AGENDA
COMMITTEE ON CAMPUS PLANNING, BUILDINGSAND GROUNDS

M eeting: 2:00 p.m., Tuesday, September 14, 1999
Glenn S. Dumke Conference Center

Ali C, Razi, Chair

Stanley T. Wang, Vice Chair
Harold Goldwhite

Joan Otomo-Corgel
Frederick W. Pierce, IV
Michael D. Stennis
Anthony M. Vitti

Consent Items
Approval of Minutes of Meeting of July 7, 1999

1.  Amend the 1999/2000 Capital Outlay Program, Nonstate Funded, Action
2. Amend the 1999/2000 Capital Outlay Program, State Funded, Action
3. Cdifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Annual Report, Information

Discussion Items

4. State and Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program 2000/2001 (Action); Five-Y ear Capital
Improvement Program 2000/2001Through 2004/2005 (Information); and, Previous Five-Y ear
Funding Program 1995/1996 Through 1999/2000 (Information)

5. Certify aFinal Environmental Impact Report, Approve the Campus Master Plan Revision,

and Amend the Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program for the Multi-Purpose Event Center

at California State University, Fresno, Action

Campus Master Plan Revision—California State University, Sacramento, Action

7. Streamlining Policies on Professiona Appointments and Approva of Schematic Plans, Action

o



MINUTES OF MEETING OF
COMMITTEE ON CAMPUSPLANNING, BUILDINGSAND GROUNDS

Trustees of The California State University
Office of the Chancdllor
Glenn S. Dumke Conference Center
401 Golden Shore
L ong Beach, California

July 7, 1999

M ember s Present

Ali C. Razi, Chair

Stanley T. Wang, Vice Chair

Harold Goldwhite

William Hauck, Chairman of the Board, ex officio
Joan Otomo-Corgel

Frederick W. Pierce IV

Charles B. Reed, Chancellor, ex officio

Michagl D. Stennis

Anthony M. Vitti

Other Trustees Present

William D. Campbell
Martha C. Fallgatter
Laurence K. Gould, Jr.
Dee Dee Myers

Ralph R. Pesqueira

Chancellor’s Office Staff

David S. Spence, Executive Vice Chancellor and Chief Academic Officer
Richard P. West, Executive Vice Chancellor and Chief Financia Officer
Jackie McClain, Vice Chancellor, Human Resources

Douglas X. Patifio, Vice Chancellor, University Advancement

Christine Helwick, General Counsel

Charles Lindahl, Associate Vice Chancellor, Academic Affairs

J. Patrick Drohan, Senior Director, Capital Planning, Design and Construction

Chair Razi greeted the audience and called the meeting to order at 2:22 p.m.

Approval of Minutes
The minutes of the May 11, 1999, meeting were approved as submitted.



2
CPB&G

Amend the 1999/2000 Capital Outlay Program, Nonstate Funded

With the concurrence of the committee, Chair Razi presented Agenda ltem 1 as a consent action
item.

The committee recommended approval by the board of the proposed resolution (RCPBG 07-99-11).

Professional Appointments

With the concurrence of the committee, Chair Razi presented Agenda ltem 2 as a consent information
item.

CSU Seismic Review Board Annual Report

Chair Razi introduced Patrick Drohan, senior director, capital planning, design and construction, to
present the item.

Using adide presentation, Mr. Drohan gave abrief historical overview of the CSU Board of Trustees
seismic safety program and its accomplishments to date. Mr. Drohan noted that CSU facilities have
always been built in compliance with the seismic provisions of the building codes in effect at the
time of their construction. The CSU has evaluated the seismic safety of itsfacilities for sometime,
completing some seismic retrofits during the 1980s, 1990s, and, specifically, falling hazards in
1993.

Governor Deukmejian’s 1990 Executive Order regarding seismic safety asked the CSU to give
priority to seismic safety issues when designing and constructing campus facilities. Mr. Drohan
stated that funds were received in 1992 to initiate a systemwide survey of the CSU facilities, using
the report results of the State Seismic Safety Commission asthe basis for that engineering eval uation.

Mr. Drohan said that the creation of the CSU Seismic Review Board (SRB) was perhaps the most
ingghtful piece of this program. This board is comprised of top flight independent structural engineers
who provide the technical expertise to ensure our seismic safety assessments meet the highest
standards of the engineering profession. The SRB also provides an ongoing evaluation of new
technol ogies, codes and understandings of seismic events.

Mr. Drohan indicated that the SRB initialy identified 101 buildings as requiring immediate seismic
safety action. The retrofit plan for these buildings was presented to the Board of Trusteesin the
context of aten-year program. To date 73 of the initial 101 buildings have had their seismic risks
resolved. Risks were resolved either by construction retrofit or, in afew cases, by an SRB
determination that the buildings in question were safe and could be removed from the list.

As developments in seismic safety knowledge change the engineering professional’ s assessment of
what comprises a structural earthquake risk, new projects are added to the list. Mr. Drohan stated
that every new earthquake expands our knowledge of how structures perform during one of these
events. Following such events, the building codes and engineering practices continue to evolve to
achieve better life safety performancein al of our buildings. The SRB’sreview list currently includes
57 active projects.
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Mr. Drohan emphasized that the impact of the CSU Selsmic Safety Review Board extends beyond
our system. The technical peer review processis now arequirement for al state buildings. In fact,
the language in Division 3R of the Uniform Building Code was created to emulate our assessment
and review processes. Mr. Drohan continued by saying that the Seismic Safety Review Board has
received state and national recognition. As recently as 1998 the CSU’ s evaluation criteria for
determining seismic risk were used as a comparison for the California State Architect’ s seismic risk
program.

Trustee Otomo-Corgel said that there are some unresolved seismic issues listed in the university
auditor’s 1997 report. Since the Board of Trustees changed standards related to specific seismic
issuesin 1998, she asked (1) if the board was duplicating coverage, (2) how closely the staff works
with the university auditor on specific seismic issues, and (3) if there are financial problemsin
resolving these issues.

Mr. Robert Schulz, chief of architecture, capital planning, design and construction, said that he was
not aware of any discrepancies between what the university auditor and CPDC staff consider high-
hazard buildings. In fact, the CSU no longer has any high or moderately high hazard buildings. He
continued by saying that the CSU has, and will continue to have, outstanding projects. Many of
these are high-cost projects because they are incorporated into building retrofit programs.

Trustee Otomo-Corgel asked if the trustees would be liable in the case where an audit recommendation
had not been resolved and a catastrophe occurs.

Mr. Schulz responded that the CSU has a very aggressive seismic safety risk abatement program.
The program extends well beyond code and legal requirements for protecting occupant safety. He
said that the building code or potential litigation does not drive these issues. The CSU Board of
Trustees made a commitment to protect the safety of its students, faculty, and staff and the seismic
safety program is proceeding to fulfill that commitment.

Mr. Drohan stated that the university audit report’ s recommendations pertained to more global
operational issues rather than specific building concerns. He said that the board-approved projects
have taken care of every one of our immediate seismic risks. In 1995 and 1996, staff informed the
board that the CSU capital outlay program was systematically moving through the list of high-risk
elements as part of the ten-year plan. At that time, the SRB incorporated the balance of program
needs within an overal renovation program rather than treating them as separate seismic risk projects.

In referring to item number 7 of the SRB’ s annua report, Trustee Pierce sated that after the Northridge
earthquake, the City of Los Angeles passed an ordinance requiring every building owner to test the
moment frame connections to determine the structural integrity of the buildings. He inquired asto
whether or not the CSU has tested the moment frame connections in the high-risk areas of our
facilities.

Mr. Schulz stated that every CSU moment frame structure has been evaluated in detail—the engineers
have reviewed the engineering drawings and made detailed risk assessments of the specific structures,
not using the broad-brush approach as was done by the City of Los Angeles. The assessment provided
apriority ranking of moment frame issues. He said that one of the agendaitems for the July 1999
meeting of the SRB isto determine where these moment frame structures will be placed in our
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overall priority list. While moment frames are presently a hot topic, these structures must be
prioritized in conjunction with the larger life safety issues, which are the SRB’ s priority.

Dr. Warren J. Baker, president, California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo, and a
registered civil engineer, commended Mr. Drohan and his staff for continuing the previously
established extraordinarily aggressive risk analysis program and mitigating the effects that the CSU
needs to address in earthquake management. Prior to the Northridge earthquake, the Southern
Cdlifornia Center of the National Science Foundation released startling findings of the number of
transverse faults that exist in the Los Angeles basin. The vertical motions that occurred in the
Northridge earthquake provide more severe local effects than what might occur from the lateral
effects that would occur from the San Andreas Fault. President Baker said that the seismic risk
situation in the Los Angeles basin is severe, therefore making it important that the CSU continue to
address its resources to those high-risk areasfirst.

Dr. James M. Rosser, president, California State University, Los Angeles, concurred with President
Baker and commended staff for putting a program in place that addresses these kinds of high-risk
ISSues.

Policy on the Rolesin the Physical Development of CSU Campuses
At Chair Razi’s request, Mr. Drohan reviewed the item as printed in the agenda.

Trustee Pierce referred to Attachment B and asked if a project would require trustee review if it had
gone out to bid and come in over budget. Mr. Drohan responded that the project would not come
back to the trustees. In the management process, campuses are required to evaluate the project and
make revisions appropriate to keep the project within budget, e.g., through value engineering, using
bid alternates, or going back out to bid.

Trustee Otomo-Corgel asked that an explanation be given for the difference between validation and
approval. Mr. Drohan responded that under the original policy, the CSU sought project approval
from the Sacramento agencies. Under the new management and streamlining authority, the CSU
was given considerable flexibility. However, it was coupled with very tight time constraints to
complete the projects, therefore creating a need to expedite the process. He said that the CSU no
longer goes to Sacramento for formal approval. Validation is where the chancellor, through his
delegation to the Department of Capital Planning, Design and Construction, is able to review the
projects and validates that the trustees’ project approval of scopes, budgets, and schedules at the
schematic phase are being maintained in subsequent design phases. Mr. Drohan stated that if a
campus is not complying with these criteria, an evaluation letter identifying the issues is sent
requesting that corrective action be taken.

Trustee Wang asked what was the dollar amount that definesamajor capital outlay project. Mr. Drohan
said that currently anything over $250,000 isamajor capital outlay project.

The committee recommended approva by the board of the proposed resolution (RCPBG 07-99-12).
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Streamlining Policies on Professional Appointments and Approval of Schematic Plans

At Chair Razi’s request, Mr. Drohan summarized the proposed streamlining policies on professional
appointments and approval of schematic plans as printed in the agenda.

Trustee Vitti asked what oversight responsibility would the trustees have if the two provisions were
approved. Mr. Drohan said that the answer to his question is tied to the previous agenda item. The
annual report that will be presented to the board will be an extension of the report that presently is
submitted to the Department of Finance and the legislative analyst. The report will assess the
performances of the architect, contractor, whether or not the project is within budget, the nature of
the overall management of the capital outlay process, and identify what corrective action, if any, is
being administratively taken regarding the findings. As to the increased authority to approve
schematic plans, Mr. Drohan stated that when the campuses’ consulting master plan architects
evaluate schematic plans, it istheir responsibility to provide the Chancellor’ s Office with aletter of
support and identify if the design solution for the project represents an architectural significance.
Projects so identified are brought to the Board of Trustees without regard to cost.

Trustee Vitti asked how the trustees would address conflict of interest. Mr. Drohan stated that these
issues, if they exist, would be reported to the Board of Trustees through the annual report. In addition,
he said that an established CSU Certification Review Board (CRB) would examine potential conflicts
of interest in a project post-completion performance evaluation. If corrective action was necessary,
the CRB would recommend to Executive Vice Chancellor Richard West that certification be
withdrawn. Upon approval of the recommendation by Mr. West, the campus' s project management
authority would be removed.

Trustee Vitti stated that |eaving the professional appointments at the local level may not give the
trustees adequate oversight. Mr. Drohan responded to reemphasize that current trustee policy
regarding professional appointments would not be atered with the approva of thisitem. The proposed
policy changes contained in these documents only prescribe how appointments are to be made at
the campus level. In accordance with existing board policy, the Department of Capital Planning,
Design and Construction maintains an annually updated list of prequalified architects. The campuses
are asked to use thislist when appointing architects. This process will not change at the system
level.

Trustee Campbell expressed concern that these changes would remove the checks and bal ances that
arein place. He also felt that most annual reports do not get read to the extent that would be needed
in this situation.

Chair Razi requested that the dollar amount in the item’ s second resolution be amended from $5
million to $2 million.

After listening to all of the comments, Trustee Wang stated that the board has set a policy with
certain procedures and, in his opinion, the board is trying to micromanage this process. It was his
belief that even with the new policy, the board would have enough control. Trustee Wang asked for
an explanation of the $250,000 major capital outlay projects and the $5 million project cost cap.
Mr. Drohan said that in 1985, staff began bringing these streamlining issues to the board for
consideration. At that time schematic plans for al projects with a cost exceeding $250,000 required
board approval. In 1985 the board approved raising the delegated amount to $1 million for approval
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of schematic plans. This action did not change the definition of a major capital outlay project of
$250,000; it merely raised the amount that needs to come to the board for approval, unless it was
considered architecturally significant. This agendaitem is requesting that delegation approval of
projects with a project cost of $5 million or less, now countered to $2 million or less, be given to the
chancellor or designee.

Trustee Fallgatter expressed concern that historically items of this nature first came to the board as
an information item and as an action item at the following board meeting. The two-month time
lapse would give the trustees time to discuss and absorb the recommended changes, and it was her
feeling that this procedure had been a good rule of thumb.

Chair Razi declared that the item become an information item and asked staff to bring it back as an
action item at the board’ s September 1999 meeting.

Status Report on the 1999/2000 State Funded Capital Outlay Program
Chair Razi asked Mr. Drohan to give a brief summary of the item.

Mr. Drohan referred to the handout that reflected this year’s actions of the Legislature and the
governor. He stated that there were several unresolved items when the Board of Trustees met at
their last meeting. During the final hearings, committees from both houses of the Legidature reached
agreement regarding the 1999/2000 state funded capital outlay program budget and the governor
has signed it. The CSU received a $260,033,000 appropriation for 1999/2000.

Trustee Vitti inquired as to how the proposed budget appropriation went from $214 million to $124
million and then up to $260 million without requesting it. Mr. Drohan indicated that the initial
request identified a split funding approach for the San Jose library project over atwo-year period
(1999-2000 and 2000-01). After reviewing the request, the Department of Finance supported a one
lump sum funding in the year 1999-2000. In order for the CSU to stay within the four-year average
of Proposition 1A funds, the Department of Finance asked the CSU to defer two projects and cut
funding on athird project. The $124 million reflects the legidative analyst’ s original level of support.
Finally, during the hearing process, the Department of Finance reconsidered its position and in the
May Revise proposed restoring the projects which brought the funding to $260,033,000.

