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Presentation by

Elvyra F. San Juan 

Assistant Vice Chancellor

Capital Planning, Design and Construction

Summary

Identifies action that is being requested of the trustees (usually numbered versus paragraph).

Introduces Attachment A [proposed campus master plan map and legend] and identifies highlights of the proposal.

Introduces Attachment B [existing campus master plan map and legend].

Paragraph describing what the trustees must consider in their approval of the item; particularly any remaining significant impacts that cannot be fully mitigated and any overriding considerations; also, what public improvements are proposed to be funded and/or constructed by CSU as part of the mitigation proposal and the costs of the improvements. Identify (include) the campus URL address where CEQA documents can be reviewed. [Please verify that URL works]

Potential Contested Issues

This should be a comprehensive yet concise SUMMARY of contested issues that may be brought directly before the trustees and that will be more thoroughly detailed later in the item. The terminology and sequential order should be identical here as they are found later in the item. The next sentence is standard beginning language, and an acceptable format for issues follow.

Pursuant to the trustees’ request that potential contested issues be noted early in the agenda item, the following is provided:

1.
Traffic: The city of Arcata and Caltrans both noted that the addition of campus-generated vehicular traffic…

CSU Response: Funding of specific improvements that will mitigate impacts to public roadways and that are within the authority and responsibility of CSU under CEQA is proposed for…at a cost estimated at $xx,xxx.
2. Water and Sewer Capacity: The city of Arcata…

Should there be no contested issues, the following statement can be used following the introductory statement of ‘Pursuant to the trustees’ request…the following is provided:’
No material adverse comments were received prior to the <mmddyyyy> close of the comment period.  

Again, any significant public improvements that have been negotiated between CSU and a local agency that require payment by CSU above the project design and construction budget should be identified and costs noted relative to specific categories of improvements, such as ‘roadways,’ ‘sewer/wastewater,’ biological mitigation payments, or other public service improvement agreed to by the university under CEQA or Gov. Code 54999.
Background

In this section the item should provide the history of the campus as far as it relates to the proposed master plan item. Therefore, if an enrollment ceiling change is proposed, there should be adequate background to support the proposed ceiling number. If it is a major master plan revision in the sense of new footprints, faculty/staff housing, boundary change—provide the reader with some insight as to how the campus arrived at this plan and why. Introduction of the time frame and enrollment that the proposed master plan is developed for should be included (e.g., 25,000 FTE and build-out through 2030).

Enrollment Ceiling Change [include this section only if applicable]

Include statistics supporting proposed enrollment ceiling change, and how results support academic master plan.

Proposed Revisions

This section is where the action (the what) of the proposed master plan is clearly identified. The volume / variety of changes will determine layout of this section (minimal changes will obviously require less detail and explanation). The key physical elements should be introduced in a summary format at the beginning. Any near term projects that are anticipated to be funded and initiated for design or construction in the COP/CIP should be clearly identified in this section as well. Near term projects should only be those analyzed at the project-level in the EIR with adequate scope and site plan information and will not need further CEQA action to proceed to schematics. A near term project should be scheduled within a 1-4 year horizon. If the master plan revision has multiple planning horizons across the build-out, explain them here in detail.
Provide an explanation of the proposed changes so that the reader can track them on the map (Attachment A). All facilities identified should include its facility number in parentheses and be on the map and the legend with the same title and same facility number. Attachment A reflects the key revisions with the use of numbered hexagons [note: if any information included in a hexagon description is not NEW question the item. Only NEW changes should be included/depicted in a master plan revision. A ‘near term’ analyzed project would be an acceptable change.] Do not include as changes any site or project on the existing master plan if nothing in the proposed plan for that project is being changed. The following format is used to make it easy for the reader to track and understand what each hexagon on Attachment A represents.

Hexagon 3:
Alvarado Hotel (#160). This project will construct a 120-room, 60,000 square foot hotel on a portion of Lot C immediately north of the Villa Alvarado Residence Hall complex. This near term project will contain meeting rooms and food service facilities.

Hexagon 4:
East Campus Residence Hall (#108). This project will construct an additional 300-bed residence hall on Lot G immediately north of the existing Cuicicalli Residence Hall complex.

Hexagon 5:
Student Union (#66). This project will build a satellite student union on Lot L immediately north of Cox Arena to contain additional meeting and conference room space, student government offices and social and recreational space. 

Hexagon 6:
And so on…

Fiscal Impact

Provide fiscal impacts to implement the plan. For example, provide estimated cost to the state and nonstate sources for the identified projects. If applicable, include avoided costs in capital renewal and deferred maintenance expenditures over the same time period. In addition, as a result of a recent court decision, there may be costs for CEQA-required off site mitigations that the Chancellor’s Office and campus have agreed to with local or other state agencies. This issue has yet to be fully settled, thus anticipate further clarification. However, we will want to make clear to the trustees what these costs are and how we intend to fund them.
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Action

Explain the CEQA action and documents prepared in order to bring this item forward for trustee approval. Identify any unavoidable significant impacts, Statement of Overriding Considerations, mitigation measures, type FEIR (i.e., program-level versus project-level for near term projects). Language that would be expected in this section would be: “…has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of CEQA and the state CEQA Guidelines.”

This section should also be comprehensive but concise.

