CAL POLY MASTER PLAN ~ Volume II
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

This section of the Final EIR (FEIR) presents the responses to public comments made on the Cal Poly Master Plan and Draft EIR (DEIR).  Each letter commenting on the Plan and DEIR has been assigned a number, from 1 to 59.  Within each letter, comments have been numbered in ascending order.  A unique number that consists of the number assigned to the comment letter, followed by the comment number, identifies comments and responses.  For example, the comment and responses identified as 1-1 represents the first comment in the first letter.  Subsequent comment from that letter would be identified as 1-2, 1-3, etc.  The second comment letter would commence with 2-1, 2-2, etc.  The person making the comment is the “commenter,” and is identified before the response.  Some comments do not pertain to physical environmental issues, but responses are included to provide additional information for use by decision-makers.  Many of the comments spoke directly to issues with the Master Plan.  Responses to these are included here.  Also included in the FEIR are staff-initiated text changes and errata.

List of Persons Commenting on the Cal Poly Master Plan and DEIR

	1
	Terry Roberts
	State Clearing House
	5-Dec

	2
	Allen Settle
	SLO City Mayor
	13-Dec

	3
	John Mandeville/Arnold Jonas
	SLO City Council
	7-Dec

	4
	John Moss
	Utilities Director
	5-Dec

	5
	Michael McCluskey
	SLO City-Director of Public Works
	12-Dec

	6
	Barry Lajoie
	Air Pollution Control District
	7-Dec

	7
	Roger W. Briggs
	CA Reg. Water Quality Cont. Bd.
	16-Nov

	8
	Larry Newland
	CA Dept. of Transportation
	8-Dec

	9
	Ron DeCarli
	SLOCOG
	7-Dec

	10
	Harvey Greenwald
	Academic Senate
	29-Nov

	11
	Jasmine Watts
	Student
	4-Dec

	12
	Ali Schlageter
	Student 
	4-Dec

	13
	Andre von Muhlen
	Student
	1-Dec

	14
	Bob Ladd
	
	4-Dec

	15
	Anonymous
	Student
	4-Dec

	16
	Brianna Holan
	Student
	4-Dec

	17
	Brooke Saavedra
	Student
	4-Dec

	18
	Chad Gifford
	Student
	4-Dec

	19
	Chad Gifford
	Student
	5-Dec

	20
	Anonymous
	
	4-Dec

	21
	Dale Sutliff
	LAC/College of Architecture
	18-Nov

	22
	Doug Piirto
	Professor-NRM (CAGRLUC)
	5-Dec

	23
	Dr. Richard Kranzdorf
	Professor-Pol Sci. Dept.
	5-Dec

	24
	Eugene Jud
	Professor- CE
	8-Dec

	25
	Glen Lawson
	Student (Senior Project)
	6-Dec

	26
	James Vilkitis
	Professor-NRM 
	6-Dec

	27
	Anonymous
	
	4-Dec

	28
	Jenny Wong
	Student
	4-Dec

	29
	Ken Scotto
	CAGR Land Use Committee
	8-Dec

	30
	Ken Solomon
	Bio-Resource/Ag. Engineering 
	15-Nov

	31
	Mark Shelton
	College of Agriculture
	26-Oct

	32
	Norm Pillsbury
	NRM Dept. Head
	5-Dec

	33
	Obadiah Bartholomy 
	Student - ME (via Paul Zingg)
	4-Dec

	34
	Phil Ashley
	Bio. Science Dept.
	8-Dec

	35
	Rick Johnson
	ASI
	6-Dec

	36
	Rob Rutherford
	Animal Sciences
	29-Nov

	37
	Roger Gambs
	Biological Science
	20-Sep

	38
	Sarah Brown
	Student
	4-Dec

	39
	Scott Cooke
	Resident (& Staff at Cal Poly)
	30-Nov

	40
	Scott Steinmaus
	Crop Sciences
	21-Nov

	41
	Simon Robertshaw
	Student
	22-Nov

	42
	Stephen Kaminaka
	Professor-Bio Res/Ag. Eng.
	6-Dec

	43
	Steven Marx
	English Dept., Resident
	26-Nov

	44
	Tyson Carroll
	Student (Landscape Arch.)
	5-Dec

	45
	V.L. Holland
	Chair-Biological Sciences
	6-Dec

	46
	Yasman Okano
	Student
	4-Dec

	47
	Anonymous
	
	4-Dec

	48
	Carlyn Christianson
	Action for Healthy Communities
	16-Nov

	49
	Donna Duerk
	Foundation Board Member
	8-Dec

	50
	Frank Mumford
	Foundation Director
	14-Dec

	51
	John Beccia
	Life on Planet Earth
	6-Dec

	52
	Neighbors
	Bishops Peak Neighbor Assoc.
	8-Dec

	53
	Pamela M. Heatherington
	ECOSLO
	7-Dec

	54
	Patricia Wilmore
	Chamber of Commerce
	7-Dec

	55
	Terry Elfrink
	Resident
	8-Dec

	56
	Ben Fine
	
	

	57
	Shredder
	New Times
	

	58
	
	RQN
	

	59
	Margot MacDonald
	
	

	60
	Paul Zingg, Chair
	University Planning And Budget Advisory Committee
	25-Oct
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Letter 1

Mr. Terry Roberts

State Clearinghouse

December 5, 2000

1-1
No comments were received from the agencies receiving the EIR via the State Clearinghouse. 

Response
Other, local agencies have responded to the EIR and their comments follow.  No response required
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June 12, 2000 O

‘Warren Baker, President
California Polytechnic State University
San Luis Obispo, CA 93407

Dear Dr. Baker:”

First, on behalf of the San Luis Obispo City Council, we wish to thank you for the inclusive and open process that
has been followed in your preparation of the Prefiminary Draft of the Cal Poly Master Plan. Allowing the various
stakeholder groups to have early, substantive input has resulted in a document that appears to be very well done

and broadly supported. Everyone associated with production of the document are to be commended for the effort.

As you know, the Preliminary Draft was initially introduced to the City Council in April. Since that time our staff
has had the opportunity to review it in detail. On June 6, 2000, the City Council considered our staffs
recommendations, along with added public input. We now offer our formal comments on the draft, which are
attached. We ask that you incorporate into the final draft as many of our suggestions as possible.