Draft of the Capital Outlay Program 2000/01 and Five-Year Capital | mprovement Program
2000/01 Through 2004/05, State and Nonstate Funded

Mr. Drohan briefly reviewed the item as printed in the agenda/handout. He said that the draft book
is a summation of the campuses’ requests for the upcoming budget cycle, 2000-01. Mr. Drohan
noted that in order for the CSU to maintain the four-year average as established by the Department
of Finance, the CSU’s request will be limited to approximately $150 million for fiscal year 2000-
01. As a result, Mr. Drohan indicated that staff will be evaluating the requests through the end of
July to come to some conclusion on a final priority list for presentation at the September Board of
Trustees” meeting.

Mr. Drohan aso mentioned that there is language in the budget bill regarding third-year funding for
special purposes, i.e., new campuses and small campuses across the three segments. It was expected
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that this funding allocation might allow the CSU to identify approximately $55 million for such
purposesin 2000-01. The Department of Finance' sinterpretation of the bond language, however, is
that the funding allocation can occur over atwo-year period. Whether or not this will have any
impact on the final priority list will depend upon whether funding will be sought for one or two
years.

Approval of Schematic Plans—California State Univer sity, Baker sfield—Classr oom/Office
Building Il Complex

A short visual presentation was used to review the item as printed in the agenda.

President Arciniega pointed out that this item represented the key base element in the campus’'s
major fundraising effort. It is a combined three-year cornerstones campaign and this project isthe
headliner for this effort. Staff had set afundraising goal of $6.6 million dollars, which has been
exceeded; therefore, the project is being reviewed with the expectation of increasing the total
fundraising goal to $9 million. He indicated that $2.65 million will be provided from local funds
and $1 million has already been raised from a private source.

Trustee Wang inquired as to why the budget was broken down into state and nongtate funds with the state
amount lower than the nongtate amount. Mr. Drohan stated that the breakdown was used to highlight the
fund source to which the costs are assigned. He said that the state-funded portion of the project involves
the classroom and office buildings that will be built to CSU standards. The same guidelines are considered
when building the space for the nonstate portion of the project, but the unit costsfor the nonstate portion
are different based on the type of space being built. Mr. Drohan continued by saying that the nonstate
funded projects a so have more flexibility to alow some enhancements that might not have been afforded
within state funding based on donor participation for the nonstate portion of the project.

Trustee Wang asked for the definition of Group 1 and Group 2 equipment. Mr. Drohan said that
Group 1 isfixed equipment installed by the contractor at the time of the construction contract, and
Group 2 is movabl e equipment purchases independent of the construction contract.

The committee recommended approval by the board of the proposed resolution (RCPBG 07-99-13).

Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 3:20 p.m.



BRIEF
Action Item Agendaltem 1
September 14-15, 1999

COMMITTEE ON CAMPUS PLANNING, BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS
Amend the 1999/2000 Capital Outlay Program, Nonstate Funded

Presentation By

J. Patrick Drohan, Assistant Vice Chancellor
Capital Planning, Design and Construction

Summary

This agenda item requests approval to amend the 1999/2000 nonstate-funded capital outlay pro-
gram to include the following projects:

California State University, Fresno PWC $1,260,000
Parking Lot Q Expansion

Recommended Action
Approval of the resolution.
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2
Agenda Item 1
September 14-15, 1999

COMMITTEE ON CAMPUSPLANNING, BUILDINGSAND GROUNDS

Amend the 1999/2000 Capital Outlay Program, Nonstate Funded

This is a request to amend the 1999/2000 nonstate-funded capital outlay program to include the
following project:

California State Univer sity, Fresno PWC $1,260,000
Parking Lot Q Expansion

CSU Fresno wishes to proceed with the design and construction of an expansion to Parking Lot
Q. The proposed project adds 740 parking spaces to the existing 605-space lot and will be
constructed in two phases. This expansion is consistent with the approved master plan and will
be funded from campus parking reserves.

The following resolution is recommended for approval:

RESOLVED, By the Board of Trustees of The California State University, that the
1999/2000 Nonstate-Funded Capital Outlay Program is amended to include:
$1,260,000 for preliminary plans, working drawings and construction for the
Cdlifornia State University, Fresno, Parking Lot Q Expansion project.
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Action Item Agendaltem 2
September 14-15, 1999

COMMITTEE ON CAMPUSPLANNING, BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS
Amend the 1999/2000 Capital Outlay Program, State Funded

Presentation By

J. Patrick Drohan, Assistant Vice Chancellor
Capital Planning, Design and Construction

Summary

This agenda item requests approval to amend the 1999/2000 state funded capital outlay program to
include the following project:

Cdlifornia State University, Fresno
Electrical Substation PWC $3,055,000

Recommended Action
Approva of the resolution.
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Agendaltem 2
September 14-15, 1999

COMMITTEE ON CAMPUSPLANNING, BUILDINGSAND GROUNDS

Amend the 1999/2000 Capital Outlay Program, State Funded

Thisisarequest to amend the 1999/2000 state-funded capital outlay program to add the following
project:

California State University, Fresno
Electrical Substation PWC $3,055,000

CSU Fresno wishes to proceed with the design and construction of atransmission level electrical
substation. The proposed project will place the university on a more economical rate tariff, with an
estimated annual saving of $650,000. It will receive transmission voltage of 115kV from Pacific
Gas and Electric’ stransmission grid, then transform it down to 12kV and tie into the campus distri-
bution system. The proposed substation will be located on asmall, university-farmland parcel (0.11
acres) approximately one-haf mile from the main campus.

CSU Fresno will finance the project through the CSU Equipment L ease Financing Program over a
10-year period. The university anticipates that the debt will be repaid primarily from the General
Fund utility cost savings as permitted under Section 10709 of Public Contract Code.

The following resolution is recommended for approval:

RESOL VED, By the Board of Trustees of The Caifornia State University, that the 1999/
2000 State Funded Capital Outlay Program is amended to include $3,055,000 for pre-
liminary plans, working drawings and construction of the California State University,
Fresno, Electrical Substation project.
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Information Item Agendaltem 3
September 14-15, 1999

COMMITTEE ON CAMPUSPLANNING, BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Annual Report

Presentation By

J. Patrick Drohan, Assistant Vice Chancellor
Capital Planning, Design and Construction

Summary

Pursuant to Board of Trustees' policy, thisinformation item provides the annual report on CSU’s
compliance actions required by the California Environmental Quality Act.
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Agendaltem 3
September 14-15, 1999

COMMITTEE ON CAMPUS PLANNING, BUILDINGSAND GROUNDS

California Environmental Quality Act Annual Report

The Board of Trustees must comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in
ng the potential environmental impacts of CSU development projects. The board isthe “Lead
Agency” for al CEQA approval actions, and the chancellor is delegated responsibility for imple-
menting actions to ensure compliance. The assistant vice chancellor of capital planning, design and
construction has delegated authority to approve certain capital projects and their related environ-
mental compliance documents (primarily Negative Declarations).

Attachment A lists CSU compliance actions during 1998. In summary:
* Nine Mitigated Negative Declarations were certified.

» Two Categorical Exemptions were filed for major capital projects. (Campus staff also
filed approximately thirty-five minor capital project exemptions that are not included
on Attachment A.)

* Six Environmental Impact Reports were certified, including two for new campus mas-
ter plans at Monterey Bay and Channel Islands. Two of the EIRs, Northridge and San
Diego, covered more than one project.

The board approved significant EIRs for new campus master plans and master plan revisions,
including a CSU Northridge major master plan update covering both post-earthquake reconstruc-
tion and a North Campus biotech development project. To facilitate the compliance review, in 1998
CPDC, at trustee suggestion, added an executive summary highlighting critical issues to all EIR
items.

No substantial amendments to the basic statutes were enacted during the 1998/99 legislative ses-
sion. However, CEQA guidelines that administratively implement the law have been updated to
reflect a Governor’s Office of Planning and Research review. The update clarified the guidelines in
light of recent court decisions. It also added new exemption categories for historical preservation
and “infill” development projects. The infill category is particularly important to CSU because it
allows new building projects that meet three criteria—those in existing campus developed areas,
having adequate infrastructure, and having no environmental impacts—to proceed without lengthy
compliance procedures.

During the year more campuses participated in public/private and public/public joint-venture projects.
For public/private projects, cities and counties often seek fees to offset impacts on local infrastruc-
ture and for local mitigation measures. By statute, the CSU is not subject to these fees when it
undertakes projects that serve the academic mission. However, local governments may still try to
impose these fees and resolving the fee issue has made consideration of EIRs more contentious and
subject to public controversy. In fact, during 1998 the fee issue increased the level of public debate
during the EIR public review process for campus master plan changes at Northridge, Monterey
Bay, and San Diego. Staff will continue to monitor this issue and will highlight any potentially
controversial capital project EIRs.



BRIEF
Action Item Agendaltem 4
September 14-15, 1999

COMMITTEE ON CAMPUS PLANNING, BUILDINGSAND GROUNDS

State and Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program 2000/01 (Action)
Five-Year Capital | mprovement Program 2000/01 Through 2004/05 (Information)
Previous Five-Year Funding Program 1995/96 Through 1999/2000 (I nfor mation)

Presentation By

J. Patrick Drohan, Assistant Vice Chancellor
Capital Planning, Design and Construction

Summary

Action
Approval by the Board of Trusteesis requested for the 2000/01 State Funded Capital Outlay
Program in the amount of $153.3 million.

Approval is aso requested for the 2000/01 Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program in the
amount of $64.2 million.

Information
The last four years of the Five-Y ear Capital Improvement Program and the Previous Five-Y ear
Capital Funding Program are presented for information.

A copy of the annual capital outlay document in enclosed with the agenda.

Recommended Action
Approva of the resolution.
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Agendaltem 4
September 14-15, 1999

COMMITTEE ON CAMPUSPLANNING, BUILDINGSAND GROUNDS

State and Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program 2000/01 (Action)
Five-Year Capital |mprovement Program 2000/01 Through 2004/05 (Infor mation)
Previous Five-Year Funding Program 1995/96 Through 1999/2000 (I nfor mation)

Background

The Board of Trustees adopted the categories and criteriato be used in setting project priorities for
the 2000/01 State Funded Capital Outlay Program at its March 1999 meeting. A draft of the State
and Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program and Five-Y ear Capital Improvement Program was
presented at the June 1999 Executive Council retreat and the July 1999 trustees' meeting. The
Chancellor’ s Office has now revised these programs based on an updated equipment price index
and additional project reviews with the campuses.

State and Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program 2000/01

The State Funded Capital Outlay Program for 2000/01, identifying all projects that campuses need,
totals $505.5 million. However, we anticipate receiving $153.3 million for the program from the
November 1998 voter-approved four-year general obligation bond measure (Proposition 1A). A
revised project priority list, addressing the gap between needed projects and available funding, will
be distributed at the meeting. The priorities include the completion of previously funded projects,
telecommunication infrastructure, renovation, and growth projects for campuses to meet enrollment
demands.

The Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program for 2000/01 totals $64.2 million. Funding is from
campus auxiliary organizations, public/public partnerships, and donations.

Five-Year Capital |mprovement Program 2000/01 T hrough 2004/2005

The Five Y ear Capital Improvement Program identifies state and nonstate campus projects estimated
at $2.6 billion and $709.1 million respectively. Because of the length of the planning horizon, the
projects in the out years are less certain of timing, costs and actual implementation.

Previous Five-Year Funding Program 1995/96 Through 1999/2000

The Previous Five-Y ear Funding Program identifies state and nonstate CSU capital outlay
expenditures over the last five years totaling $944.8 million and $491.4 million respectively.
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September 14-15, 1999

Approva by the board is requested for the 2000/01 State Funded Capital Outlay Program for
$153.3 million, which will be presented as a handout at the meeting. In order to keep funding
options open, the resolution directs staff to negotiate with the Governor’ s Office during the fall
1999 budget process to maximize funding opportunities for the campuses. Approval isalso
sought for the Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program. A summary of both programs follows:

State Funded Capital Outlay Program  2000/01

Summary
Request Amount
Funds for Systemwide Benefit (Category 1) $20,000,000
Renovation (Category 2)
A. Fundsto Correct Structural, Health and 965,000
Safety Code Deficiencies
B. Fundsto Make New and Remodel ed 78,404,000

Facilities Operable
C. Fundsto Meet Campus Deficiency Needs 280,074,000

Growth (Category 3) 126,091,000
Grand Total State Funded Request $505,534,000

Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program 2000/01

Summary
Program Total Request
Donor Funding/Grants/Other $64,227,000
Grand Total Nonstate Funded Request $64,227,000

CCCI: Cdlifornia Construction Cost Index

at CCCl 3909

% of Total
4.0

155

55.4
24.9
100.0%

at CCCIl 3909

% of Total
100%
100%
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Agendaltem 4
September 14-15, 1999

The following resolution is recommended for approval:

RESOLVED, By the Board of Trustees of The California State University, that
the 2000/01 State Funded Capital Outlay Program identified in Attachment A of
Agenda Item 4, as distributed at the September 14-15, 1999, meeting of the
trustees’ Committee on Campus Planning, Buildings and Grounds, is approved,;
and, be it further

RESOLVED, That the 2000/01 Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program
including authorization to the chancellor to proceed in 1999/2000 with design
documents on fast-track projectsin the 2000/01 program is approved; and, be it
further

RESOLVED, That the chancellor is requested to explore all avenuesto increase
state funding to bring us closer to the $505,534,000 needed to develop the facili-
ties the CSU must have to adequately serve its students; and, be it further

RESOL VED, That the chancellor is authorized to make adjustments as necessary,
including priority sequence, scope, phase, project cost, and total budget request
for the 2000/01 State Funded Program within the $505,534,000.
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Action Item Agendaltem5
September 14-15, 1999

COMMITTEE ON CAMPUS PLANNING, BUILDINGSAND GROUNDS

Certify a Final Environmental Impact Report, Approve the Campus Master Plan Revision,
and Amend the Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program for the M ulti-Pur pose Event Center
at California State University, Fresno

Presentation By

J. Patrick Drohan, Assistant Vice Chancellor
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Brief and Executive Summary

Brief

This item requests the following actions by the Board of Trustees for a multi-purpose event center
at CSU Fresno:

Certification of aFinal Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)
*Approval of a Campus Master Plan Revision
*Approval of an Amendment to the 1999/2000 Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program

The campus master plan revision proposes the construction of a multi-purpose event center for
athletic, academic, recreational, and cultural events on the Fresno campus. The proposed 48-acre
siteislocated on Shaw Avenue, between Woodrow and Chestnut Avenues. It is adjacent to the
southeast corner of the academic core of the campus and a new interchange for State Route 168.

The proposed project is acomplex of buildings totaling approximately 600,000 gross square feet
(gsf). The east complex includes a 16,500-seat multi-purpose arena with luxury suites, public
concourses, aclub level dining area, food court, novelty and concession areas, and other amenities.
The west complex includes a practice gym, office space for athletic administration and sports teams,
and academic and other support areas. Other elements in the west complex include a business
incubator, an entrepreneurial center, and a business institute with linkages to the Craig School of
Business. The project also includes 3,600 new parking spaces in surface parking lots.

The 80,000 gsf commercial complex described in the Notice of Preparation has been deleted from
the project. Temporary parking is planned for this area.