Issues Identified Through Public Participation

This section describes the types of activities (community forums, community outreach, collaboration, mailings) the campus engaged in order to reach out to the public as required by CEQA. This section will detail the types of concerns, if any, that the public, agencies, individuals expressed. The dates of the public comment period are noted as well as a summary of the concerns/responses. [If there were no material adverse comments (as stated up front under Potential Contested Issues) this section would be omitted.]
If there are disagreements among ‘experts’ as provided for in CEQA, the area of disagreement should be noted and, if appropriate, explained. For example, a difference of opinion between our campus engineer and another agency engineer on the impact of the development for housing: is the flow of wastewater 100 gallons per dwelling per unit per day; or 90 gallons per dwelling per unit per day (including or not including solids).
This section also includes the summary of the major comments and responses, which will mirror “Potential Issues” presented at the beginning of the item. Where appropriate for a particularly sensitive or controversial issue, this section may contain detail for those controversial issues in order to clearly give both the CSU justification and the opposing viewpoints. Suggested format follows:

The following is a summary of the major comments and responses.

Traffic: The city of Arcata and Caltrans both noted that the addition of …

Response: Funding of improvements in public roadways is specifically…

Water and Sewer Capacity: The city of Arcata noted that the increased enrollment at the campus…

Response: Between the 1970’s and the current day, the city’s water and sewer system have been impacted by…

In closing this section should reflect other comments received but on matters with less than significant impact, or with impacts that will be mitigated to a less than significant level or even important issues that have not raised specific controversy. Specific language explaining how campus is addressing significant unavoidable impacts also belongs here.

Alternatives
This section references the section of the EIR where alternatives have been analyzed in accordance with CEQA and state CEQA Guidelines. The section lists each alternative and then provides a brief summary of each alternative (can be a bullet or short paragraph, as needed to explain), ending with a statement regarding the feasibility (or not) of each alternative and thus the basis for the proposed master plan revision presented for approval. [Omit this section when there is not an EIR or SEIR].

The following resolution is presented for approval:

1. Make sure that there is evidence for every aspect of the resolution in the body of the item itself.

2. Nothing in the resolution should be a surprise having read the item.

3. Significant unavoidable impacts must be included, using identical terminology.

4. Mitigation measures must be referenced, and if necessary, identified as the measures that CSU has agreed or determined to fund based on our analysis of responsibility and authority under CEQA. This is a new requirement resulting from a recent court action that will be further clarified as master plan EIRs come forward for trustee action.
5. Near term projects should be listed.

6. Clearly reference prior (if applicable) EIRs and campus master plan with accurate date.

7. Review other similar master plan revision BOT items to compare and critique best language and strategy.

8. For highly controversial items, the resolution will need to be reviewed by General Counsel early on as well as by any outside attorney assisting the campus. This requires significant additional time upfront.

9.
All master plan revisions should include a resolution statement approving the plan, e.g., ‘The San Francisco State University campus master plan revision dated May 2006 is hereby approved,’ or ‘The Humboldt State University master plan revision dated November 2004 is approved at a master plan enrollment ceiling of 12,000 FTE.’
[IMPORTANT NOTE: A careful review (critical reading) of prior BOT items of similar scope and project type for indication of length of descriptive content should be part of the research and preparation for developing a master plan revision BOT item. Consult the Agenda log and colleagues for references. While each master plan revision has its unique circumstances, there are many similarities that can be drawn from previous items.]
Information regarding Attachments A and B
The attachments are the proposed (A) and existing (B) master plan maps and legends. Each attachment is 2 pages: Page 1—map, Page 2—legend.

The attachments require headers that include the Agenda Item Number. If campus sends us attachments in .PDF format and the item number changes, we typically have to go back to the campus to get a new document with the correct item number (prefer WORD document).

Page 1, map: the header is right flush (example follows)

Attachment A

CPB&G—Item 5

May 16–17, 2006

Page 1 of 2
Page 2, legend: the header is left flush (example follows)
Attachment A

CPB&G—Item 5

May 16-17, 2006

Page 2 of 2

This is to accommodate ‘printing’ in the Agenda Book.

Attachment A

The map should include:

Proposed Date: <Month Year>

Revised Date: <Month Year>

The map does not need to state the original date of the first campus master plan. If acreage is being added to the master plan, verify that the acreage is updated on Attachment A and reflects the ‘added delta’ from acreage noted on Attachment B. If there is an FTE change (increase/decrease) verify that the new number is reflected on Attachment A. If the campus boundaries are changing, Attachment A should reflect the new boundaries. The hexagons on Attachment A should reflect all the major changes being presented for approval in the item. Page 2, the legend, should include all proposed changes (facilities) presented in the item.

The legend for Attachment A should state “Proposed Master Plan” below the campus name and above the master plan enrollment number:

SAN FRANCISCO STATE UNIVERSITY

Proposed Master Plan

Master Plan Enrollment: 20,000 FTE
Attachment B

The map should include:

Approval Date: <Month Year>  [this is the date of the initial master plan]

Revised Date: <Month Year> [this is the date of the most recent master plan revision]

The legend for Attachment B should require no changes as it reflects all previously approved major and minor master plan revisions. 
BOT Master Plan Revision Item Guideline, September 2006
BOT Master Plan Revision Item Guideline, September 2006
BOT Master Plan Revision Item Guideline, September 2006