To put our comments into context, we recognize that the Master Plan effort is primarily driven by the University's l“l
educational function, and so it contains several elements that are of little direct concem to our residents (ie.

curriculum, organization). Therefore, we have focused our comments on what most of residents are concemned

with, which are those plan aspects that dicectly impact them in their neighborhcods ~ for example, student housing,
automobile traffic and parking, fighting and noise. In this regard, we are also forwarding suggestions provided by
Residents for Quality Neighborhoods (RQN). RQN represents those most directly affected by on-campus activities

and development, and we ask that you give their suggestions very serious consideration.

Our single, strongest recommendation has to do with implementing the plan. We ask that you assure that the 2.2
necessary resources are in place -- and accountability appropriately assigned — so that future changes on campus a
managed with a sincere commitment toward protecting existing neighbors. “Keeping the faith” in this regard is

simply essential, if we are to overcome trust and other issues that have surrounded enrollment and campus growth

issues for many years.

In closing, we wish to thank you once again for your diligence and inclusiveness in preparing a plan that not enly
addresses the needs of the University, but that is also sensitive to the very legitimate concemns of residents. This
kind of continuing pannership bodes well for the fuure. We look forward to working with you as the plan is
implemented over the next several years.

Sincerely,

S
Allen K. Settle
Mayor

Attachments: 1. City Comments
2. RQN Comments

The City of San Luls Obispo ks committad 10 include the disabled in al of its services. umgmmsandlulB 13
Talecommunications Davica for tha Deal (805) 781.7410







Letter 2

Mayor Allen Settle

City of San Luis Obispo

December 6, 2000

2-1
The Mayor suggests that while most of the City’s comments from the last draft were incorporated, a few remain.  Further, many comments from RQN were not addressed in the draft.

Response
See responses to letter number 58, Residents for Quality Neighborhoods.  The remaining City responses are set forth in responses to letter number 3, below.

2-2
The mayor recommends that realistic and sincere implementation of the plan is important.

Response
The comment is noted.  Please refer to the revised text in Chapter 7 on implementation of the Master Plan.  Following adoption of the Master Plan, Cal Poly will engage in a series of implementation studies (specified in Chapter 7).  As projects are planned and built, they will be reviewed and monitored for compliance with the environmental analysis as well as with meeting plan expectations to reinforce the academic quality of the University.  The Campus Planning Committee will review the Master Plan annually so as to determine whether conditions have changed sufficiently to warrant a major update.

One of the responsibilities of the Campus Planning Committee (CPC) is to monitor the implementation of the Master Plan.  The CPC sees project proposals as part of the five-year capital improvement program, submitted annually to the California State University (CSU).  When a specific building or landscape project is being designed, the CPC assesses its consistency with the Master Plan and sees the environmental assessment.  If the proposal differs from the Master Plan, the campus, with CPC approval, may forward a request for amendment to the CSU Board of Trustees.  As the CSU is most concerned with enrollment capacity and physical construction, the system requires campus review of enrollment levels and facilities annually.  

The Campus Planning Committee will add responsibility for an annual review of the assumptions underlying the master plan and its policies, so as to identify when a major update may be required.  This annual review will include an update on compliance with the Master Plan mitigation monitoring program.  The Academic Senate has urged that the University assess the impacts of enrollment growth on academic quality for each phase of Master Plan implementation.  This analysis should occur as part of Cal Poly’s assessment and accountability efforts, including academic program review.
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CITY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO

FROM: John Mandeville, Long Range Planning Manager
BY: Arnold Jonas, Consultant
SUBJECT: Review and Comment on the October 10, 2000, Draft Cal Poly Master

Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report
CAO RECOMMENDATION:

1. Consider the recommended comments outlined in the staff report, and any additional
recommendations from Council Members and/or the public.

2. Authorize the Mayor to sign a letter forwarding the City’s comments to the University.
REPORT IN BRIEF

This report provides the City Council with its second formal opportunity this year to provide
comments to Cal Poly regarding its proposed Master Plan update. In addition, comments are also
provided on the accompanying Environmental Impact Report.

The first opportunity for the City to comment on the Plan, the “Text Preview Draft”, occurred on
Tune 6, 2000. A number of suggestions were forwarded to University officials at that time. With
few exceptions, City comments have been accommodated by revised text, evaluation in the Draft
EIR, or will be addressed in further, more detailed studies that will follow adoption of the Master
Plan document.

In this report, staff recommends that the University make further effort to accommodate the
suggestions remaining from the June 6 review, in particular those submitted by the Residents for
Quality Neighborhoods. In addition, the following concepts are strongly encouraged.

1. Commitment to neighborhood preservation through redesignation of the remaining I 3-‘
“ancillary activities” area at the Grand Avenue / Slack Street intersection to “natural
environment”, and addition of another double-ended arrow indicating potential '3-1
neighborhood conflicts.

2. Designate the hill area above the dorms to “natural environment”. I 3-3

3. Incorporate provisions for retaining in open, undeveloped uses the lands shown as |3"'
“outdoor teaching and learning”.

4. Elevate Stenner Creek to the same level of environmental protection and enhancement as 3- 5
Brizzolara Creek.

1B-1
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5. Insure that retail and other support activities do not conflict with, or establish inequitable
advantage over, similar facilities and services in the off-campus community. 3' b

6. Reinforce the recognition that housing impacts are the major community concemn for l 3-7
additional University growth, and make every effort to provide on-campus housing for
the greatest possible number of students, including fraternities and sororities. 3-8

7. Cite the Heery Sports Facilities Master Plan, and the Jones and Stokes Noise Study, and | 3-9
show their use in the evaluation of the future location of Mustang Stadium. I 3-10
-

8. Include documentation on the generation of the 2,000 space parking reduction. l 3l

9. Clarify the purpose and potential future uses of the Goldtree site, and assure that any
development there will not conflict with, or inequitably compete with, off-campus | 3112
community resources.

10. Include a definitive process for Plan amendment, which assures community involvement 8- ’
and consultation.

DISCUSSION
Background and Overview

The stated goal of Cal Poly’s proposed new Master Plan is to provide piinciples and guidelines
for the physical development of the University to sustain its distinctive mission as a polytechnic
university into the 21st century. The Plan is designed to meet the educational needs of the
campus, respond to external developments in higher education, and perhaps most importantly for
the residents of San Luis Obispo, address the role of the University as a member of its larger
community.

The current, or 4th, revision to the University Master Plan was adopted in 1970, and established
an enrollment capacity of 15,000 Full Time Equivalent Students (FTES). Subsequent revisions to
add or change building sites resulted from piecemeal planning for new projects - thus a major
review was felt to be long overdue.