The FEIR analyzesthe potentia significant environmental effects of the development of the proposed
project. Thisisin accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the state
CEQA Guidelines. The Board of Trustees must certify that the FEIR is adequate and complete
under CEQA in order to approve the proposed project, including revisions to the campus master
plan. The FEIR isin the agenda mailout.
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The following attachments are included in this item:

Attachment A is the proposed campus master plan dated September 1999.

Attachment B is the existing campus master plan dated September 1994.

Attachment C isthe CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations.
Attachment D is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan.

Executive Summary

This executive summary identifies remaining potential contested issues raised through public
participation, with CSU responses.

1. Payment of Traffic Mitigation Fees. The cities of Fresno and Clovis, and Fresno County do not
agree that the university, as a state agency, is not responsible for contributing funds for roadway
improvements to mitigate project traffic.

CSU Response: The university’s obligations and limitations on fee payment for off-site
improvements are discussed on pages 3-2 through 3-4 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR identifies
roadway improvements needed to mitigate project traffic impacts, and notes that the university is
legally constrained from funding such improvements. The legislature has established dedicated
fund sources for road and highway improvements, which depend on gas tax revenues and are
prioritized for use by local agencies. In addition, the university cannot guarantee that such
improvements would be constructed, even if funding were available. This is because the affected
local roads are under the jurisdictions of the cities of Clovis and Fresno. The state highways are
under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. Nonetheless, the university has indicated a willingness to work
cooperatively with these jurisdictions to identify and pursue potential funds from sources established
for such improvements, such as prioritization for allocation of gastax revenues.

2. Sewer Capacity. The cities of Fresno and Clovisraised the issue on whether the existing capacity
of sewer pipelines can handle the additional increase associated with the project.

CSU Response: The entire campus is connected to the City of Fresno sewer system at two locations,
as stated on page 4.6-11 of the Draft EIR. The campus’ existing football, baseball and softball
stadiums are connected to the Millbrook Avenue trunk sewer system, which is proposed to serve
the event center. Because this sewer system has alimited capacity, a new mitigation measure was
added to the FEIR to ensure that capacity of the trunk sewer line is not exceeded. Until sewer
capacity is upgraded, the campus shall restrict scheduling simultaneous events with Bulldog Stadium
to ensure capacity is not exceeded.

3. Traffic Analysis. Issuesraised by Caltrans on the traffic analysis included impacts on the State
Route 168/Shaw Avenue Interchange in the year 2003 associated with queuing onto SR 168, and
the feasibility of providing a second eastbound left turn lane on Shaw Avenue.
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CSU Response: At Cdtrans request, Section 4-2, Traffic and Circulation, in the Draft EIR, addressed
queuing at the southbound off-ramp and on Shaw Avenue. No significant queuing impacts were
identified. The total ramp queuing space exceeds the storage requirements of the proposed project
(see Response to Comment 1-3 in Chapter 3, Responses to Comments of the FEIR).

The dua left turn lanes (eastbound on Shaw Avenue) into the project site are not required as part of
the project mitigation. They were only shown as ameans of providing higher turning capacity into
the project site. The intersection of Shaw and Chestnut will function effectively in the p.m. peak
hour and the early evening without designating a temporary second left turn lane into the project.

4. Traffic Analysis. Issuesraised by the City of Clovis on the traffic analysis included the feasibility
of adding afourth through lane on eastbound Shaw Avenue at Willow Avenue, and the need for a
traffic control plan.

CSU Response: Mitigation Measure 4.2-5 on page 4.2-29 of the Draft EIR requires the university
to prepare and approve atraffic control plan in consultation with the cities of Fresno and Clovis,
and Caltrans. The university has previoudy implemented a successful traffic and parking management
plan for events at Bulldog Stadium, working cooperatively with Caltrans and the cities of Fresno
and Clovis. Mitigation of the Shaw/Willow intersection is no longer required due to improvements
planned by the City of Clovis. However, under cumulative conditions, this intersection would operate
at an unacceptable service level. As stated on page 4.2-36, the project contribution to thisintersection
could be mitigated to aless-than-significant level. However, the improvements would be under the
City of Clovis jurisdiction, and could not be guaranteed by the university. In addition, improvements
at thisintersection may not be economically or physically feasible.

5. Parking. The City of Fresno expressed concern that parking would not be adequate to serve
the project.

CSU Response: The Draft EIR analysis noted that 2,150 existing parking spaces are available at
5:00 p.m. on atypical day in Lots A, B, J, and V. The project requires 4,950 parking spaces to
accommodate a sold out event. This assumes that there are three passengers per vehicle, and that
some attendees will be on campus or will use other sources of transportation. The proposed project
includes 3,600 new parking spaces, which leaves atotal of 1,350 spaces to be provided in the
existing lots. Therefore, parking capacity will be adequate.

Recommended Action
Approval of the resolution.
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COMMITTEE ON CAMPUSPLANNING, BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS

Certify a Final Environmental Impact Report, Approve the Campus Master Plan Revision,
and Amend the Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program for the Multi-Pur pose Event Center
at California State University, Fresno

Background

Since the early 1980s, CSU Fresno has discussed plans to develop an on-campus multi-purpose
event center. Currently, the men’s basketball games are held in the 10,200-seat Selland Arenaowned
by the City of Fresno in downtown Fresno. The university made the decision to pursue the
development of an on-campus event center when it was determined that expansion of the Selland
Arenawas not feasible. The proposed project will accommodate sporting and entertainment events.
CSU Fresno isthe only ingtitution in the Western Athletic Conference without an on-campus arena.

In 1997, the university hired the firm of Parsons Brinkerhoff to conduct a site selection analysis.
Two sites were analyzed: (1) the 78-acre Cedar/Barstow Avenue site, and (2) the 48-acre Shaw/
Woodrow Avenue site. The firm'’ s findings were presented to the university and a panel was convened
to recommend a preferred site. In December 1997, a public meeting was held and campus and
community constituents were invited to present their opinions on the merits of each site. Groups
invited to make presentations included: University Portals Neighborhood; City of Fresno; City of
Clovis; the university’s Athletic Department, Bulldog Foundation, and AG Foundation. Based on
the Parsons Brinkerhoff study and the public meeting comments, the panel recommended the Shaw/
Woodrow site. It is currently agricultural land. This site will not adversely impact campus agricultural
programs as the land is not used for significant crop production. Following an extensive selection
process, the university hired Sink Combs Dethlefs to prepare a conceptual design of the facility.
Schematic plans for the proposed project will be presented to the Board of Trustees for approval at
afuture meeting.

Project Summary

The proposed project isamulti-purpose indoor arenafor athletic, academic, recreational, and cultural
events. It includes a complex of buildings totaling approximately 600,000 gsf. The 500,000 gsf east
complex contains a 16,500-seat multi-purpose arena with luxury suites, public concourses, aclub
level dining area, food court, novelty and concession areas, and other typical amenities. The 100,000
gsf west complex includes a practice gym, academic support areas, office space for athletic
administration and sports teams, and other support areas. Other elementsin the west complex include
abusiness incubator, an entrepreneurial center, and afamily business institute with linkages to the
Craig School of Business. Approximately 3,600 new parking spaces in surface parking lots would
be constructed to accommodate the needs of the project.

Campus Master Plan

Attachment A isthe proposed campus master plan with the event center including parking identified
in Hexagon 1. Attachment B is the previously approved plan dated September 1994.
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Amend the 1999/2000 Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program

The university wishes to amend the 1999/2000 Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program to provide
$127,910,000 for design, construction and equipment for the multi-purpose event center that includes
parking. Project funding is from nonstate sources and afinancial plan will be presented at a future
board meeting.

Issues | dentified Through Public Participation

Comments were received in response to the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study and the Draft EIR
for the proposed event center. The comments included concerns about: (@) the increase in traffic on
local roadways; (b) payment of fees to make required roadway improvements; () noise associated
with the project; (d) increase in night lighting; (e) sewer line capacity; and (f) groundwater recharge
capability. The FEIR includes written responses to all comments received. For compl ete copies of
further information regarding comments received and written responses, please refer to Chapter 3,
Response to Comments of the FEIR. Following isa summary of the most significant comments:

1. Traffic Issues. Many comments received from local jurisdictions concerned payment of
mitigation fees by the university to make improvements to local city and county roadways
associated with the project.

CSU Response: The university’s obligations and limitations with respect to funding of off-site
improvements are discussed on pages 3-2 through 3-4 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR identifies
roadway improvements that would be needed to mitigate project traffic impacts, and notes that the
university islegally constrained from funding such improvements. In addition, the university cannot
guarantee that such improvements would be constructed, even if funding were available. Thisis
because the affected roadways are under the jurisdictions of the cities of Clovis and Fresno, and
Cdltrans. Nonetheless, the university has indicated a willingness to work cooperatively with these
jurisdictions to identify and pursue potential sources of funds for such improvements.

2. Sewer |ssues. Concerns were raised on whether the existing capacity of sewer pipelines can
handle the additional increase associated with the project.

CSU Response: The entire campus is connected to the City of Fresno sewer system at two locations,
as stated on page 4.6-11 of the Draft EIR. The campus’ sewage is distributed between these two
connections. It should be noted that the campus’ existing football, baseball and softball stadiums
are connected to the Millbrook Avenue trunk sewer system, which is proposed to serve the event
center. The existing football stadium attracts alarger attendance than that proposed for the event
center. Because the Millbrook Avenue trunk sewer system has a limited capacity, a new mitigation
measure has been added to the FEIR to ensure that capacity of the trunk sewer lineis not exceeded.

3. Groundwater |ssues. Concerns were raised about the need to maintain adequate areas designated
for recharge. Development of the proposed project would eliminate alarge area of undeveloped
land from recharge capability.
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CSU Response: The university’s agricultural irrigation water system is completely separate from
the campus domestic water system and is not metered. The amount of water being extracted from
the ground water aquifer for agricultural irrigation has not been quantified. Currently, water used to
irrigate the existing agricultural areas on the project site is obtained from surface water provided by
the Fresno Irrigation District (FID). However, the CSU Fresno agricultural operations department
of the school of agricultural sciences and technology is in the process of converting, wherever
possible, their dependency on ground water to more dependency on surface water. A 20 acre-foot
holding and recharge ponding basin is currently being constructed on the north side of Bullard
Avenue, between Willow and Chestnut Avenues (Bullard Basin). The basin will store surface water
delivered from the FID. The campus will keep the basin full of water and pump out the farm’s
irrigation supply during the day. Although the project would result in a less-than-significant
cumulative impact on groundwater recharge, a mitigation measure has been added to ensure no
impacts would occur.

Overall, the campus has been aiding efforts to reduce the dependency on ground water extraction
and reduce the overdraft of the groundwater supply caused by the substantial recent increasein
urban development of the overall Fresno-Clovis metropolitan area.

4. Traffic Analysis. Comments raised by Caltrans included impacts on the SR 168/Shaw Avenue
Interchange in the year 2003 associated with queuing onto SR 168 and the feasibility of providing
a second eastbound left turn lane on Shaw Avenue.

CSU Response: At the request of Caltrans, Section 4.2 of Traffic and Circulation in the Draft EIR
addressed queuing at the southbound off-ramp and on Shaw Avenue. No significant queuing impacts
were identified for the southbound off-ramp. The traffic volumes for the 6 p.m. to 7 p.m. period for
the northbound off-ramp appear to be in error. Figure C-5b in Appendix C shows 1,220 right turns
from the ramp for the p.m. peak hour and 1,754 right turns for the 6 p.m. to 7 p.m. period. It is
highly unlikely that the hour after the peak would have more traffic than the peak when no project
traffic will be contained in that movement. Comparing the eastbound traffic at the northbound off-
ramp to the eastbound traffic on Shaw at Willow indicates that the right turn traffic at the off-ramp
should be about 1,032 vehicles rather than 1,754. The 1,032 vehicles seem to be a reasonable
reduction from the 1,220, which are expected during the p.m. peak hour.

However, even if the higher figure were used, atotal of 2,712 feet of storageisrequired for all left
and right turns. This value was calculated using one and one-half times the average number of
vehicles per signal cycle asrequired in the Highway Design Manual, 4th Edition, page 400-9. The
ramp isthree laneswide for atotal of 384 feet or 1,152 feet of storage and two laneswide for 1,083
feet back to the gore for an additional 2,166 feet. Therefore, the total ramp queuing spaceis 3,318
feet. This exceeds the storage requirements for the inflated traffic figure by about 600 feet. If the
revised right turn volume is used, only 2,035 feet of storage is necessary.

The dual left turn lanes into the project site are not required as part of the project mitigation and
were only shown as ameans of providing higher turning capacity into the project site. The intersection
of Shaw and Chestnut will function effectively in the p.m. peak hour and the early evening without
designating a second left turn into the project.
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5. Traffic Analysis. Comments raised by the City of Clovis regarding the traffic analysis included
the feasibility of adding a fourth through lane on eastbound Shaw Avenue at Willow Avenue and
the need to create a traffic control plan.

CSU Response: Mitigation Measure 4.2-5 on page 4.2-29 of the Draft EIR requires the university
to prepare and approve atraffic control plan in consultation with the cities of Fresno and Clovis,
and Caltrans. Mitigation of the Shaw/Willow intersection is no longer required, due to improvements
planned by the City of Clovis. However, under cumulative conditions, this intersection would operate
at an unacceptable service level. As stated on page 4.2-36, the project contribution to thisintersection
could be mitigated to aless-than-significant level. However, the improvements would be under the
City of Clovis jurisdiction, and could not be guaranteed by the university. The city noted that
improvements at this intersection may not be economically feasible. Therefore, as stated on page
4.2-35, the impact is considered significant and unavoidable. Implementation of a Traffic Control
Plan (TCP), as required by Mitigation Measure 4.2-5, would reduce vehicle trips, however, the
extent of the reduction cannot be determined at thistime. Therefore, even with the additionsto the
TCP, the impact on cumulative traffic conditions would remain significant and unavoidable.

6. Noise I ssues. Eric L. Outfleet and Bill and Shirley Secrest expressed concerns with the operational
and crowd noise associated with major events at the arena. The City of Clovis was concerned with
the increase in traffic noise.

CSU Response: Any exterior equipment would be located along the eastern side of the event center
near the loading dock area. This areawould be designed below grade, which would help to minimize
any equipment noise. In addition, all equipment would be fully enclosed further minimizing any
potential noise impacts. The closest sensitive receptors are located to the south of Shaw Avenue.
Due to the distance from the facility and existing noise levels, it is not anticipated that any nearby
residences would be adversely impacted by equipment noise.

The proposed event center would be a fully enclosed building in contrast to Bulldog Stadium,
which isan open-air stadium. The project will be used primarily for the university’ s men’s basketball
and women’ s volleyball games. On occasion, entertainment and cultural events would be held in
the enclosed event center. It is not anticipated that noise from events would disturb neighboring
areas. As stated on page 4.4-9 of the Draft EIR, noise generated during events (e.g., crowd noise,
public address system, and amplified concert music) would likely be contained within the building
and should not be audible to residential areas to the south.

