussion.  Later this month we will 
be contacting you about scheduling your campus session. 
 
The purpose of these meetings will be to discuss with the four consulting Regents the campus’ approach to 
physical planning and urban design excellence and to explore ways these efforts can be better supported 
and coordinated at all levels.  For this reason it is important that key campus representatives participate, 
including appropriate Vice Chancellors, the Campus Architect, and the Campus Planner. 







 
I look forward to a fruitful discussion about this very important aspect of the University’s ongoing growth 
and development. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
        ORIGINAL SIGNED BY JPM 
 

Joseph P. Mullinix 
Senior Vice President 

 
 
cc: Regent Kozberg 
 Regent Seymour 

President Atkinson 
Members President’s Cabinet  
Secretary Trivette 

 Special Assistant Gardner 
 Assistant Vice President Bocchicchio 

Vice Chancellors - Administration  



 
 
bcc: Assistant Vice Chancellors – A&E 
 Campus Architects 
 Campus Planners 
 Deputy Mathews 
 Director Zimmermann 
 Associate Director Smith 
 Assistant Director Bade 
 Assistant Director Wester 
 Coordinator Strem 
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EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT - OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
BUSINESS OPERA TJONS 1111 Franklin Street 

CHANCELLORS 

Oakland, California 94607-5200 
510/987~9029 

June 30, 2009 

Pilot Phase of the Redesigned Process for Capital Improvement Proiects - Delegations of 
Anthority. Project Checklist, and Designation of Proiect Leads 

Dear Colleagues: 

At their March 2008 meeting, The Regents authorized an 18-month roll-out ("Pilot Phase") of a 
redesigned, streamlined process for review and approval of capital improvement projects. In 
addition to increasing efficiency, and thereby reducing costs, the redesigned process also provides 
for increased clarity of roles, accountability, and policy. 

Under the new process, The Regents focus their efforts at a strategic level, providing portfolio 
oversight of high-level planning guides, addressing systemwide issues, and reviewing projects not 
conforming to the agreed-upon parameters. OP and OGC serve as "service providers," helping 
campuses identify and mitigate legal or financial risks, as well as designating projects requiring 
Regental review. As the experts on local conditions and needs, and supported by an investment in 
planning and evaluation, campuses gain greater responsibility and accountability for the 
successful delivery of capital projects. 

In May 2008, I appointed an Implementation Team to facilitate implementation of the Pilot Phase 
and establish guidelines for campus participation in this new process. Based on the work of the 
Implementation Team, in September 2008, The Regents approved implementation guidelines for 
the Pilot Phase, and subsequently amended the Standing Orders and Regents' Policy to provide 
the necessary authority to implement eligible projects under the redesigned process. 

Under the approved guidelines, the Regents review and accept a Ten-Year Capital Financial 
Plan and a Physical Design Framework from each campus, to provide assurance that the 
campus has developed integrated capital financial and physical design plans that are financially 
feasible, and that delegated projects approved by the campus align with these frameworks. 
Acceptance of these plans, as well as the LRDP, authorizes campus participation in the Pilot 
Phase. 

At their March 2009 meeting, The Regents delegated to the President authority to develop a 
project checklist, intended to provide Chancellors with a mechanism to demonstrate that 
qualifying projects are consistent with accepted plans, and attest to compliance with all relevant 
policies and legal requirements. 
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With this letter, I am enclosing copies ofthe requisitePresld~ntialdelegations of authority to 
approve project budg~t and design, an<i,appoinf~xecutive architects et aI., in connection with 

. qualifying projects Jess (hall rir equal to $60 iUiUion, subject. to the guidelines approved by The 
Regents allathecOilditibns noted in (be delegations. Exercise of the authority is to be in 
accordance with certain reporling and accountabilityrequiremerits established by The Regents 
andtbe President, .including: (~) a project data report, reporting adherence to plans and aggregated 

. -. '.' , I .' . 

perfoimance on specific metri9s of Regentaljllld Presidential interest; (b)a physical environment 
review, reviewingimplement3.lionofthePhysical Design Framework through regular visits, and 
by aself-~Ssessmentsurveyoflfaculty, students, and staff; and (c) an aUdit, monitoring tbe factual 
validity ofinformation reported throughout the process, along with Regental and Presidential 
policy compliance. . ' 

, 
Also enclosed for your use)s t~e proje~t checklist, which ""a.8 developed in close consultation 
with members oflhe Implemel)tation Team, as well as with campus andOP stakeholders. This 
checklist codifies the .elements lagainst which a project is evaluated for approval by the Chancellor 
and provides a clear accolirit~b1lity record for all signatories. Campus submittal of the checklist 
and accompanyingdocumeniatiqn to the Office of the President commences the 15-day OP and 

. ' . -I • 
OGC review. . , 

I 

In order to facilitate the projectlreviewprocess, we will be establishing a project lead to serve as 
a single point-of-contact for each delegated project ProjectJeadswill be responsible for 
coordinating all issues duringthe 15-dayreview and are als(j availableto, the campuses for pre
coordination of any questions or concerns prior tostibmittal of tbeprojeel. Carnpuses may 
contact either Associlite'Vice President Mike Bocchicchio or Associate Vice President Debbie 
Obley forprojeetleadassigruri¢nts. Additionally, campus designation ofa pr~ject lead for each 
of their projects would additionally benefit coordination of project reviews and support an 
efficient OP/OGC/campusinterface; . . .. 

, i 
In closing; Iwould lik:e to ackriqwledge the significant efforts and achievements ofthe campus 
staffirivorved in the developm:e~t arid presentation of the campus plans to The Regents. We 
antiCipate t~at more than half oft the c,!mpuseswill have presented their plans to The Regents by 
the November 2009 meeting. A,s:weprogress.througb the stages of this Pilot Process, we expect 
that there will be refinements, aiidTwouM be most pleased to receive your input and suggestions 
for improvement. ' 

Enclosures 

SinC~y,. ~ . 

~~~ 
Katherine N. Lapp 
Executive Vice President 
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cc: 
. . . i ...... . 
President Yudof . i .. ... • ..• .•.. .•... • . 
Interim Provost and Executive ViCe President Pitts 
ExecutiveVice PresidJnt aiid Chief Financial Officer Taylor 

. Senior Vice President ~ Chief <:omplianceand Audit Officer Vacca 
Genera.! Coun~el and "lice President forLegalAffairs Robinson 
Vice President for Bud~et and Capital.Resources Lenz 

I. 
I 

i 
i 
1 

I 

I 
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bcc:AssodateYic;; Presidbnt Bocchicchio 
".' ." ...... I" .. 

Associate Vice President Obley . 
Deputy"(Jenetall;::otfn1el Combs', 
ExecutiveDirectorKirll . . 
riepu~tlJthe,.\s~odaleYii:e PreSident Sato 
Acting Director Lamont' 

. Director Romero I 
. Actillg Dit~~iorStreml 

Senior Counse!.Dnilnrh 
. Senior.Co~~el Gunth~r 

I 

I 

I· 
! 