The projected increase in college-bound students in California referred to as ‘Tidal Wave II °
expands the need for higher education. The high demand for a Cal Poly education, particularly in
programs not generally available at other public universities in California, brings that pressure to
San Luis Obispo. The existing investment in specialized programs, the number and quality of
applications for admission, and the economic and sociefal contributions of graduates all
contribute to the perception of Cal Poly as a candidate for growth.

The Master Plan draft is the product of nearly four years, to date, of a joint University-
community planning process at Cal Poly. During that time the University has involved large
numbers of community members, including City residents, City Council members, City
Advisory Body members, and staff, in various Task Forces and focus groups to assure that

1B-2







[image: image5.png]Council Agenda Report—Cal Poly Master Plan Update
Page 3

community responsibility would be adequately accommodated in the final document. The Master
Plan team applied principles from campus and community sask forces to designate future land
uses and develop physical plan elements.

As guidance for approximately the next 20 years, the Master Plan addresses academic program
demand, physical and environmental constraints and opportunities, and capital and operating
budget requirements to support a future enrollment of 17,500 net academic year, and 2,500
summer, full-time equivalent students (FTES). The Plan aiso anticipates a modest increase in
technology-supported instruction and enhancements to curricula and advising to accelerate
student progress to degree completion. Together these operational changes designed to increase
summer enrollment, apply technology and facilitate student progress, are expected to increase
college year enroliment by about 9 percent without increasing fall headcount.

The physical development portion of the Master Plan focuses on land use and circulation issues
associated with increasing enrollment during the Academic Year, as this scenario involves the
most extensive physical change on campus. Enrollment growth projections by Cal Poly, which
are significantly below the 30% increase preferred by the Regeats of the State University
System, are for a 1.5% growth rate, considered a moderate growth rate by Cal Poly, translate into
2 Fall Quarter headcount (at the end of the Plan period) of approximately 20,900 students and
about 3,200 regular faculty and staff - an increase of about 17 percent over present capacity. The
increase is intended to be accomplished in phases, over approximately 20 years. The Master Plan
redevelops and consolidates academic facilities within an expanded. instructional core south of
Brizzolara Creek.

At the same time, the Plan is designed to protect natural environmental features and agricultural
lands that form the character of the campus. Two major components in this regard are the
rehabilitation of a significant stretch of Brizzolara Creek currently used for instructional and
support structures and related facilities, and administration of agricultural activities to minimize,
or eliminate altogether, adverse impacts on sensitive habitat or biological areas on campus.

A central feature of the plan involves creating new student residential communities
accommodating approximately 3,000 additional students on-campus, and provision of faculty
and staff housing, outside the instructional core on University lands west of Highway 1, and
possibly at other sites within the city. Student services, and recreational facilities, would be
cxpanded commensurate with increased enrollment. Although parking may increase over
existing numbers, the ratio of parking to students is planned to decrease during the planning
period and emphasis on alternative forms of transportation to the automobile will be stressed.

The Master Plan takes a broad approach to the analysis of the most suitable future use of Cal
Poly’s lands in both San Luis Obispo and Santa Cruz counties, including management practices
to protect the University’s unique natural environment, and integration within the context of the
larger surrounding environment (including the City of San Luis Obispo). The following is a
summary of land use concepts included in the Plan.
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Natural Environment

Environmentally sensitive areas and assets are designated as an overlay, determined by physical
and biologica! features of the land. Principle focus is on stewardship, protection and restoration.

Outdoor Teaching and Learning

“Living laboratories ” (e.g., agricultural fields and units, ecological study areas, and design
village) are central to Cal Poly ’s mission and will remain integrated with the campus. Sensitivity
to the operation of these programs within the larger context of the campus ecosystem will be
stressed.

Campus Instructional Core

Additional enrollment requires some expansion of the campus core for instruction and support.
Principles focus on creating a compact, “student-friendly, learner-centered “area with more open
space heavily emphasizing better pedestrian, bicycle, and alternative forms of transportation.
Residential Communities

New student housing complexes are conceived as living/learning communities, directly
accessible to the campus instructional core. New undergraduate student housing on campus will
reduce community impacts by providing housing to accommodate the whale of the projected
student growth.

Recreation

Flexible outdoor recreational fields and indoor facilities will serve the changing student
population.

Circulation, Altemative Transportation, and Parking

Circulation systems both provide access to the campus and movement within it. The Master Plan
encourages alternative forms of transportation to reduce congestion and parking. Internal
circulation focuses on “user-friendly ” pedestrian, bicycle, and public transportation access.
Public Facilities and Utilities

Essential support facilities will be located outside the campus instructional core unless they
require a central location to function effectively.

Support Activities and Services

A wide array of academic and support activities will be available to serve Cal Poly ’s diverse
student, faculty, staff and visitor populations - in both the instructional core and new residential
communities.
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Ancillary Activities and Facilities

A number of activities that serve the broader community as well as Cal Poly are considered
complementary to the University’s instructional mission. Not all of these facilities need to be
provided within the campus instructional core, such as the applied research patk, or conference
center, being suggested for the Goldtree area in the northwest corner of the campus.

Master Plan Development Process

The Plan development process has extended over several years, and included direct community
input via the various Task Forces established for that purpose, a number of public meetings, and
circulation of a Text Preview Draft, the May 1, 2000 Preliminary Master Plan Draft, and now the
Qctober 10, 2000, Master Plan and Draft Environmental Impact report to Task Force members,
interested regulatory agencies, and community organizations, groups and citizens, for review and
comment.

Disposition of Previous City Comments

The May 1, 2000, Preliminary Drat plan was the subject of consideration by the City Council at
their meeting held June 6, 2000. As a result of that meeting, a number of comments by city staff,
Dr. and Mrs. Curtis Collins, and Residents for Quality Neighborhoods were forwarded to Cal
Poly for consideration. Attachment A presents an annotated list of those comments, indicating
their dispositicn relative to the current draft document. Cal Poly has prepared Attachment B, a
response matrix for all comments received on the Preliminary Master Plan Draft.