To ensure that noise is contained within the building, Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 is required:
4.4-4 The company managing the event center shall be responsible for ensuring

that doors and windows are closed during concerts and similar events that generate
substantial noise.
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In response to the comment from Clovis, an assessment of potential through traffic noise impacts
was conducted for the major intersections along Willow Avenue, from Ashlan to Herndon Avenues.
The results of this analysis indicate that peak hour traffic noise levels are predicted to increase by
less than 3.0 dB on the roadways leading into and out of these intersections. No significant
through traffic noise level increases are expected on project-area roadways that are located in the
City of Clovis. Other residential streets south of the campus in the City of Fresno would be
potentially impacted by noise from cars parking and event attendees walking to the venue. This
would remain a potential significant impact without implementation of recommended mitigation
measures by the City of Fresno.

7. Lighting I'ssues. Eric L. Outfleet commented on the increase in lighting and its effect on the
night-sky.

CSU Response: Section 4.7, Visual Resources and Aesthetics, in the Draft EIR discussed the
proposed project’s potential to increase light and glare in the area. As discussed on page 4.7-6,
the proposed project would introduce additional lighting into an areathat is currently undevel oped.
There would not be any lighting of sports fields. The parking lots, buildings, and sidewalk areas
surrounding the project would be lighted. However, the main parking for the proposed project
would be located behind the building to the north away from existing residential areas to the
south. The parking lot area would be designed with abroad canopy of deciduous trees for shading,
as stated in the landscaping plan prepared by the university. To ensure that al lights associated
with the project would not adversely affect adjacent areas, Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 on page
4.7-7 requires that the configuration of exterior light fixtures shall emphasize close spacing and
lower intensity light that is directed downward, away from off-site receptors. Thisisto minimize
the effects of light and glare on adjacent areas. Compliance with the mitigation would reduce any
impacts to aless-than-significant level.

The event center would be located in an urban area that already produces substantial light. The
project contribution to night lighting, or “twilight haze”, would not be considerable, especially
with Mitigation Measure 4.7-3.

8. Parking Issues. The City of Fresno expressed concern that parking would not be adequate to
serve the project.

CSU Response: Existing parking lots were surveyed for occupancy in the site selection analysis
prepared by Parsons Brinkerhoff. The Draft EIR analysis found that restricting parking in Lots A and
V after 5 p.m. would be necessary to accommodate a sold out event. However, parking spacesin Lots
B and J are available to accommodate displaced parking from Lots A and V. The occupancy analysis
found that 2,150 existing parking spaces are available at 5 p.m. on atypica day in LotsA, B, J,and V.
The project will need less than 1,500 of these spaces to accommodate a sold-out event. Therefore,
parking capacity would be adequate.

It should be noted that over severd years the university has successfully implemented a parking and
traffic management plan for activities at the 40,000-seat Bulldog Football Stadium. The traffic
management plan has been a cooperative effort between the university, Caltrans, and the cities of
Fresno and Clovis, which has positively addressed similar issues.
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9. Emergency Services. The City of Clovis commented that the project may adversely affect the
ability of the city to provide police and fire services during events.

CSU Response: Campus police oversee traffic control on-campus and during events, such as football
games. The City of Fresno police department provides traffic control at selected intersectionsand is
paid by the campus athletic department. Because of its proximity to the event center, the Fresno
police department may request the assistance of Clovis police during some events. The Traffic
Control Plan (see Mitigation Measure 4.2-5) could include measures requiring police involvement
on Clovis streets. In either case, during events where the Fresno or Clovis police department provides
traffic control on adjacent city roadways, the costs will be paid by the CSU Fresno Association or
the arena management company.

The policies and procedures for operation of the event center will require the provision for emergency
sarvices, as heeded (e.g., EMTs, ambulances), and the event center will have fire sprinklers. Therefore,
no impact on the Clovis fire department is anticipated.

Fiscal Impact

A preliminary financial plan will be developed on the nonstate financial resources needed to
implement the proposed project. The estimated project cost is $127,910,000 as follows:

East Complex Arena $ 57,741,000
West Complex 25,000,000
Sitework 7,971,000
Group | Equipment 11,347,000
Fees/Contingency 22,701,000
Group I Equipment 3.150,000
Total $127,910,000

California Environmental Quality Act Action

A FEIR has been prepared to analyze the potential significant environmental effects of the proposed
project in accordance with the requirements of CEQA and the state CEQA Guidelines. The FEIR is
presented to the Board of Trustees for review and certification as part of this agendaitem. Thisitem
also requests approval to revise the campus master plan to reflect the event center complex and
additional parking areas.

To determine the scope of the environmental review, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial
Study (IS) was prepared in November 1998 for the proposed project. Local jurisdictions, including
the cities of Fresno and Clovis and Fresno County, along with other interested agencies and
individuals were provided a copy of the NOP/IS. In addition, a public scoping meeting was held on
November 30, 1998, and obtained input on the scope of the EIR issues. A copy of the NOF/ISis
included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.
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Based on the NOP/IS process, it was determined that implementation of the proposed project would
result in either less-than-significant impacts or no impacts in the following issue areas:

Population and Housing
Geology

Biological Resources

Energy and Mineral Resources
Hazards

Public Services

Cultural Resources

Recreation

Therefore, these issue areas were “focused” out of the EIR because implementation of the project
would not result in any adverse impacts on these resources.

The Draft EIR addressed the following potentially significant issue areas.

Land Use

Traffic and Circulation

Air Quality

Noise

Flooding, Drainage and Water Quality
Water Supply, Wastewater and Solid Waste
Visua Resources and Aesthetics

Additionally, the Draft EIR included: (a) a description of the project; (b) an alternatives’ section
that describes and analyzes alternative plans to reduce identified significant impacts; and (c)
cumulative, growth-inducing, and significant and irreversible effects of project implementation.

The Draft EIR was made available for public and agency comments for a 45-day review period.
During the review period, written comments concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR were
submitted to the campus. Jurisdictions, interested agencies and individuals were provided a copy of
the Draft EIR aong with anotice of a public meeting to be held on the project. A Notice of Availability
of the Draft EIR was also mailed to property owners within a one-quarter mile radius of the project
ste. A public meeting on the Draft EIR was held on April 22, 1999. The public review period closed
May 12, 1999. The FEIR incorporates the results of the comments received on the Draft EIR.
Significant issues derived from these comments were discussed earlier in this item under issues
identified through the public review process.

A complete listing and discussion of significant environmental impacts associated with the
proposed project and the proposed mitigation measures are analyzed in detail in Chapter 4 of the
Draft EIR, and summarized in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR. The FEIR, Chapters 3 and 4, includes
all the comments received on the Draft EIR and responses to those comments. The FEIR also
includes the Mitigation Monitoring Plan, describing the procedures the university and others
will use to implement the mitigation measures to be adopted in the event that the Board of Trustees
approves the proposed project.
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Analysis of Environmental | mpacts

Based on the analysisincluded in the Draft EIR, no significant environmental effects are anticipated
with implementation of the proposed project in the following issue areas:

Flooding, Drainage,
Water Quality,

Water Supply,
Wastewater Disposal,
Solid Waste

Mitigation measures are recommended for adoption in the following areas:

Traffic and Circulation,
Air Quality,

Noise, Flooding,
Drainage,

Water Quality,

Water Supply,
Wastewater Disposal,
Solid Waste

Visual Resources

However, even with implementation of recommended mitigation measures, the proposed project, if
implemented, would result in the following significant and unavoidable impacts:

Land Use: Theloss of prime farmland both on a project-specific and cumulative level.

Traffic and Circulation: Increase in traffic congestion, both project-specific and under
cumulative conditions, at local intersections in the project area. Increase in through traffic in
the neighborhood south of Shaw Avenue and cumulative increase in traffic in the project area.

Air Quality: Increasein CO levels that would exceed the federal 8-hour standard. Operational
emissions, both on a project-specific and cumulative level, would exceed ROG, NOx, and CO
standards.

Noise: Increase in traffic noise in neighborhoods to the south of the project site.

Visual Resour ces: Change in the visual character of the project site, both on a project-specific
and cumulative level.

In connection with this agendaitem, the Board of Trustees will be asked to balance the benefits of
the proposed project against its unavoidable effects listed above. The board will also be asked to
adopt Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Attachment C to the effect
that the remaining significant and unavoidable effects associated with the project are acceptable
due to the overriding benefits associated with the proposed project.
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Alter natives

The alternatives' section of the Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with the state CEQA
Guidelines. The preferred alternative is the university’ s proposed project, including the revisions to
the campus master plan.

The aternatives shown below were analyzed and compared to the proposed project. The ability of
each alternative to reduce impacts identified under the proposed project was also identified.

Alternative 1—No Project Alternative: Thisaternativeisrequired by CEQA and it compares the
present existing condition of the project site against the significant effects that would result from
implementation of the proposed project. This aternative would not meet project objectives and was
rejected.

Alternative 2—Reduced Arena Capacity: Thisalternative reduces the size of the event center to
amaximum of 11,000 seats, which is comparable to the capacity of Selland Arena. This alternative
is rejected because it would not be cost effective or meet the project objectives. Therefore, it would
not be prudent to build a new venue that could not accommodate a larger capacity.

Alternative 3—Altered Site Plan: This aternative would place the event center farther north on
the project site and rel ocate the parking area to the front of the site adjacent to Shaw Avenue. This
alternative is rejected because it would not reduce significant environmental impacts identified
under the project and would create additional impacts.

The No Project Alternative, assumes that no event center would be built on campus, and that men’s
basketball games would continue to be held at Selland Arena. This alternative would not meet the
objectives set forth by the campus.

For a detailed discussion of the alternatives to the proposed project, please see Chapter 5 in the
Draft EIR. A table summarizing the comparison of alternativesis provided in the Draft EIR in
Chapter 5, Table 5-1.

Resolution and Final Environmental | mpact Report

A proposed resolution is presented below with respect to the Board of Trustees' certification of the
FEIR, approval of acampus master plan revision, amendment to the nonstate funded capital outlay
program, and approval of the proposed project. The FEIR, including comments and responses, is
included in the agenda mailout. Referenced in this resolution as attachments to thisitem are the
CEQA required Findings of Fact and the Statement of Overriding Considerations (Attachment C),
and the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (Attachment D).

The following resolution is recommended for approval:

RESOLVED, By the Board of Trustees of The California State University, that upon
consideration of the information provided in the FEIR for the California State
University, Fresno, campus master plan revision for the multi-purpose event center,
the board finds that:
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WHEREAS, The FEIR (State Clearinghouse No. 98111018) was prepared to address
the potential significant environmental effects, mitigation measures, and project
alternatives associated with approval of the proposed campus master plan revision
for the multi-purpose event center at CSU Fresno and all discretionary actions
related thereto; and

WHEREAS, The FEIR was prepared pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act and the state CEQA Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, This board certifies that the FEIR is complete and adequate and that it
fully complies with al requirements of CEQA and the state CEQA Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, Section 21081 of the Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the
state CEQA Guidelines require that the Board of Trustees make findings prior to
approval of aproject (along with statements of facts supporting each finding); and

WHEREAS, This board hereby adopts the findings of fact in Attachment C and
related mitigation measures in Attachment D, Agenda ltem 5 of the September 14-15,
1999, meeting of the Committee on Campus Planning, Buildings and Grounds, which
identify specific impacts of the proposed project and related mitigation measures and
which are hereby incorporated by reference; and

WHEREAS, Thefindingsin Attachment C and the related mitigation measuresin
Attachment D which are hereby incorporated by reference and adopted by this board,
and said findings include specific overriding considerations which outweigh certain
remaining significant impacts, now, be it further

RESOLVED, That the Board of Trustees of The California State University makes the
following findings:

1. Preparation of an Environmental I mpact Report

The FEIR has been prepared to address the environmental impacts, mitigation
measures, project alternatives, comments and responses to comments rai sed associated
with approval of the proposed project, including the revision to the California State
University, Fresno campus master plan and future construction of the multi-purpose
event center pursuant to the requirements of CEQA and the state CEQA Guidelines.

2. Review and Consideration by the Board of Trustees

Prior to certification of the FEIR, the Board of Trustees has reviewed and considered
the above-mentioned FEIR and finds that the FEIR reflects the independent judgement
of the Board of Trustees. The board hereby certifies the FEIR for the proposed project
as complete and adequate in that the FEIR addresses al significant environmental
impacts of the proposed project and fully complies with the requirements of CEQA and
the state CEQA Guidelines. For the purpose of CEQA and the state CEQA Guidelines,
the record of the proceedings for the project comprises the following:
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A. The Draft EIR for the California State University, Fresno, campus master plan revision
for the multi-purpose event center;

B. The FEIR including all comments received on the Draft EIR and responses to comments;

C. The proceedings before the Board of Trustees relating to the subject project, including
testimony and documentary evidence introduced at such proceedings; and

D. All attachments, documents incorporated, and references made in the documents as
specified in items (A) through (C) above.

All of the above information is on file with The California State University, Office of the
Chancellor, Capital Planning, Design and Construction, 401 Golden Shore, Long Beach,
California 90802 and California State University, Fresno, Office of the Vice President for
Administration, 5241 North Maple Avenue, Fresno, California 93740-8027.

RESOLVED, By the Board of Trustees of The California State University, that the board
adopts the findings set forth in Attachment C, Agenda Item 5 of the September 14-15,
1999, meeting of the Committee on Campus Planning, Buildings and Grounds, including
the rgjection or modification of mitigation measures and the other findings presented in
Attachment C. The board specifically finds that the rejected or unmodified mitigation
measures were not feasible for the reasons stated in the FEIR, and describes the reasons
for modifying these measures in Attachment C; and, be it further

RESOLVED, By the Board of Trustees of The California State University, that the board
hereby certifies the FEIR for the California State University, Fresno, campus master plan
revision for the multi-purpose event center, and directs that the FEIR be considered in
any further actions on the project; and, be it further

RESOLVED, That the mitigation measures identified in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan
are hereby adopted and shall be monitored and reported in accordance with the Mitigation
Monitoring Summary, incorporated in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan which is Attachment
D, Agenda Item 5 of the September 14-15, 1999, meeting of the Committee on Campus
Planning, Buildings and Grounds, and which meets the requirements of CEQA (Public
Resources Code, Section 21081.6); and, be it further

RESOLVED, That the California State University, Fresno campus master plan revision,
dated September 1999, is hereby approved; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the 1999/2000 Nonstate Funded Capital Outlay Program is amended
to include $127,910,000 for preliminary plans, working drawings, construction and
equipment for the California State University, Fresno, multi-purpose event center; and be
it further
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RESOLVED, That the chancellor or his designee is requested under the Delegation of
Authority granted by the Board of Trustees to file the Notice of Determination for the
California State University, Fresno, campus master plan revision for the multi-purpose
event center.



ATTACHMENT A
CPB&G—5
September 14-15, 1999

See Original for map



2

ATTACHMENT A
CPB&G—5

September 14-15, 1999

See Original for legend



ATTACHMENT B
CPB&G—5
September 14-15, 1999

See Original for map



2

ATTACHMENT B
CPB&G—5

September 14-15, 1999

See Original for legend



ATTACHMENT C
CPB&G—Item 5
September 14-15, 1999

California State University, Fresno
Campus Master Plan Revision for the Multi-Pur pose Event Center

Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Consider ations

Pursuant to Sections 15091 and 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines and
Section 21081 of the Public Resources Code

Final Environmental Impact Report
State Clearinghouse Number 98111018

Project Files May be Reviewed at:

Cdlifornia State University, Fresno
Office of the Vice President for Administration
5241 N. Maple Avenue, MS TA52
Fresno, CA 93740



2

ATTACHMENT C
CPB&G—Item 5
September 14-15, 1999

CEQA Findings, Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations Regarding
the Final Environmental Impact Report for the CSU Fresno Campus Master Plan Revision
for the Multi-Purpose Event Center

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

11  Statutory Requirementsfor Findings

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)(Public Resources Code Section 21081), and
the CEQA Guidelines (the Guidelines) (14 Cal. Code Regulations, Section 15091) require that :

“No public agency approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been certified
which identifies one or more significant effects of the project unless the public agency
makes one or more written findings for each of those significant effects, accompanied
by abrief explanation of the rationale of each finding. The possible findings, which
must be supported by substantial evidence in the record, are:

(1) Changes or dterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project, which
mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.

(2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another
public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other agency.

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations, including
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers,
make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the
environmental impact report.”

For those significant effects that cannot be mitigated to aless-than-significant level, the public
agency isrequired to find that specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other
benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the environment (see, Pub.Res.Code
Section 21081(b)).

The Final Environmental Impact Report (‘ FEIR”) for the California State University, Fresno Event
Center project (“the project”) identified significant environmental impacts, which will result from
the implementation of the project. However, the Board of Trustees of the California State University
(“Board of Trustees’) finds that the inclusion of certain mitigation measures as part of project
approva will reduce most, but not all, of those potentia significant effects to aless-than-significant
level. Those impacts which are not reduced to aless-than-significant level are identified and
overridden due to specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other feasibility considerations.
Asrequired by CEQA, the Board of Trustees, in adopting these findings, also adopts a Mitigation
Monitoring Plan for the project. The Board of Trustees finds that the Mitigation Monitoring Plan,
which isincorporated by reference and made a part of these findings as Attachment D, meets the
requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 by providing for the implementation and
monitoring of measures intended to mitigate potentially significant effects of the project.
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In accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the Board of Trustees adopts these findings
as part of the certification of the FEIR for the project. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section
21082.1(c)(3), the Board of Trustees also finds that the FEIR reflects the Board of Trustees
independent judgement as the lead agency for the project.

1.2  Organization/Format of Findings

Section 2.0 of these findings contains a summary description of the project and related background
facts. Section 3.0 identifies the significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to aless-than-significant
level even though all feasible mitigation measures have been identified and incorporated into the
project. Section 4.0 identifies the potentially significant effects of the project which were determined
to be mitigated to aless-than-significant level. Section 5.0 identifies the project’ s potential
environmental effects that were determined not to be significant, and therefore, no mitigation is
required. Section 6.0 discussesthe feasibility of project aternatives and mitigation measures. Section
7.0 includes the Board of Trustees Statement of Overriding Considerations.

SECTION 2: THE PROJECT

The project analyzed in the FEIR consisted of the siting, construction and operation of a multi-
purpose event center on the California State University, Fresno campus.

2.1 Fresno State Event Center

The proposed project consists of developing and constructing a multi-purpose Event Center to
accommodate a variety of athletic, academic, recreational, and cultura events. A total of 3,600 new
parking spaces in surface parking lots would be constructed to accommodate the proposed project.

The proposed scope of this project includes a complex of buildings comprising approximately 600,000
gross sguare feet (gsf). The East Complex (approximately 500,000 gsf) would include a 16,500 seat
multi-purpose Event Center that would accommodate intercollegiate athletic events and a variety of
other academic and commercia events. The Event Center would also include luxury suites, public
concourses, aclub level dining area, food court, novelty and concession areas, box office, locker
rooms, athletic training facilities, office space, storage areas, and required additional parking.

The West Complex (approximately 100,000 gsf) would include a practice gym, academic support
areas, and office space for athletic administration and sports teams. Additional, elementsinclude a
business incubator, entrepreneurial institute, and a family business institute with linkages to the
Craig School of Business.

The 80,000 gross square-foot commercial complex described in the Notice of Preparation has been
deleted from the project. This area, immediately east of the main building, would be used for
temporary parking.

The FEIR has been prepared to analyze the potentia significant environmenta effects of the proposed
Event Center project. Thisisin accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and the state CEQA Guidelines. The Board of Trustees must certify that the FEIR is adequate and
complete under CEQA in order for the board to approve the proposed project, including revisions
to the campus master plan.
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Included in thisitem are the proposed campus master plan with the revisionsindicated in hexagon
1 (Attachment A) and the previously approved master plan dated September 1994 (Attachment B).
The FEIR isincluded in the agenda mailout.

2.2  Project Objectives

The Board of Trustees has considered the statement of objectives sought by the project as found in
Chapter 2.0 of the FEIR. The Board of Trustees hereby adopts those objectives as part of the project.

For a detailed discussion of the proposed Event Center, the Board of Trustees incorporates by
reference Chapter 2.0 of the FEIR.

SECTION 3: SIGNIFICANT EFFECTSTHAT CANNOT BE MITIGATED TO A LESS
THAN SIGNIFICANT LEVEL

The FEIR identified the following significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level even though the Board of Trustees findsthat all feasible mitigation measures have
been identified and incorporated into the project: (a)Land Use impacts; (b)Traffic and Circulation
impacts; (c) Air Quality impacts; (d) Noise impacts; and (e)Visual Resource impacts. This section
includes the Board of Trustees' findings with respect to the above-mentioned impacts of the project
are addressed below.

3.1 Land Use

3.1.1 Unavoidable Significant Impact: Development of the proposed project would result in the
loss of prime farmland. The project will permanently convert farmland to devel oped uses. Farmland
cannot be recreated due to economic and technological limitations, so no feasible mitigation measures
are available for this impact.

3.1.2 Mitigation Measures. The Board of Trustees finds that there are no feasible mitigation
measures to mitigate the loss of Prime Farmland identified in the FEIR. As described in the Statement
of Overriding Considerations, however, the Board of Trustees has determined that thisimpact is
acceptable because of specific overriding considerations.

3.1.3 Findings: The Board of Trustees findsthat, based on substantial evidence in the record, that
there are no mitigation measures that will reduce the above-described potentially significant effect
on the loss of Prime Farmland to aless-than-significant level. Therefore, the impact would remain
significant and unavoidable. However, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the Public Resources
Code, as described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, the Board of Trustees has
determined that this impact is acceptable because of specific overriding considerations.

3.2  Trangportation, Circulation, and Parking

3.2.1 Unavoidable Significant Impact: Development of the proposed project would increase traffic
congestion at local intersections in the project arearelative to existing conditions.

3.2.2 Mitigation Measures. Mitigation is proposed for the increase in traffic congestion (see FEIR,
Mitigation Measure 4.2-1).
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3.2.3 Findings: The Board of Trusteesfinds that, based on substantial evidencein the record, that
the mitigation measures identified above will reduce the above-described potentially significant
effect on traffic to aless than significant level. However, because implementation of the measure is
under the jurisdiction of the City of Fresno, the university cannot guarantee that the following
mitigation measures would be implemented and the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.
However, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the Public Resources Code, as described in the Statement
of Overriding Considerations, the Board of Trustees has determined that thisimpact is acceptable
because of specific overriding considerations.

3.2.4 Unavoidable Significant Impact: Development of the proposed project would increase
congestion at local intersectionsin the Y ear 2003.

3.25 Mitigation Measures: Mitigation is proposed for the increased congestion (see FEIR
Mitigation Measure 4.2-2).

3.2.6 Findings. The Board of Trustees finds, based on substantial evidence in the record, that the
mitigation measures identified above will reduce the above-described potentially significant effect
on traffic to aless than significant level. However, because implementation of the measure is under
the jurisdiction of the City of Fresno, the university cannot guarantee that the mitigation measures
would be implemented and the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. However, pursuant
to Section 21081(a)(3) of the Public Resources Code, as described in the Statement of Overriding
Considerations, the Board of Trustees has determined that this impact is acceptable because of
specific overriding considerations.

3.2.7 Unavoidable Significant Impact: The proposed project could increase through traffic and
parking in the neighborhood to the south of Shaw Avenue.

3.2-8 Mitigation Measure: Mitigation is proposed for the increase in through traffic and parking
(see FEIR Mitigation Measure 4.2-6).

3.2-9 Findings: The Board of Trustees finds, based on substantial evidence in the record, that the
mitigation measures identified will reduce the above-described potentially significant effect on
traffic to aless than significant level. However, because implementation of the measures is under
the jurisdiction of the City of Fresno, the university cannot guarantee that the mitigation measures
would be implemented and the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. However, pursuant
to Section 21081(a)(3) of the Public Resources Code, as described in the Statement of Overriding
Considerations, the Board of Trustees has determined that thisimpact is acceptable because of
specific overriding considerations.

3.3.  Air Quality

3.3.1 Unavoidable Significant Impact: Project-related traffic would contribute to local CO emission
at levelsthat exceed the federal 8-hour standard.

3.3.2 Mitigation Measures: Mitigation is proposed for the increase in air pollutant in the project
area (see FEIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-1).
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3.3.3 Findings: The Board of Trustees finds, based on substantial evidence in the record, that the
mitigation measures identified will reduce the above-described potentially significant effect on
traffic to aless-than-significant level. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-1(a) is under the
jurisdiction of the City of Fresno, so the university cannot guarantee that the mitigation measures
would be implemented. Mitigation Measure 4.3-1(b) would improve the projects impact on air
quality, but measures to fully offset vehicle emissions are not technically or economically feasible.
Therefore, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. However, pursuant to Section
21081(a)(3) of the Public Resources Code, as described in the Statement of Overriding
Considerations, the Board of Trustees has determined that this impact is acceptable because specific
overriding considerations.

3.3.4 Unavoidable Significant Impact: Operationa emissions resulting from project-related energy
consumption and motor vehicle trip generation could exceed ROG, NO, and CO standards.

3.3.5 Mitigation Measures: Mitigation is proposed for the increase in air pollutants in the project
area (see FEIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-2).

3.3.6 Findings: The Board of Trustees finds, based on substantial evidence in the record, that the
mitigation measures identified will reduce the above-described potentially significant effect on air
quality, but not to aless-than-significant level. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-2(a) is
under the jurisdiction of the City of Fresno, so the university cannot guarantee that the mitigation
measure would be implemented. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2(b) would reduce air emissions, but not
to aless-than-significant level, and economically and technically feasible measuresto fully offset
air emissions are not available. Therefore, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.
However, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the Public Resources Code, as described in the Statement
of Overriding Considerations, the Board of Trustees has determined that thisimpact is acceptable
because specific overriding considerations.

34 Noise

3.4.1 Unavoidable Significant Impact: Project-generated traffic noise at the proposed project would
increase traffic noise in the neighborhood south of the project site.

3.4.2 Mitigation Measures. Mitigation is proposed for the increase in noise in the project area
(see FEIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-3).

3.4.3 Findings. The Board of Trustees finds, based on substantial evidence in the record, that the
mitigation measures identified will reduce the above-described potentially significant effect on
noise levels to aless-than-significant level. However, because implementation of the measure is
under jurisdictions of the City of Fresno, the university cannot guarantee that the mitigation measure
would be implemented and the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. However, pursuant
to Section 21081(a)(3) of the Public Resources Code, as described in the Statement of Overriding
Considerations, the Board of Trustees has determined that this impact is acceptable because of
specific overriding considerations.
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35 Visual Resources and Aesthetics

3.5.1 Unavoidable Significant Impact: The proposed project would alter the visual character of
the project site, which is within a densely developed urban setting. It would not intrude into a
visually critical scenic landscape, or overpower the visual character of surrounding areas.
Architecturally, the design will reflect the existing campus architectural themes, and the scale and
mass of the buildings would not be visually incompatible with its setting. Nonethel ess, the proposed
project would ater the visua character of the project site. The project design incorporates measures
to reduce the visual effect (e.g, landscaping, berms, and architectural features such as setbacks).
However, reactions to architectural details, such as building materials and facade design, vary, and
the judgment of these visua elementsislargely subjective. Someindividuals viewing new buildings
constructed under the proposed project may consider their design visually incompatible with the
surrounding area, and no mitigation is available to address al individual’s visual preferences.

3.5.2 Mitigation Measures: No feasible mitigation measures are proposed for the change in visua
character in the project area.

3.5.3 Findings: The Board of Trustees finds, based on substantial evidence in the record, that no
feasible mitigation measures exist which would offset the visual impact associated with the project.
Therefore, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

SECTION 4. EFFECTS DETERMINED TO BE MITIGATED TO LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT LEVELS

The FEIR identified certain potentially significant effects that could result from the project. However,
the Board of Trustees finds that, based upon substantial evidence in the record, adoption of the
mitigation measures set forth below will reduce those potential significant effects to less than
significant levels.

4.1  Transportation, Circulation, and Parking

4.1.1 Potentia Significant Impacts: The project may result in significant traffic impacts upon
implementation without the adoption of mitigation measures.

4.1.2 Mitigation Measures. The Board of Trustees finds, based on substantial evidence in the
record, that the parking impacts of the project will be reduced to aless-than-significant level by
implementation of the following mitigation measures:

1. Restrict parking Lots A and V for Event Center parking only after 5 PM on any day scheduled
for a sold-out event.

2. Prepare and approve a Traffic Control Plan for the proposed Event Center in consultation
with the Cities of Fresno and Clovis and Caltrans. This plan shall address the different size and
types of eventsthat will be held and shall include, at a minimum, the following:
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Toll Booth Operation

(a) Provide atotal of nine toll booths for sold-out events, and a proportionate number for
under-capacity events.

(b) If feasible, set the parking fee at alevel that minimizes the need to make change (e.g. $5).
(c) Provide asign at each toll booth as follows: “Parking Fee $XX. Please have money ready.”

(d) Provide the opportunity to purchase a parking pass with the event tickets, or include the
parking fee with the ticket price.

Traffic Controls
(e) Provide shuttle buses between offsite parking/gathering places and the Event Center.

(f) Provide the following traffic controls as shown in Figure 4.2-8:

AccessfromtheNorth. The amount of traffic from the north is approximately 2,200 vehicles.
The northernmost proposed parking lot will contain approximately 2,200 parking spaces.
All trips from the north using Chestnut Avenue shall be forced into this|ot viathree inbound
lanes and one outbound lane for emergency vehicles only. The right lane for inbound
traffic shall be coned into the parking access points and used for queuing. No general
circulation shall be allowed past the roadway separating the north and south parking areas
along Chestnut Avenue.

Accessfrom the West. Traffic from the west can make aleft turn at either Maple, Woodrow,
or Chestnut. Each of these locations shall convert one of the eastbound through lanesto a
left turn lane to provide for dual leftsinto the project areafrom 5 PM to past event starting
time, along with police traffic control. Maple Avenue and Woodrow Avenue shall each
alow for two inbound lanesto receive the dual lefts. Traffic accessing from Maple shall be
allowed to use Lots C and V only. Once these |ots are approximately 90 percent full, all
inbound traffic at Maple shall be blocked. Access at Woodrow shall be providedto LotsC
and V, aswell as the westernmost portions of the proposed parking east of WWoodrow. Once
these lots are full, access via Woodrow shall be blocked.