With few exceptions, the city comments have been accommodated by revised text, evaluation in
the Draft EIR, or will be addressed in further, more detailed, studies that will follow adoption of
the Master Plan document. The Circulation and Parking section of the Plan, and the Draft EIR,
addresses the Collins® comments. The RQN comments included a number of specific text
proposals, which for the most part have not been incorporated into the current document. Cal
Poly staff states that the proposed text was not incorporated because the total elimination of
Jimpacts on established residential neighborhoods, a basic precept of the RQN comments, is not
technically possible. As a consequence, the University cannot promise to entirely eliminate
impacts. They do note that the current version of the plan, and the DEIR, contain various sections
that address the underlying issues raised by the RQN, and mitigate related impacts to the greatest
extent possible. University officials also commit to working closely with neighborhoods as actual
projects are developed, as the City has urged, and as further discussed later in this report relative
to Chapter 7 of the Plan.

Cal Poly should continue to positively address the comments on the previous draft plan
(Attachment 1) that were provided to them via the Mayor’s June, 2000, letter. Although most of
these earlier City comments have been addressed, as outlined in the analysis in Attachment 1,
some continue to need further attention. Key among these are:
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1. Additional consideration should be given to making a bolder, action based, statement | R
promoting alternative transportation.

2. Additional policy language should be added to the Master Plan text to insure that City
design policies and standards are followed to the greatest extent possible for all off- 34S
campus housing developments.

3. Cal Poly should make every effort to amend, or adapt, University System policy so that
fraternal housing can be located on campus, as occurs at other state-funded universities. 1

4. The Jones and Stokes noise study for the Cal Poly Sports Complex should be referenced
in the Master Plan, and its use in the preparation of the Plan verified. 3 '\1

5. The Plan should include a strong commitment to unified analysis and planning techniques
with the City to facilitate a higher level of awareness and accuracy in both jurisdictions. I 3"8

6. The proposed Parking Management focused study, included as an implementation effort,
should be given high priority considering the importance of parking impacts, and the
need for strong commitment to effective mitigation measures.

3-14

7. Inclusion of the suggested language by the Residents for Quality Neighborhoods relating
to light and glare is appropriate considering the EIR evaluation, an interest in reducing i-18
the need to refer to the EIR as well 2s the Plan, and for clarity in the Plan text.

8. The Constraints Summary Map should be amended to include designation of the Goldtree l -2\
site, and a double-ended arrow should be added at the southeast comer of the Slack
Street/Grand Avenue intersection to indicate potential neighborhood conflicts in that I 3-12
quadrant of the intersection.

9. The language proposed by the Residents for Quality Neighborhoods relating to
environmental consequences of planned residential uses near existing neighborhoods, and 3-1%
Highway 1, should be included in the Plan text to insure compatible development in those
areas.

10. The Plan text should be amended to clarify what constitutes a “commercial component”,
as well as the nature of anticipated uses in the instructional core and the Goldtree site to
insure avoidance of impacts on residential neighborhoods, and potential competition with
community business interests.

11. Additional environmental review for future projects, as appropriate and necessary, should ! g_!

3-14

e condirmned by 2dQHIGRE PR Lt
Comments on the October 10, 2000, Master Plan and Draft EIR

Analysis of the current draft has generated the foll

nts in addition ta thaca of tha
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Ch.4, Existing Conditions

Page 58. Constraints Summary Map

The Constraints Summary Map includes several double-ended arrows showing general

areas of potential neighborhood conflicts. An additional arrow should be added to the east 3-2b
side of Grand Avenue, south of Slack Street, to indicate that conflict potential will

continue to exist in that area as well.

Ch. 5, Physical Plan Elements

Page 70, Land Use Map. San Luis Creek Watershed

This map includes several land use designations in the “outdoor teaching and learning”

category, which covers the bulk of the campus property, encompassing all of the
agricultural use and natural habitat areas. The steep hillside area to the east, or rear, of the

residential dorm area is shown in the general outdoor classification, although it is 3-17
otherwise surrounded by the “natural environment” category. Given the topography of

this area, which does not appear suitable for agricultural use, and its relation to the

campus core, this area should also be shown as “natural environment”.

Page 71, Campus Development Map (re: Grand/Slack Neighborhood Interface)

The Campus Development Map has been modified from earlier versions so that it

provides ‘a diagrammatic indication of the ancillary facilities (additional residential

dorms, and a visitors center, described at pages 194-195)) now anticipated for the Grand
Avenue/Slack Street site. The impression now created is that the remainder of the site, 3-28
which is at the campus/community interface, will be left in a natural state. Given the

sensitive nature of this location to the nearby residential neighborhood the area should,

therefore, be shown as permanently in open space. This can be done by removing the

pink shading indicating the possibility of future development, and replacing it with the

Natural Environment land use category.

Page 78, Stewardship (re: Open Space Protection)

The Plan text discusses the concept of “outdoor teaching and learning” and
“environmentally sensitive areas” (first paragraph, Plan Components — Land Use
Designations, page 67) as designations for the natural and undeveloped open areas of the

campus, setting them apart from the more typical “open space” designation found in most

land use plans. The implication is that the campus lands are potentially more heavily

used, at least in part, than their non-university, “open space” brethren. Regardless of these 3'1 1
distinctions, the Plan should incorporate a commitment to retaining these lands in open,
undeveloped uses in a fashion similar to that of the City of San Luis Obispo open space

lands.. The section at page 78, Natural Environment, Stewardship, wouid be a logical

location for such a2 commitment.
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Page 98, Other Creek Enhancement Activities (re: Protection/Restoration of Stenner
Creek also)

This short paragraph deals with Stenner Creek, which flows in large part through lands
used mainly for agricultural related uses. The text promotes activities to ensure no further
degradation of the creek area. This is in contrast to the preceding discussion of
Brizzolara Creek, its relationship to the campus core, and restorative and/or enhancement
activities proposed for that waterway. The two streams comprise the major waterways on
the heavily used part of the campus, and are shown in the same land use designation on
page 70. Given that, they should be recognized as equivalent resources and be provided
equivalent levels of protection and restoration. This would require a commitment to
activities beyond arresting degradation on Stenner Creek, by extending and reinforcing
the language on page 98 to activity levels afforded Brizzolara Creek.