Access from the East. Traffic from the east shall make either aright turn at Chestnut or at
Woodrow. The westbound right lane at Chestnut shall be coned to right turns only and
enters its own lane on northbound Chestnut as a free flowing right turn with police traffic
control. The cross section of Chestnut prior to events shall be one south lane, and three
northbound lanes, two from eastbound left turns or northbound through movements and
one from the westbound coned right turn.

General Control Plan

(9) Conduct apublic outreach program to encourage maximum vehicle capacity, and to enhance
the campus and local community’s understanding of planned circulation, parking controls,
and benefits of ride sharing.
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4.1.3 Findings: The Board of Trusteesfinds that the above mitigation measures are feasible, are
adopted, and will reduce the traffic-related impacts of the project to aless-than-significant level.
Accordingly, the Board of Trusteesfindsthat, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(1) of the Public Resources
Code, changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate
or avoid the traffic impacts as identified in the FEIR.

4.2  Flooding, Drainage, and Water Quality

4.2.1 Potential Significant Impacts: The project may result in significant flooding, drainage, and
water quality impacts upon implementation without adoption of mitigation measures.

4.2.2 Mitigation Measures. The Board of Trustees finds that, based on substantial evidencein
the record, the flooding, drainage and water quality impacts of the project will be reduced to aless-
than-significant level by implementation of the following mitigation measures.

1. The development of the proposed Event Center shall include one of, or a combination of,
the following options to increase the capacity of the Fresno State storm water disposal
capabilitiesin order to fully accommodate the runoff generated by the proposed project. The
option chosen would depend on the availability of additional land, negotiation with FMFCD
for acceptance of additional storm water flow and the associated costs thereof.

(a) Enlarge the Woodrow basin at its present location to include not only the existing disposal
capacity, but also the additional capacity needed for the development.

The Woodrow basin can be enlarged to accommodate the additional storage needed for the
Event Center. Design restrictions of the storm drainage system would need to be incorporated
into the final configuration.

The water surface of the reconstructed basin shall be designed to comply with the hydraulic
design of the existing campus storm water system. As such, the surface area of the resulting
basin may need to be increased in size and/or the basin degpened to accommodate the additional
storage needs.

(b) Relocate and increase the capacity of the Woodrow basin to another areawithin the existing
agricultural fields.

The water surface of the enlarged relocated basin shall be designed to comply with the hydraulic
design of the existing campus storm water system. The surface area of the basin would vary
depending on the location of and the existing ground elevation of the selected site. Due to the
hydraulics of the existing storm water system, alocation with a higher elevation would cause
the pond’ s ground surface area to be larger than a site in alower elevation.

(c) Maintain the size and location of the Woodrow basin to store and dispose of the existing
storm water and construct a separate and independent storm water basin to accommodate the
storm water flow from the proposed Event Center development. The water surface level would
not need to be hydraulically linked to the existing system. An independent ponding basin
would minimize the surface area and depth of the proposed pond.
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(d) Construct additional underground storm drainage collection facilities to allow for the
collection of the additional storm water and minimizing localized surface ponding or surcharge
in the gutters.

(e) Negotiate an amendment to the existing FMFCD agreement to accept additional storm
water flows from Fresno State as aresult of development of the proposed Event Center. The
amendment to the agreement could allow the existing storm water stored in the Woodrow
basin together with the additional storm water generated by the proposed Event Center to
discharge into the collection and disposal system for the FMFCD Improvement District “C”.
Prior to obtaining the amendment, however, the following shall be required of the project:

*Perform a parallel pipe study of the storm drain facilities from the point of connection to
FMFCD Drainage Basin “C”. The study shall identify the existing flows through the pipes and
it's capacity and identify if construction of parallel pipes are necessary.

*Define exactly the drainage area included in this discharge into Improvement District “C”.
*Pay to FMFCD a proportionate share of the costs of obtaining the required storage capacity.

*Construct the parallel piping that would be required to gain capacity in FMFCD’ s storm drain
pipelines.

The final routing of a new storm water pipeline shall be determined in the required study. The
general location of the pipeline is between Barton and Maple Avenues and Shaw and Ashlan
Avenues. The pipeline shall be incorporated into the FMFCD' s collection system and be subject
to their development standards and approval.

2. (a) If construction of any offsite infrastructure needed to serve the proposed project occurs
in undevel oped areas, the campus shall ensure that surveys have been conducted that are
appropriate to the habitats where the infrastructure will be located. Construction of offsite
infrastructure shall not begin until such surveys have been completed, the appropriate agencies
have been consulted, mitigation measures outlined and permits (e.g. 404) have been obtained,
as necessary. Mitigation for these potential impacts could include preservation, on-site
construction, or the purchase of mitigation credits through an agency-approved mitigation
bank or in lieu fee program.

(b) The campus shall document that appropriate cultural resource surveys and mitigation are
completed prior to construction of offsite infrastructure in undevel oped areas.

(c) Implement Mitigation Measures 3 and 4 from the Initial Study, requiring that work stop if
cultural resources are encountered during construction until the resources have been evaluated
and/or recovered.
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4.2.3 Findings: The Board of Trustees finds that the above mitigation measures are feasible, are
adopted, and will reduce the flooding, drainage and water quality-related impacts of the project to
aless-than-significant level. Accordingly, the Board of Trustees finds that, pursuant to Section
21081(a)(1) of the Public Resources Code, changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the flooding, drainage, and water quality
Impacts as identified in the FEIR.

4.3  Utilities

4.3.1 Potential Significant Impacts. Development of the proposed project would result in an
increased water and wastewater demand on the Fresno State domestic water system and wastewater
system.

4.3.2 Mitigation Measures. The Board of Trustees finds that, based on substantial evidence in the
record, the service impacts of the project associated with the provision of water, wastewater and the
removal of solid waste will be reduced to a less-than-significant level by implementation of the
following mitigation measures:

1. (d) A 10" water main shall be constructed from the existing water main at the intersection of
Maple and Shaw Avenues to the proposed Event Center and then to the existing well site
located on the east side of Woodrow Avenue, south of Barstow Avenue. A connection isto be
made to an existing 6" water main located approximately 200 feet north of Scott Avenue. This
“looped water supply” would provide additional flow and pressure capabilities to the project
sitein order to meet its domestic and landscape irrigation water needs.

(b) A booster pump may need to be installed within the proposed building to provide the water
pressure needed to meet the requirements for domestic water and fire flow requirements.

2. The sewer main to be installed for the proposed Event Center shall connect to the campus
sewer system at or near the existing connections to the City of Fresno Wastewater Collection
System. The existing connection is located at the intersection of Maple and Shaw Avenues.

Incorporate into the design of the sewer system serving the proposed Event Center, in
consultation with the City of Fresno, one of the following sewer design alternatives:

*Design and construct a sewer pump lift station at the proposed Event Center with a“wet
well” sized of adequate capacity so as to alow the pump to discharge the wastewater flow at
ametered rate which will not exceed the capacity of the downstream city sewer pipeline

*Design and construct an onsite gravity sewer pipeline and structure system of a size and
configuration which will allow storage of the wastewater during the periods of peak flow. A
metering device is to be constructed in the pipeline which would restrict wastewater flows to
be discharged to the existing city collection system at its allowable capacity.

*Design the sewer system to allow only a portion of the wastewater to flow to the Maple and
Shaw Avenue connection and the remainder to flow to the Cedar Avenue connection.
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*Design the sewer system to connect to the city sewer pipeline connection without any special
provisions to overcome the brief excess capacity flow rate to the city sewer pipeline.

4.3.3 Findings: The Board of Trustees finds that the above mitigation measures are feasible, are
adopted, and will reduce the utility-related impacts of the project to aless-than-significant level.
Accordingly, the Board of Trusteesfinds that, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(1) of the Public Resources
Code, changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate
or avoid the utility impacts as identified in the FEIR.

4.4 Visual Resources and Aesthetics

4.4.1 Potential Significant Impacts. The proposed project could substantially increase glare and
artificial light in the project area.

4.4.2 Mitigation Measures. The Board of Trustees finds that, based upon substantial evidencein
the record, the visual impacts of the project will be reduced to aless-than-significant level by
implementation of the following mitigation measure:

1. The configuration of exterior light fixtures shall emphasize close spacing and lower intensity
light that is directed downward, away from off-site receptors, in order to minimize the effects
of light and glare on adjacent areas.

4.4.3 Findings: The Board of Trustees finds that the above mitigation measure is feasible, is
adopted, and will reduce the visual-related impacts of the project to aless-than-significant level.
Accordingly, the Board of Trusteesfindsthat, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(1) of the Public Resources
Code, changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate
or avoid the visual impacts as identified in the FEIR.

SECTION 5: EFFECTSDETERMINED TO BE NOT SIGNIFICANT OR LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT

The Board of Trustees finds that, based upon substantial evidence in the record, as discussed below,
the following impacts associated with the project are less than significant and no mitigation is
required.

51  Land Use Impacts

5.1.1 Potential Significant Impacts: Based on the information in the FEIR, development of the
proposed project would not be incompatible with existing or planned land uses in the project area.

5.1.2 Findings. The Board of Trustees finds that, based on substantial evidence in the record, the
land use compatibility impacts associated with the project are less than significant and no mitigation
isrequired or recommended.
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5.2  Transportation and Circulation | mpacts

5.2.1 Potentia Significant Impacts. Based on the information in the FEIR, the proposed project
would not increase congestion on the ramps at the future Shaw Avenue interchange with State
Route 168; would not create conflicts between vehicles and bicyclists and pedestrians; and, would
not increase congestion on the ramps at the future Shaw Avenue interchange with State Route 168.

5.2.2 Findings. The Board of Trustees finds that, based on substantial evidence in the record, the
traffic impacts identified above associated with the project are less than significant and no mitigation
isrequired or recommended.

53  Air Quality Impacts

5.3.1 Potential Significant Impacts: Based on the information in the FEIR, implementation of the
proposed project, in combination with cumulative land use development in the project vicinity, and
future changes in the emissions characteristics of the motor vehicle fleet, would not alter traffic
conditions resulting in an increase in CO levels at local intersections.

5.3.2 Findings: The Board of Trustees finds that, based on substantial evidence in the record, the
air quality impacts identified above associated with the project are less than significant and no
mitigation is required or recommended.

54  Noiselmpacts

5.4.1 Potentia Significant Impacts. Based on the information in the FEIR, project-generated traffic
would not increase exterior 24-hour noise levels at existing noise-sensitive areas and project-related
traffic noise in combination with cumulative traffic would not increase future noise levels at existing
noise-sensitive areas; and would not increase short-term noise levels at existing noise-sensitive
areas. Project operation would not generate excessive noise on-site during events.

5.4.2 Findings: The Board of Trustees finds that, based on substantia evidence in the record, the
noise impacts identified above associated with the project are less than significant and no mitigation
Isrequired or recommended.

55  Flooding, Drainage, and Water Quality Impacts

5.5.1 Potential Significant Impacts. Based on information in the FEIR, development of the proposed
project would increase the amount of surface water runoff, which could degrade surface and/or
ground water quality; and the cumulative development within the Fresno/Clovis Metropolitan Area,
including development of the proposed project, would increase the amount of surface water runoff,
exceeding local drainage capacity and degrading surface and/or groundwater quality.

5.5.2 Findings: The Board of Trustees finds that, based on substantial evidence in the record, the
flooding, drainage and water quality impacts identified above associated with the project are less
than significant and no mitigation is required or recommended.
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56  UtilitiesImpacts

5.6.1 Potential Significant Impacts: Based on information in the FEIR, cumul ative devel opment
within the Fresno/Clovis Metropolitan Area, including development of the proposed project, would
not accel erate the overdraft of groundwater resources and would not result in an increased demand
for wastewater treatment. In addition, development of the project would not result in a project-
specific or cumulative increase in the solid waste stream to the landfill.

5.6.2 Findings: The Board of Trustees finds that, based on substantial evidence in the record, the
utility impacts identified above associated with the project are less than significant and no mitigation
isrequired or recommended.

5.7  Visual Resourcesand Aesthetic Impacts
5.7.1 Potentia Significant Impacts. Based on the information in the FEIR, the proposed project
could obstruct views or intrude into major view corridors.

5.7.2 Findings: The Board of Trustees finds that, based on substantial evidence in the record, the
visual impactsidentified above associated with the project are less than significant and no mitigation
isrequired or recommended.

SECTION 6: SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
6.1 Cumulative Land Use Impacts.

6.1.1 Potential Significant Impacts: Based on the information in the FEIR, the cumulative loss of
Prime Farmland is expected to be unavoidably significant.

6.1.2 Mitigation Measures. The Board of Trustees finds that there are no feasible measures available
to mitigate the cumulative loss of Prime Farmland impacts identified in the FEIR. As described in
the Statement of Overriding Considerations, however, the Board of Trustees has determined that
thisimpact is acceptable because of specific overriding considerations.

6.1.3 Findings: Pursuant to Section 21081(a)(1) of the Public Resources Code, changes or
dterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that mitigate or avoid the significant
land use impacts as identified in the FEIR. However, the cumulative loss of Prime Farmland impacts
in conjunction with the loss of Prime Farmland throughout the region due to devel opment must be
considered unavoidably significant. No feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce or
offset this impact. However, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the Public Resources Code, as
described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, the Board of Trustees has determined that
this cumulative loss of Prime Farmland is acceptable because of specific overriding considerations
(see Section 8.0, below).
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6.2  Cumulative Transportation and Circulation | mpacts:

6.2.1 Potentia Significant Impacts:Based on the information in the FEIR, the cumulative traffic
impacts of the project are expected to be unavoidably significant. Due to the increase in traffic in
the area the cumulative impact must be considered significant.

6.2.2 Mitigation Measures: The Board of Trustees finds that there are no feasible measures
available to mitigate the cumulative traffic impacts identified in the FEIR. As described in the
Statement of Overriding Considerations, however, the Board of Trustees has determined thisimpact
is acceptable because of specific overriding considerations.

6.2.3 Findings: Pursuant to Section 21081(a)(1) of the Public Resources Code, changes or
dterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that mitigate or avoid the significant
traffic impacts asidentified in the FEIR. However, cumulative traffic impacts in conjunction with
related development in the region must be considered unavoidably significant because the mitigation
measure (see FEIR, Mitigation Measure 4.2-8) proposed is under another jurisdiction so the university
cannot guarantee that it will be implemented. However, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the
Public Resources Code, as described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, the Board of
Trustees has determined that this cumulative traffic impact is acceptable because of specific
overriding considerations (see Section 8.0, below).

6.3  Cumulative Air Quality Impacts:

6.3.1 Potentia Significant Impacts. Based on the information in the FEIR, the cumulative air
quality impacts of the project are expected to be unavoidably significant. The emissions contribution
of the project to air pollution is marginal, however the cumulative air quality of the project with
related development in the region must be considered significant because regiona emissionsin the
air basin exceed air standards.

6.3.2 Mitigation Measures. The Board of Trustees finds that there are no feasible measures
available to mitigate the cumulative air quality impacts identified in the FEIR. As described in the
Statement of Overriding Considerations, however, the Board of Trustees has determined that this
impact is acceptable because of specific overriding considerations.

6.3.3 Findings: Pursuant to Section 21081(a)(1) of the Public Resources Code, changes or
dterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that mitigate or avoid the significant
air quality impacts as identified in the FEIR. However, cumulative air quality impacts of the project
in conjunction with related development in the region must be considered unavoidably significant
because regional emissionsin the San Joaquin Valley air basin continue to exceed state and federal
standards even after implementation of all feasible air quality mitigation measures (see, FEIR,
Mitigation Measures 4.3-1 and 4.3-2(b)). However, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the Public
Resources Code, as described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, the Board of Trustees
has determined that this cumulative air quality impact is acceptable because of specific overriding
considerations (see Section 8.0, below).
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6.4  Cumulative Visual Resourcesand Aesthetics | mpacts:

6.4.1 Potential Significant Impacts: Based on the information in the FEIR, the cumulative visual
impacts of the project are expected to be unavoidably significant. Development of the proposed
project, in combination with other cumulative development, would contribute to alteration of the
visual character in the Fresno/Clovis Metropolitan Area. The proposed project would be constructed
in an urban setting, and would not intrude into avisualy critical landscape, or overpower the visual
character of surrounding areas. Therefore, the scale and mass of the buildings would not be visually
incompatible with its setting. Nonethel ess, the proposed project would alter the visual character of
the project site. The project design incorporates measures to reduce the visua effect (e.g, landscaping,
berms, and architectural features such as setbacks). However, reactions to architectural details,
such as building materials and facade design, vary, and the judgment of these visual elementsis
largely subjective. Some individuals viewing new buildings constructed under the proposed project
may consider their design visually incompatible with the surrounding area, and no mitigation is
available to address all individual’s visual preferences.

The cumulative contribution to a change in the visual character must be considered significant as
the campus continues to develop.

6.4.2 Mitigation Measures: The Board of Trustees findsthat there are no feasible measures available
to mitigate the cumulative visual impacts identified in the FEIR. As described in the Statement of
Overriding Considerations, however, the Board of Trustees has determined that thisimpact is
acceptable because of specific overriding considerations.

6.4.3 Findings: Pursuant to Section 21081(a)(1) of the Public Resources Code, changes or
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that mitigate or avoid the
significant visual impacts as identified in the FEIR. However, cumulative visual impacts of the
project in conjunction with related development on the campus must be considered unavoidably
significant because given the unknown design of future development and the potential for
individuals to respond negatively to the aesthetics of increased urbanization. No feasible mitigation
measures are available to offset this impact. However, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the
Public Resources Code, as described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, the Board
of Trustees has determined that this cumulative visual impact is acceptable because of specific
overriding considerations (see Section 8.0, below).

SECTION 7: FEASIBILITY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVESAND MITIGATION
MEASURES

7.1  Project Alternatives

The FEIR, Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, contains an analysis of the alternatives to the project,
including the “No Project” aternative. The following alternatives were considered and analyzed in
the FEIR:

(8 No Project Alternative: This alternative assumes that no devel opment occurs on the project site.
This alternative was rejected because it would not meet the objectives of the project and the university.
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(b) Reduced Arena Capacity Alternative: This alternative reduces the size of the Event Center to a
maximum of 11,000 seats, which is the same size as Selland Arena, and would reduce significant
traffic impacts. This alternative was rejected because reducing the overal size of the arena, while
reducing the severity of the impacts, would not meet some of the objectives of the project. This
alternative would not be large enough to host regional NCAA and WA C Conference Championships
(Objective 4). The ability of the Event Center to support the remaining objectives would be lessened
aswell, duetoitsreduced size. An 11,000-seat Event Center would not be economically feasible.
The cost savings for this size venue (relative to the proposed project, with 16,500 seats), would not
be proportionate to the decrease in the number of seats, because of fixed costs. Revenue would be
reduced, because the Event Center would not be able to host the regional championships or other
large commercial events needed to sustain a positive operating budget. Therefore, Fresno State
would continue to use Selland Arena, rather than construct a similar sized arena on campus.

(c) Altered Site Plan Alternative: This alternative would place the Event Center farther north on the
project site and moves the parking to the front of the site adjacent to Shaw Avenue. This alternative
would meet the project objectives; however, this dternative was rgj ected because it would potentially
increase impacts on traffic congestion because of the location of the parking area adjacent to Shaw
Avenue. Vehicles entering the parking areas would stack up (queue) onto Shaw Avenue resulting in
an increase in the severity of traffic impacts. Furthermore, the only impact that would be reduced
under this alternative is the change in visual character. By moving the Event Center away from
Shaw Avenue, it would still be visible from Shaw Avenue, but would not be as visually predominant
as the proposed project. However, this aternative would alter the visual character of the project
site, and may be visually displeasing to those traveling on Shaw Avenue. Therefore, the visual
impact would remain significant.

The FEIR, Table 5-1, provides a comparative analysis of each of the aternatives against the proposed
project. Thistableisincorporated by reference in these findings.

The FEIR does not analyze off-campus or off-site alternatives because the Board of Trustees finds
that other potential campus locations would result in more severe impacts than those identified
under the proposed project and may not meet the project objectives. These issues would result in
potentially more severe impacts than identified for the proposed project. Therefore, it can be
concluded that no feasible alternative location exists to develop the proposed project.

The environmentally superior alternative has been identified as Alternative 2; however, the
Board of Trustees finds this alternative would not meet the objectives of the project and would
not be economically feasible. The Board of Trustees also incorporates the discussion in the
FEIR, Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis with respect to the consideration and rejection of each
alternative to the project.

7.2  Mitigation Measures

The Board of Trustees has considered all of the mitigation measures recommended in the Draft EIR
for the project. None of the recommended measures that are within the university’ sjurisdiction
have been rejected by the Board of Trustees, however, those mitigation measures outside of the
jurisdiction of CSU and within the jurisdiction of alocal agency have been rejected because the
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campus cannot guarantee that they will be implemented. In addition, a few mitigation measures
were either added (in response to public comment) or modified. The added mitigation measures are
contained in the final Mitigation Monitoring Plan. The Board of Trustees finds that most of the
modifications to the mitigation measures are minor clarifications that do not substantially affect
any environmental issues associated with the project.

The following mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, Section 4.2, Traffic and Circulation
were revised in the FEIR as shown (new text underlined; deleted text struck through):

(b) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.2-1(b).

This measure would improve conditions at Chestnut and Barstow Avenuesto LOS D inthe PM and
early evening and LOS C in the weekend midday peak hours. Thisimprovement would be under
the jurisdiction of the City of Fresno.

This measure would improve conditions at Willow and Shaw Avenuesto LOS D in the PM and
weekend midday and LOS C in the AM peak hours.

4.2-4 Restrict parking Lots A and Vfor Event Center parking only after 5 PM on any day scheduled
for a sold-out event.

4.2-5 Prepare and approve a Traffic Control Plan for the proposed Event Center in consultation
with the Cities of Fresno and Clovis and Caltrans. The Traffic Control Plan shall address the
different size and types of events that will be held and shall include, at a minimum, the following:

Toll Booth Operation

(a) Provide atotal of nine toll booths for sold-out events, and a proportionate number for under-
capacity events.

(b) If feasible, set the parking fee at alevel that minimizes the need to make change (e.g. $5).

(c) Provide asign at each toll booth or electronic message center as follows: “Parking Fee $XX.
Please have money ready.”

(d) Provide the opportunity to purchase a parking pass with the event tickets, or include the parking
feein theticket price.
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Traffic Controls
(e) Provide shuttle buses between offsite parking/gathering places and the Event Center.

(f) Provide incentives for multiple occupancy vehicles (priority parking locations).

(g9) Include parking in the purchase of event tickets, and direct those ticket holders to specific lots
by way of northern access routes.

(h) Provide changeable message signs directing traffic to northern access points.

(i) Through the use of coning increase the number of traffic lanes to access northern access routes
before and after events.

(j) Provide the following traffic controls as shown in Figure 4.2-8:

Access from the North — The amount of traffic from the north is approximately 2,200 vehicles.
The northernmost proposed parking lot will contain approximately 2,200 parking spaces. All trips
from the north using Chestnut Avenue shall be forced into thislot viathree inbound lanes and one
outbound lane for emergency vehicles only. The right lane for inbound traffic shall be coned into
the parking access points and used for queuing. No general circulation shall be allowed past the
roadway separating the north and south parking areas along Chestnut Avenue.

Access from the West — Traffic from the west can make aleft turn at either Maple, Woodrow, or
Chestnut. Each of these locations shall convert one of the eastbound through lanesto aleft turn lane
to provide for dual lefts into the project areafrom 5 PM to past event starting time, along with
police traffic control. Maple Avenue and Woodrow Avenue shall each alow for two inbound lanes
to receive the dual lefts. Traffic accessing from Maple shall be allowed to use Lots C and V only.
Once these lots are approximately 90 percent full, all inbound traffic at Maple shall be blocked.
Access at Woodrow shall be provided to Lots C and V, as well as the westernmost portions of the
proposed parking east of Woodrow. Once these lots are full, access via Woodrow shall be blocked.

Access from the East — Traffic from the east shall make either a right turn at Chestnut or at
Woodrow. The westbound right lane at Chestnut shall be coned to right turns only and entersits
own lane on northbound Chestnut as a free flowing right turn with police traffic control. The
cross section of Chestnut prior to events shall be one south lane, and three northbound lanes, two
from eastbound left turns or northbound through movements and one from the westbound coned
right turn.

General Control Plan

(gk) Conduct a public outreach program to encourage maximum use of vehicle capacity, and to
enhance the campus community’ s and general population’s understanding of planned circulation
and parking controls.
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The following mitigation measure contained in the Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Air Quality isrevised in
the FEIR as shown (new text underlined):

4.3-2 (@) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-1.
(b) Where feasible, use electric landscaping equipment.

(c) When feasible, the university shall purchase fleet vehicles (e.g., buses, maintenance vehicles,
etc.) that have the capability of using alternative fuels such as compressed natural gas (CNG) or

electricity.

The following mitigation measure is added to Section 4.6, Utilities: Water Supply, Wastewater
Disposal and Solid Waste:

4.6-1(c) Until improvements are made to the water system, the university shall not schedule
simultaneous events at Bulldog Stadium and the Event Center with a combined attendancein excess
of 41,000 people.

The following mitigation measure, although not required to reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level, isincluded in the Draft EIR, Section 4.6, Utilities: Water Supply, Wastewater
Disposal and Solid Waste.

4.6-2(a) Enlarge the Bullard Basin to accommodate additional surface water flows from FID in
order to facilitate a larger amount of percolation and ground water recharge equal to or greater
than the water pumped from the ground water supply and the loss of the recharge due to agricultural
irrigation. Any increase in the surface area of the basin attributed to the enlargement of the basin
to facilitate a greater degree of ground water discharge may require agricultural landsto be removed
from production.

4.6-2(b) Develop cooper ative agreements between the university and FMFCD in order to allow for
the use of Big Dry Creek Detention Basin (Southeast quadrant of State Highway 168, south of
Ashlan Avenue), for recharge of university surface water entitlements into the ground water supply;
and /or

4.6-2(c) Develop a dedicated on-campus ground water recharge facility. This may require
agricultural lands to be removed from production, however, there may be land areas of the campus
that may be utilized for this purpose which is not in or conducive to agriculture production.

The following mitigation measure contained in the Draft EIR, Section 4.6, Utilities: Water
Supply, Wastewater Disposal, and Solid Waste revised in the FEIR as shown (new text underlined):

4.6-3(a) The sewer main to be installed for the proposed Event Center shall connect to the campus
sewer systemat or near the existing connection to the City of Fresno Wastewater Collection System.
The existing connection is located at the inter section of Maple and Shaw Avenues.



21

ATTACHMENT C
CPB&G—Item 5
September 14-15, 1999

Incorporate into the design of the sewer system serving the proposed Event Center, in consultation
with the City of Fresno, one of the following sewer design alternatives:

*Design and construct a sewer pump lift station at the proposed Event Center with a*“wet well”
sized of adequate capacity so as to allow the pump to discharge the wastewater flow at a metered
rate which will not exceed the capacity of the downstream City sewer pipeline.

*Design and congtruct an onsite gravity sewer pipeline and structure system of asize and configuration
which will allow storage of the wastewater during the periods of peak flow. A metering deviceisto
be constructed in the pipeline which would restrict wastewater flows to be discharged to the existing
city collection system at its allowable capacity.

*Design the sewer system to allow only a portion of the wastewater to flow to the Maple and Shaw
Avenue connection and the remainder to flow to the Cedar Avenue connection.

*Design the sewer system to connect to the City sewer pipeline connection without any special
provisions to overcome the brief excess capacity flow rate to the City sewer pipeline.

4.6-3(b) Until improvements are madeto the Millbrook Avenue Trunk Sewer lineto increase capacity,
theuniversity shall berestricted from scheduling simultaneous events at the footbal | stadium (Bulldog
Sadium) and the Event Center which would exceed a total combined capacity of 41,000 people.

The Board of Trustees finds that the revised mitigation measures are appropriate to further reduce
associated impacts. For this reason, the Board of Trustees adopts the revised mitigation measure.

SECTION 8: STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits of the project against its unavoidabl e risks when determining whether
to approve a project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits of the
project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, those effects may be considered
acceptable (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(a)). CEQA requires the agency to support, in writing,
the specific reasons for considering a project acceptable when significant impacts are not avoided
or substantially lessened. Those reasons must be based on substantial evidence in the FEIR or
elsewhere in the administrative record (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b)).

In accordance with the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the Board of Trustees
finds that the mitigation measures identified in the FEIR and the Mitigation Monitoring Plan, when
implemented, avoid or substantially lessen virtually all of the significant effectsidentified in the
FEIR. Nonetheless, certain significant impacts of the project are unavoidable even after incorporation
of all feasible mitigation measures. These significant unavoidable impacts are: (a) loss of prime
farmland (project-specific and cumulative); (b) increase traffic congestion at local roadways (project-
specific and cumulative); (c) increase through traffic and parking in neighborhoods to the south of
Shaw Avenue; (d) increase in air pollutants (project-specific and cumulative); (e) traffic noise; and
(f) change in visual character of the project site (project-specific and cumulative).
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The Board of Trustees finds that the economic, education, social, and other considerations of the
project outweigh the significant unavoidable impacts identified above. These considerations are
described below, followed by an indication of the specific benefits of the project.

Loss of prime farmland impact. The campus thoroughly reviewed other possible locations on the
campus to locate the proposed project. After thisreview, it was determined that the proposed project
site was the most feasible and ultimately would result in fewer impacts. Any loss of Prime Farmland
is considered a significant impact and no feasible mitigation measures are available to offset the
severity of the impact. However, as discussed below, thisland use impact has been balanced against
the specific benefits of the project.