Page 106, Uses (re: Provision of commercial activities on-campus)

The Plan anticipates provision of a variety of services and activities on-campus of a non-
instructional character in support of the primary educational effort. General retail,
franchised food outlets, personal services, rental of automobiles and recreation
equipment, and entertainment facilities such as movie theaters, are examples listed. Cal
Poly staff has stated that the recent University Union Master Plan was a major resource
for defining the type and extent of the supporting uses, and will be attached to the Master
Plan as an appendix. It would be helpful if the document were more readily available for
community review prior to Plan adoption. The concept of providing such facilities and
services, thus substantially reducing the need for off-campus trips by faculty and students,
is sound. However, it nmeeds to be balanced with community concern regarding
duplication of services already provided off-campus, to assure that an atmosphere of
unfair competition is not created, and that such uses do not draw from the larger
community thus increasing impacts on adjoining residential areas. The provision of these
facilities- and services should be sufficiently explored prior to implementation to
minimize community impact. If they are to be provided, utmost effort should be made for
provision of the desired goods and services through contract, or other arrangements, with
conumunity sources. The potential of these services drawing non-students to the campus
and further impacting the nearby neighborhoods should also be considered.

Page 128, Residential Communities, Feasibility

The Plan incorporates the admirable goal of providing new housing to accommodate any
increase in the student population during the life of the plan. In this respect Plan policies
conform to City General Plan policies (Land Use Element Section 1.4, and Housing
Element Section 10.2.4) requiring mitigation of any additional impacts resulting from
growth. New residential construction now underway (800 student beds) will be available
early in the plan period, and development of the Request for Proposals for the next phases
of student housing (approximately 1300 beds on two sites), as well as faculty and staff
accommodations, is already underway. Given the incremental natere of housing
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production, during the early life of the plan this activity could actually result in an

increase in housing supply that wiil exceed the growth in student population. The
requirement that student housing be self-supporting, however, gives rise to community

concerns that providing additional housing to accommodate all new students might not be

realized under some circumstances. This section should more clearly elaborate on the 3 "37.
source of housing development funds, the nature and operation of “partnerships”, the

likelihood of funds being available when needed, and the potential for the California Stats

University System imposing their preferred 33% student growth rate on Cal Poly, rather

than the locally proposed 17% increase that would be accommodated by planned new

housing.

Page 137, Introduction {re: Heery Sports Facilities Master Plan citation)

Reference is made in the second sentence to the Heery Sports Facilities Master Plan, but a

citation to this document does not appear elsewhere in the campus plan document, or the

Draft EIR. Given the importance of the Heery Plan as a basis for the amount, location and
development of sports facilities on campus, and the sensitivity of the adjoining 3 - ; 3
community to potential impacts from the operation of the facilities, the availability of this

document for reference should be made clear.

Page 138, third paragraph, last sentence (re: Mustang Stadium location clarification)

The Plan states: “The football program, however, will remain at its present location at

Mustang Stadium during the initial phases of the Master Plan”, and the Recreation/Sports

Facilities Map on page 141 shows the stadium at its present location. However,
succeeding discussion of the athletic field house, page 142, Mustang Stadium, page 143,

and Mustang Stadium impacts in the Draft EIR at page 290, result in a concern among ; - 3'.'
community residents that the “initial phases” of the plan (at least relative to the stadium

lecation) may not be long-lived. These various sections, and perhaps others pertinent to

this topic, should be better integrated and coordinated so that the adjoining residential
community has a clear understanding of the actual potential for change of the stadium

location. Any relocation of the stadium will likely be strongly opposed.

Page 164, Pedestrian Circulation Map

The designation: “Controls to Inhibit At-Grade Pedestrian Crossing” should also be 3- 3 s
shown along the railroad right-of-way bounding the west side of the instructional core.

Pape 165, second bullet

The citation should be “Americans With Disabilities Act”. I 3 -3

Page 165, third bullet (re: creek side trail)

The pedestrian path along Brizzolara Creek should be located outside the creek itself, or
the adjacent riparian vegetation. The creek side trail should be shown to make use of the s '37
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same creek crossing as the pedestrian path from the H-1, 2, and 3 residential areas to the
campus instructional core to minimize the number of creek crossings.

Page 168, Campus Shuttle

An enhanced University leadership image, and additional air quality benefits, would
result from employing electric or similar low-emissions vehicles for this service. 3 - 38

Page 170, second paragraph, last sentence

The referenced roadway section does not include an indication of pedestrian crossings. I 3 s o
-

Page 185, Parking Demand

The Plan proposes a reduction of 2,000 parking spaces at build-out as compared to the

number requized if present parking ratios were to continue. There appears to be no
documentation in the Plan, or the Draft EIR, verifying the feasibility of this reduced

number of parking spaces, or the basis of its generation. Inadvertent omission of an 3_!."
appendix to the traffic study included in the EIR may be the cause. Thus, the reader

cannot confirm the viability of this desirable goal. Additional text clarifying this situation

is very important, as campus generated parking demand is of critical concern to adjoining

residential neighborhoods, and overall community impact.

Page 194, Issues (re: Goldtree Site concemns})

The issues included in this section, Ancillary Activities and Facilities, appear to be only
introspective to the campus environment. However, given the non-specific character of
examples of potential uses for the Goldtree site, there is the unknown potential for
significant community conflicts as well. Competition with community businesses, sprawl
of urban uses into planned rural areas, and generation of urban impacts such as aesthetics,
traffic, noise, and light and glare, as well as impacts to wildlife corridors and habitat, 3 .ql
should be more thoroughly evaluated before committing to this land use on even a
conceptual basis. As with the comments concerning retail and other non-instructional
uses above (Page 106, Uses), there is substantial community concern for establishment by
the University of subsidized competition with off-campus locations and providers of
identical (or at least similar) services and facilities. The Plan should be made explicit
regarding the nature of the proposed development, and that it will be non-competitive
with off-campus community resources.

Chapter 7, Implementation

Page 333, Communication and Consultation (re: Community and Neighborhoods)

This four-page section is one of the most important to the long run success of the Plan,
relative to the surrounding community. It documents a process of on-going 3 'q 1
communication and consultation that is intended to verify University concerns for its
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neighbors, and facilitate continuation of the interactive relationship established during
plan preparation. It can be made even stronger through inclusion of a definitive
description of the process that will be followed for Plan amendment.

Page 337, Studies, Standards and Guidelines

This section includes a number of proposals for Design Guidelines and Facility
Standards, Focused Studies, and Area Studies that are intended to facilitate
implementation of the adopted Master Plan. Some are already available, or in production.
The list includes a significant number of items, but may not be comprehensive of all of
the suggestions contained within the body of the plan text. The authors should assure that
the list is comprehensive upon plan adoption.