Increase in traffic congestion impact. Increased traffic associated with the proposed project would
increase traffic congestion at local intersectionsin the project area under cumulative conditions.
Roadway improvements would help to offset the impacts, however, because the campusis legally
constrained from providing funding for off-site traffic improvements they would continue to be
significant and unavoidable under cumulative conditions. As discussed below, this traffic impact
has been balanced against the specific benefits of the project.

Increase in parking and through traffic in those areas south of Shaw Avenue. Increased traffic
associated with the proposed project would increase through traffic and event center parking in
those neighborhoods to the south of the project site on those days when an event is held. Mitigation
is proposed that would reduce the impact on these neighborhoods to a less-than-significant level;
however, because the implementation of these measures would be under the jurisdiction of the
Fresno Police Department, the university cannot guarantee they would be implemented. Therefore,
the impact remains significant and unavoidable. As discussed below this traffic impact has been
bal anced against the specific benefits of the project.

Increasein air pollutants impact. The increase in vehicle traffic would contribute to an increase in
CO emissions at intersections near the project site. These increases in CO emissions would exceed
the federal 8-hour standard. Mitigation is proposed that would help to offset vehicle trips; however,
it would not be substantial enough to reduce the impact to aless-than-significant level. Therefore,
the impact remains significant and unavoidable. As discussed below this air quality impact has
been balanced against the specific benefits of the project.

Increase in traffic noise impact. Those vehicles traveling through and parking in residential
neighborhoods to the south of the campus would expose those residents to vehicle noise and other
noise which could result in the creation of a nuisance. Mitigation is proposed; however, as discussed
previously, implementation of the mitigation would be under the jurisdiction of the City of Fresno.
The university would not be able to guarantee its implementation; therefore, the impact would
remain significant and unavoidable. As discussed below this noise impact has been balanced against
the specific benefits of the project.

Changein visual character impact. Development of the proposed project would significantly alter
the existing visual character of the project site. No mitigation is available to reduce or avoid the
significance of the impact because any development in this areawould result in the creation of the
same significant impact. However, as discussed below this visual impact has been balanced against
the specific benefits of the project.
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The Board of Trustees specifically finds that there are specific overriding economic, legal, social,
technological, and other reasons for approving this project, notwithstanding the disclosure of the
significant unavoidable impacts referred to above. Those reasons are as follows:

(a) The proposed project would provide a state-of-the-art multi-purpose venue at Fresno State to
serve the campus, the residents of the Fresno/Clovis Metropolitan Area, and Central California.

(b) The proposed project would support Fresno State’ s educational mission by providing state- of -
the-art athletic and related academic facilities on campus.

(c) The proposed project would provide avenue for Central Californiathat can host a variety of
events currently not available in the region.

(d) The proposed project would provide an on-campus venue for intercollegiate athletics, academic,
cultural, and entertainment events that are easily accessible to students, faculty, staff, the Fresno/
Clovis community, and regiona and statewide patrons.

(e) The proposed project would provide afacility that would enable Fresno State to host regional
NCAA and WAC Conference Championships (which require capacity of 15,000).

(f) The proposed project would provide an architectural landmark and economic catalyst for the
university and the surrounding nine-county region;

(9) The proposed project would facilitate compliance with Title IX by providing additional on-
campus facilities for women’s athletic programs.

(h) The proposed project would provide an economic benefit to the cities of Fresno and Clovis by
providing temporary construction jobs, permanent service sector and other jobs, sales tax and other
revenue and other economic activity associated with sporting, cultural and other events to be held
at the Event Center.

(i) The proposed project uses campus land resources as efficiently as possible.

In addition to the project benefits, some of the comment |etters received on the Draft EIR expressed
support for the project and its goals. For example, the City of Fresno’ |etter stated that the proposed
project “will be amajor attraction for the entire Fresno region and [we] are very appreciative of the
time and effort that has gone into its design and planning”.

On balance, the Board of Trustees finds that there are specific economic, legal, social, technologicd,
and other considerations associated with the project that serve to override and outweigh the project’s
significant unavoidable effects and, this, the adverse effects are considered acceptable.
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California State University, Fresno
Campus Master Plan Revision for the Multi-Pur pose Event Center

Environmental Mitigation M easures Monitoring and Reporting Plan

1. Thechancellor or hisdesigneeis delegated responsibility for implementation and any
revisions to this plan.

2. Anannual Environmental Mitigation Measure Monitoring Report based on the attached
Environmental Mitigation Measures and Monitoring Summary shall be prepared for this
project by campus staff or until project compliance with the required mitigation measuresis
complete, whichever occurs first. The report shall be on filein Capital Planning, Design and
Construction, Office of the Chancellor, The California State University, 401 Golden Shore,
Long Beach, California 90802, and the office or Facilities Planning, California State
University, Fresno, 5241 North Maple Avenue, Fresno, California 93740. The report shall
describe the status of all mitigation measures for the project adopted by the Board of
Trustees.

3. Once Significant construction is begun and underway at the site, monitoring of the
mitigation measures associated with construction shall be included in the responsibilities of
the designated university construction supervision staff. The designated staff shall prepare
or cause to be prepared reports of such monitoring no less than once ayear until the project
Is complete and occupied.

4.  Any substantive change in the monitoring and reporting plan made by campus staff shall be
reported in writing to the executive chancellor/chief financial officer business and finance.
Reference to such changes shall be made in the Environmental Mitigation measure
Monitoring Report prepared by the campus staff.

The board finds this plan adequate to meet the requirements of Public Resources Code Section
21081.6.
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COMMITTEE ON CAMPUSPLANNING, BUILDINGSAND GROUNDS
Campus Master Plan Revision—California State Univer sity, Sacramento

Presentation By
J. Patrick Drohan, Assistant Vice Chancellor
Capital Planning, Design and Construction

Summary

This item requests approval of arevised campus master plan for California State University,
Sacramento. Attachment A is the proposed campus master plan with revisions indicated in
hexagons and Attachment B is the existing master plan approved by the Board of Trusteesin
January 1995.

Recommended Action
Approval of the resolution.
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COMMITTEE ON CAMPUS PLANNING, BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS
Campus Master Plan Revision—California State Univer sity, Sacramento

Background

The campus master plan for CSU Sacramento provides for an enrollment of 25,000 full-time
equivalent students. The Board of Trustees approved the original plan in June 1964 and the last
major revision in January 1995. This proposal refines and expands the devel opment of the
unimproved south campus area. Project components include: relocating a parking structure;
adjusting, enlarging and renaming the multipurpose arena and the KXPR studio building; and
adding the regional and continuing education building and the research/office building.

Proposed Revisions

Parking Sructure (Hexagon 1)
Relocate the 1,800-space parking structure from the north campus dormitory area to the south
campus (facility number 99).

Arena/Convocation Center/Recreation Center (Hexagon 2)

The existing master plan indicates a multipurpose arena of approximately 60,000 gross square
feet (gsf) which includes a 5,000-seat gymnasium. The revision adjusts and enlarges the building
footprint to expand the facility to approximately 180,000 gsf; increases gymnasium-seating
capacity to 8,000 to support commencement and conferences; adds recreation center activity/
support spaces; and changes the project name from multipurpose arena to arena/convocation
center/recreation center (facility number 109).

Regional and Continuing Education Building (Hexagon 3)

Add a 50,000 gsf regional and continuing education building complex that includes classrooms,
computer |aboratories, meeting/seminar rooms, and administrative and support spaces (facility
number 88).

Capital Public Radio Building (Hexagon 4)

Rename the KX PR studio building to Capital Public Radio Building and adjust the building
footprint to reflect the future building size and location (facility number 108).

Resear ch/Office Building (Hexagon 5)
Replace the warehouse with a 60,000 gsf research/office building (facility number 81).
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Fiscal I mpact

Implementation of the proposed master plan revision adds nonstate funded projects at an esti-
mated cost of $50 million in current dollars.

California Environmental Quality Act Action

Aninitial study has been completed and a Negative Declaration prepared pursuant to the Califor-
nia Environmental Quality Act. The Negative Declaration was filed with the State Clearinghouse
on July 23, 1999 and the required 30-day public review period will end on August 21, 1999. No
adverse public comments have been received as of the date this item was prepared. A copy of the
Negative Declaration will be available at the board meeting, and any adverse public comments
will be reported.

The following resolution is recommended for approval:

RESOLVED, By the Board of Trustees of The California State University, that
upon consideration of the information provided in the Negative Declaration
prepared for the campus master plan revision for California State University,
Sacramento, the board finds that:

1. The Negative Declaration has been prepared for the project pursuant to the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act;

2. The proposed master plan revision will not have a significant effect on the
environment; and

3. Therevision will benefit The California State University; and, be it further
RESOLVED, That the chancellor is requested, under the Delegation of Authority
by the Board of Trustees, to file the Notice of Determination for the California
State University, Sacramento, campus master plan revision; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the California State University, Sacramento campus master
plan revision, dated September 1999, is approved.
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September 14-15, 1999

COMMITTEE ON CAMPUSPLANNING, BUILDINGSAND GROUNDS
Streamlining Policies on Professional Appointmentsand Approval of Schematic Plans

Presentation By

J. Patrick Drohan, Assistant Vice Chancellor
Capital Planning, Design and Construction

Summary

This agenda item proposes streamlining the professional appointment process and schematic plan
reviews. The item was presented at the July 1999 committee meeting and held over to provide
trustees additional time to consider the proposal.

Recommended Action
Approval of the resolution.
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COMMITTEE ON CAMPUSPLANNING, BUILDINGSAND GROUNDS

Streamlining Policies on Professional Appointments and Approval of Schematic Plans

Over the years, the Committee on Campus Planning, Buildings and Grounds and the Board of
Trustees have streamlined various processes by delegating certain actions to the chancellor. Past
delegations include master plan revisions, professional appointments, approval of schematic
plans, and the handling of temporary facilities. The committee has thus been able to focus its
attention on larger, non-operational issues like the annual capital outlay budget. This item pro-
poses modifications to two existing delegations: (1) streamlining the professional appointment
process, and (2) schematic plan approvals.

Recommended Changesto the Policy on Professional Appointments

Attachment A contains the proposed revisions to the Board of Trustees policy on professional
appointments. Currently, the campuses send their professional appointment selections to Capital
Planning, Design and Construction (CPDC). CPDC then prepares an information item reporting
these selections to the Board of Trustees. In keeping with decentralized capital outlay manage-
ment, we are proposing to modify the current policy by eliminating the requirement to present
professional appointments to the committee. Instead, CPDC will simply review the selections
itself. The actual selections are always made from a pre-approved, pre-screened list of qualified
architects maintained by CPDC.

This policy revision also includes a housekeeping measure that clarifies the use of project spe-
cific criteriawhen selecting architectural firms. Finally, some minor edits are included to reflect
changing the office name from Physical Planning and Development to Capital Planning, Design
and Construction.

Recommended Changeto the Policy on Approval of Schematic Plans and Amendment to
the Standing Orders of the Board of Trustees

Currently, the committee and the board approve schematic plans for major capital outlay building
projects over $1 million. The chancellor, or designee, is delegated authority to approve schematic
plans for major capital outlay building projects under $1 million. The chancellor also has del-
egated authority on all remodel and utilitarian projects, regardless of cost, unless they are archi-
tecturally significant. Architecturally significant projects are aways presented to the board for
approval. To reduce the number of small projects coming before the committee, we recommend
that the board increase the chancellor’s or designee’ s delegated major capital outlay approval
authority from $1 million to $3 million. This change requires amending the Board of Trustees
Standing Orders 87.d. Approval of Schematic Planswhich the Committee on Organization and
Rulesis being asked to do in a companion agendaitem.
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The following resolution is recommended for approval:

RESOLVED, By the Board of Trustees of The California State University, that the
revised “ Policy on the Appointment of Architectural Firms for State and Nonstate
Funded Major Capital Outlay Projects’ contained in Attachment A of Agendaltem 7,
of the September 14-15, 1999 meeting of the Committee on Campus Planning, Build-
ings be approved; and, beit further

RESOLVED, That the Board of Trustees delegates authority to the chancellor or
designee to approve schematic plans for major capital outlay projects with a project
cost of up to $3 million.
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BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

Policy on the Appointment of Architectural Firmsfor
State and Nonstate Funded M ajor Capital Outlay Projects

|. Purpose

The purpose of this policy isto establish awell-defined and fair procedure to be used by the
chancellor’ s office and the campuses in the selection of architectural firms to design major
capital outlay projects.

1. Policy

It isthe policy of the Board of Trustees of the California State University (CSU) to identify and
effectively utilize the professional skills of the architectural firms most highly qualified for a
CSU project, and to base the CSU architect selection process on the professional qualifications
and past performance of the applicant firms. It is further the policy of the trustees to endeavor to
hire architects who can create efficient, functional and aesthetically pleasing buildings and
facilities that further the mission of the CSU.

I11. Procedure

A. Notice/Announcement

Once each year, the Chancellor’ s Office shall announce and publish a notice that the CSU desires
submittals of a questionnaire and brochure from al architectural firms interested in performing
architectural servicesfor the CSU during the following fiscal year.

B. Submittals and Staff Review

Once each year interested architectural firms shall submit the completed questionnaire and
brochure by an announced date to the Chancellor’ s Office, Attention: Office of Physiea-Planning
and-Bevelopment (PPD) Capital Planning, Design and Construction (CPDC). The Chancellor’s
Office will evaluate the eligibility of each firm by reviewing the questionnaires and brochures of
each firm. They will then place the firms in appropriate categories based on project types and
construction value.

PPD CPDC shall prepare alist of prequalified architects upon completion of the evaluation. The
approved firms will immediately be notified of their approval for consideration during the fol-
lowing fiscal year.

C. Short List/Interviews/Appointments of Architectural Firms

Once a capital outlay project has been funded approved, the PPD&a&EFafehﬁeeHNHﬁreparea
written-criteria, relevant to the project to-be designed, campus will use appropriate project spe-

cific criteriato select from CPDC'slist of prequalified architects, a group of architectural firms.
The campus will develop ashort list of not less than three firms and prepare invitations to the
short




2

ATTACHMENT A
CPB&G—Item 7
September 14-15, 1999

listed firmsto be interviewed. The campus will form a panel for the purpose of interviewing the
short list of architects. The panel may contact previous clients and users of projects designed by
the short listed firms and, upon completion of the interviews, prioritize the list of firms and
establish afirst, second, and third order of preference. Upon completion of the interview process,
the campus, if it determines to enter into an agreement, shall select the firm rated first and notify
the architect of the intended appointment.

In the event that it is not possible to conclude an agreement for architectural servicesfor any
reason with the first choice appointed architect, the campus shall terminate negotiations with the
architect and enter into a contract with the architect rated next in preference. In the event that an
architect is unable to complete architectural services once under agreement, the campus shall
terminate the agreement and enter into an agreement with a firm approved by the panel that is
qualified to complete the project.

Each campus shall advise PPB CPDC of its selections as soon as they are made: and the informa-
tion will be reviewed for compliance with the Board of Trustees policy and added to the campus
f|Ie mamtamed in the svstem offlce PPD-w