Conclusion

The Master Plan is a well-written, logical document that deals with a number of issue areas
associated with operation of the University. Once adopted and implemented, it has the potential
for bringing order and greater efficiency to use of University resources, while fulfifling an even
larger educational role than at present. Plan implementation should also reduce the impact of the
University on the surrounding community, even with an expanding student population. The Plan
contains proposals for reorganization, redevelopment and intensification of various land uses that
are consistent with contemporary urban planning theory. Intensification of the instructional core,
relocation and extension of circulation facilities, provision of perimeter parking facilities
convenient to major university entrances, promotion of alternative modes of transportation,
designation of protected natural areas, and an enlightened housing policy exemplify beneficial
design features. At its heart, the Plan is driven by the educational function of the University, and
thus contains a number of curriculum, organizational structure, and other elements that are of
little direct concern to the city residents.

While this may be true, most persons in the community are concemed with those aspects of the
plan that directly impact them and their daily lives, such as student housing, automobile traffic
parking, and noise. The City provides a vital link between the University and the community
and has, therefore, focused its earlier comments, and those proposed in this report, on these
concerns. A continued responsiveness to our comments, atong with those offered by RQN, can
go a long way toward addressing long-standing concerns and will usher in a new era of
cooperation regarding campus growth and development issues.

Finally, one of the most significant contributions of the Master Plan is the open and inclusive
process that has been followed during its development. A new paradigm of campus-community
interaction has been established by utilizing community task forces, multiple, progressive draft
document Teview, and public meetings for comment. University President Baker bas stated that
the Plan is intended to be a living document, and that he expects cooperative interaction to
continue into the future. Continuing review and improvement activities could begin as early as
the first quarter of 2001. The City is enthusiastic about participating in this opportunity to jointly
guide the future development of our community and its surroundings. Through such cooperation,
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realization of the University’s educational goals can be achieved in the most effective and least
disruptive manor to the larger community in which it is located.

CONCURRENCES

The Police Chief, Neighborhood Services Manager, Transportation Planner, Assistant City
Administrative Officer, Assistant to the CAQ, Economic Development Manager, Natural
Resources Manager, and Long Range Planning Manager participated in the preparation of this
report.

ATTACHMENTS

1. June 12, 2000, letter from Mayor Settle
2.
3. Response Matrix for all comments received on the Preliminary Draft Master plan, prepared

Disposition of City Comments from the June 6, 2000, City Council Meeting

by Cal Poly
Drafl letter from the Mayor concerning the current Draft Master Plan
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June 12, 2000

Warren Baker, President
California Polytechnic State University
San Luis Obispo, CA 93407

Dear Dr. Baker:

First, on behalf of the San Luis Obispo City Council, we wish to thank you for the inclusive and open process that
has been followed in your preparation of the Preliminary Draft of the Cal Poly Master Plan. Allowing the various
stakeholder groups to have early, substantive input has resulted in a document that appears to be very well done

and broadly supported. Everyone associated with production of the document are to be commended for the effort.

As you know, the Preliminary Draft was initially introduced to the City Council in April. Since that time our staff
has had the opportunity to review it in detail. On June 6, 2000, the City Council considered our staffs’
recommendations, along with added public input. We now offer our formai comments on the draft, which are
attached. We ask that you incorporate into the final draft as many of our suggestions as possible.

To put our comments inta context, we recognize that the Master Plan effort is primarily driven by the University’s
educational function, and so it contains several elements that are of little direct concern to our residents (ie.
curriculum, organization). Therefore, we have focused our comments on what most of residents are concerned
with, which are those plan aspects that directly impact them in their neighborhoods - for exarple, student housing,
automobile traffic and parking, lighting and noise. In this regard, we are also forwarding suggestions provided by
Residents for Quality Neighborhoods (RQN). RQN represents those most directly affected by on-campus activities
and development, and we ask that you give their suggestions very serious consideration.

Qur single, strongest recommendation has to do with impiementing the plan. We ask that you assure that the
necessary resources are in place — and accountability appropriately assigned — so that future changes on campus are
managed with a sincere commitment toward protecting existing neighbors. “Keeping the faith” in this regard is
simply essential, if we are to overcome trust and other issues that have surrounded enrollment and campus growth
issues for many years.

In closing, we wish to thank you ence again for your diligence and inclusiveness in preparing a plan that not only
addresses the needs of the University, but that is also sensitive to the very legitimate concerns of residents. This
kind of continuing partnership bodes well for the future. We look forward to working with you as the plan is
implemented over the next several years.

Sincerely, /
W

Allen K. Seutle
Mayor

Attachments: 1. City Comments
2. RQN Comments

The City of San Luls Obispo is commitied (0 inciude tha disabled in af of its services, programs and milzB -13
Telecommunications Devioe for the Deal (805) 781-7410 &
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DPISPOSITION OF CITY COMMENTS FROM THE JUNE 6, 2000,
CITY COUNCIL MEETING

Bold, italicized text relates to the disposition of each comment based on the October 10,
2000, Cal Poly Master Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report

Ch. 2 - Guiding Framework

Pg. 13, Transportation Programs (Question 3, second bullet)

Page 1 of 15

Solving transportation and access issues for the Cal Poly population is equally
important with that of the housing issue. Commitment should be shown for
addressing this area by having the transportation policy read as follows:

1. “Taking actions that cause students, faculty and staff to shift away
from automobiles toward alternative transportation systems...”

Language unchanged. Additional consideration should be given to making a
bolder, action biased, statement promoting alternative transportation.

Pg. 35, Question 3 - f.

Should include specific mention of resources such as sewer, water, etc. If the Plan
is to be “self mitigating” there needs to be more focus on essential services
(particularly water and sewer), and close coordination. with service provider — the
City.

The Master Plan includes a listing of current and projected Studies, Standards
and Guidelines, starting af page 337, that are intended to facilitate
implementation of the adopted Master Plan. Included is an item titled “Utility
Capacity and Distribution Studies”, which will respond to this comment. The
Plan also includes a specific section titled “Communications and
Consultation”, page 333, which defines a commitment to interaction with
appropriate communily agencies, groups and individuals during Plan
implementation.

Ch.3, Long-Range Enrollment Scenarios

Pg. 25, No More On-Campus Academic Year Enrollment

Cal Poly should give additional consideration to the use of evening programs to
increase student capacity without increasing the Full Time Equivalent Students
(FTES) maximum. A well-pianned and administered evening program would
provide class availability to regular students who have employment or similar
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conflicts during the day, as well as other community members who might not
otherwise be able to take advantage of the University resource.

Reflected in revised text, pages 26 and 27.

Pg. 27, Cal Poly Past and Alternate Future Growth Rates

Cal Poly should work with the City when considering significant growth
scenarios, relative to impacts to services and resource capacity. The City plans its
resource capacities, e.g. sewage treatment upgrades, based upon a 1% planning
growth rate. If Cal Poly accelerates its growth, it may outpace the capacity of
shared City services. This should be recognized and addressed by the Master
Plan.

Utilities Capacity and Distribution Studies, and consultation with the City, are
proposed, pages 333 through 338. Cal Poly staff indicates that the preferred
1.5% growth rate would not result in deficiencies in water supply when
evaluated using the City’s stringent drought analysis criteria.

Pg. 27. Enroliment Projections (table of numbers)

Re-title “1999 Baseline — no increase in FTE” to “Current masfer plan limit:
15,000 FTE.” By including the date the reader can confuse the “Base Line”
scenario with the actual 1999 enrollment forecasts.

Title changed.

Existing Conditions

Pg. 46, Existing Conditions, Constraints and Opportunities Analysis: Railroad

Union Pacific is probably not the only constraint to the location or relocation of “at
grade crossings.” The California Public Utilities Commission (PUC) may also be
involved in approving new locations.

Text amended to reference Public Utilities Commission.

Pg. 49, Existing Conditions, Constraints and Opportunities Analysis; Traffic

Highland Drive west of the Cal Poly campus is another student-impacted area where
residents have complained about traffic speeds and volumes. The Mumray Street
area and bridging streets between California Boulevard and Grand Avenue — e.g.
Fredericks Street — would also likely be affected.

Reference to Highland Drive included in revised text.
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Ch. 5, Physical Plan Elements

Pe. 59, Circulation, Alternative Transportation and Parking

The first sentence of this section states, “... most students, faculty and staff continue
to commute by car.” This plan section would benefit from a clear policy statement
concerning how people should access the campus, and the purpose of on-campus
parking.

Identified text (now located on page 69) is unchanged. However, pages 176
through 180 of the current text accommodate a specific section titled “Alternative
Transportation”. The initial sentence of that section indicates the importance of
alternative transportation concepts to the campus community and the successful
implementation of the plan. It reads: “The need to bring people te campus in a
more efficient and environmentally responsible way is so important that the
subject merits a separate element in the Master Plan’.

Pp. 62, Faculty Housing West of Highway 1 {paragraph 3).

The plan states that faculty and staff housing may be built west of Route 1. One the
physical challenges in developing this site is the potential visual impact of multi-
story housing at this location. The City’s Scenic Highway Section of its Circulation
Element shows the adjoining highway section as having high value and the
panoramic views of the Morros, with the City in the foreground. Therefore, lower
scale structures should be considered — regardiess of the type of urban land use that
is established there.

A Master Plan implementation study titled “Highway 1 Housing Sites Study” is
proposed at page 339, including coordination. with CalTrans and the City. The
Draft EIR also nofes that consultation will be required. Additional policy
language should be added to the Master Plan text fo insure that City design
policies and standards are followed to the greatest extent possible.

Pg. 71, Riparian Corridor Protection and Restoration.

This section should mention recognition of Cal Poly’s responsibility for
“watershed protection” as well, lo ensure that en campus activities, €.g.
agricultural operations, don’t negatively impact water quality. Riparian buffers
may be insufficient on their own to ensure water quality protection. Nowhere in
this chapter is water quality mentioned as either an issue, or as a plan component.

Water quality is addressed in the Draft EIR, pages 230 — 233. The conclusions
are that water quality impacts resulting from plan implementation will be at, or
can be mitigated to less than, significant levels.
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Pg. 73, Best Management Practices.

Best Management Practices should extend beyond physical features, ¢.g. slope
banks and riparan cormrdors, and include preater emphasis on operational
programs, such as agricultural practices, dairy operations, farm waste
disposal/management, and hazardous waste management.

The development of Best Management Practices (BMP) is included in the
Implementation Chapter, page 338. BMPs are referenced in the Outdoor
Teaching and Learning section, pages 86-99, relative to program issues as well
as physical concerns.

Pg. 45, Plan Components - Overall Future Land Use (paragraph 4)

Presumably, the environmental impact report being prepared will evaluate the traffic
impacts on the parking garage planned near the California-Foothill intersection. The
EIR needs to look at alternative designs for the intersection including the western
leg of Foothill Boulevard where it crosses the railroad.  Under current conditions,
the presence of the railroad complicates this intersection’s operation. And, it is
especially unfriendly for bicycle and pedestrian access.

This issue is evaluated in the Draft EIR, with.the Foothill/California intersection
being projected at Level of Service (LOS) D following Master Plan
implementation. LOS D is acceptable by City standards.

Pg. 112, Residential Communities, Existing Conditions and Issues, Tssues (Off
Campus Student Housing)

The plan mentions competition between Cal Poly and Cuesta students for off-
campus housing. From the community’s perspective, another issue that must be
addressed is competition of non-student houscholds for rental housing with both Cal
Poly and Cuesta students, and the cost disadvantage that they face. Maybe this
could be identified as a positive effect of accommodating enrollment increases
through the expansion of on-campus housing and through mandatory Freshman
residency.

Non-student housing needs are recognized in the revised text at page 126.

Pg. 121, Off-Campus Student Housing Programs

There will be continued interest in cooperative efforts between the City and Cal
Poly to explore on-campus options for locating fraternities. If it has not already been
done, this factor could be explored as part of the residential communities companent
of the Plan.
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The Plan notes af page 136 that State University policy requires non-
discrimination in all on-campus housing. Fraternal and other organizations
having qualified membership must, therefore, be located off-campus. In the
short-run this approach conforms to City General Plan Housing Element Policy
8.3.4. However, that same policy promotes the long-run location of
fraternity/sorority living groups on-campus.

Pg. 130, "Environmental Consequences” boxes

The 1997 EIR for the Cal Poly Sports Complex is referenced in these boxes. In
addition, the August, 1997, Final Sound Study for the Cal Poly Sports Complex,
prepared for the City by Jones and Stokes Associates, Inc., should be referenced and
utilized during preparation of the environmental impact report for the Plan.

The Draft EIR discusses noise impacts on page 290 through 292. The Jones and
Stokes study is not currently referenced, but should be to indicate and verify its
use in preparing the document.

Pg. 141 (paragraph 4), Circulation

The plan seems to imply that off-campus bikeways are discontinuous. While this
staternent may apply to east-west pedestrian travel (which is complicated by the
railroad), the City has installed continuous bike lanes leading to campus on Foothill
and California Boulevards and on Grand Avenue. Bike lanes are also provided by
the State on Route 1. Bike lanes may also be considered on Slack Street west of
Grand Avenue (an active study item of the City's Bicycle Committee). In any case,
the coordination and integration of bicycle routes on and off campus is critical to
achieving the greatest level of success from this transportation mode. Also, the City
has provided bicycle lanes and sidewalks that connect adjoining neighborhoods to
the south of the Cal Poly Campus, thereby helping facilitate two additional
alternative modes. In fact, installing bike lanes on all streets leading to the campus
was our top priority.

Plan text, page 156, was modified to recognize this comment.

Pg. 143, Bicycle Friendly

Based on random-sample surveys conducted by the City of San Luis Obispo in
1990, 1997 and 1999, Cal Poly students have steadily reduced their use of bicycles
while vehicle usage has increased. Improving bikeways on campus and reducing
conflicts with motor vehicle traffic can help to reverse this trend. Cal Poly should
also look at other incentives that might be provided such as the “Trip Reduction
Incentive Program™ established by the City for its employees — which might be
adapted to address student and Cal Poly employee modal choices.
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Incentives are discussed on page 178, and a Bicycle System study is included as a
Master Plan implementation effort at page 338.

Pg. 158, Principles

Cal Poly should provide for specific consideration of the fiture use of recycled
water as a component or principal of this Master Plan. Cooperation with the City
in the development of its water reuse program where feasible, would fit nicely
with many of the principals for sustainability, resource comservation and
integration of the campus with the community that already contained in the Plan.

Develepment of a “second use” water system for landscape irrigation is now
included at page 154.

Pg. 162, Alternative Transportation, Plan Components

Here are a few additional thoughts:

o Involve the Transportation Engineering, Architecture, City and Regional
Planning, Natural Resources Management Departments, and others, in
integrating multi-modal concepts into their cumricula and sponsoring
demonstration projects and activities.

o Ensure that all new student housing projects include conveniently located
and secure enclosed storage space for overnight bicycle parking, and short
term bike racks for daytime access.

o Include in the Plan modal split objectives that allow for measuring the
performance of transportation and parking programs, as recommended by
the Circulation Task Force. Including them will allow translation of the
associated goals into measurable targets that then can be tied to monitoring
programs. -

o Prepare and adopt an Alternative Transportation Enhancement Plan (ATEP)
that spells out exactly how the broad programs described on page 123 will
be implemented. This plan would also address mechanisms for reducing
parking demand referenced on page 126.

These and related ideas will be addressed in the focused implementation study
“Access and Alternative Transportation”, noted on page 337, that is now

underway.

Pg. 163, Modal Split Table
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The modal split information included in the Plan indicates that aimost 40% of the
students are commuting to school by walking. The City's own random sample of
households with San Luis Obispo show significantly different results, although both
show a significant decline in the use of bicycles. Cal Poly and the City should
work together to develop a unified approach that provides the best information.

No change in current text. The Communication and Implementation section,
beginning on page 333, promotes cooperation between the University and the City
in these types ef planning activities. University commitment to this type of
cooperation will facilitate a higher level of awareness and accuracy in both
Jurisdictions.

Pg. 170, Parking, Parking Demand

It is difficult to evaluate the significance of the 2,000 parking space reduction
without understanding what percentage of the new parking demand this figure
represents. This percentage would better illustrate Cal Poly’s commitment to
demand reduction strategies.  Also, it would be helpful to present the change in
parking ratios between the current base year situation and the forecast year of 2021.

The revised text does not include a percentage relationship of the parking demand
numbers. Page 185 does include a statement regarding the productior of a
campus access and parking management plan to implement the Master Plan, and
a Parking Management focused study is included in the Implementation section,
page 338. This study should be given high priority considering the importance of
parking impacts, and the need for strong commitment o effective mitigation
measures.

Pg. 170, Parking, Freshman Parking

Strict controls on the use of antomobiles by Freshmen, and all students who live
within a specified distance from campus (say one mile), are especially atractive and
are strongly supported by the City. Combined with other measures, they represent a
proactive method for Cal Poly to address an important part of the parking and traffic
congestion issues.

Freshman Parking, and Geographic (parking) Controls are included at page 185.
COMMUNITY COMMENTS

By telephone message to City staff, Dr. and Mrs. Curtis Collins, residents of

Fredericks Street, expressed concern for exacerbation of parking and traffic problems

in their neighborhood, particularly if the student population increases.

Parking and traffic problems in residential neighborhoods adjacent to campus are
the concern of a number of community residents. The Circulation and Parking
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sections of the Master Plan, as well as the Draft EIR analysis pay particular
attention to these issues. A number of policies and mitigations are included in

various sections that aim to alter the use of automobiles by faculty and students,
and thus reduce these impacts to acceptable levels.

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM RESIDENTS FOR QUALITY
NEIGHBORHOOUDS FOR PRESERVATION AND PROTECTION
OF RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODSIN THE CAL POLY MASTER PLAN
(AND INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY)

1. RECOMMENDATION:

The Cal Poly Neighborhood Relations Task Force, hereinafter referred to as
the “Task Force" contains the following simple Guiding Principle for
Planning New Development on Campus”;

“New development on campus shalf be designed to eliminate impacts on
established neighborhoods, rather than to create designs that generate
ongoing conflicts between the University and residential neighborhoods.”

Action: Add this guiding principle directly in the text of the master
plan.

Rationale: This demonstrates a real commitment to neighborhoods.

Recommended text not added to Master Plan. Cal Poly staff feels that the
Master Plan and its associated Draft EIR mitigate the anticipated impacts {on

and off campus) to the greatest extent possible, but that it cannot be promised to
eliminate impacts entirely in either area.

2. OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS: (additions are in underlined italics)

Page 13, Question 3, last bullet

Action: Change to read: “Planning future campus facilities so as to
mitigate environmental impacts on and off campus as part of the

project design”
Rationale: Question 3 deals with impacts of enrollment growth on the

character and resource capacity of the surrounding communities. This
answer makes that clearer.

Cal Poly staff states that the Master Plan / EIR process was structured 1o
mitigate impacts (on and off campns) as the Plan was developed, through
various appropriate changes to the Pilan design. In many cases, future
implementation of the various Plan programs and projects will require
additional environmental evaluation to assure adequate mitigation based on a
more complete understanding of project details.
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Page 28. Paragraph 4
Action: Add the following, so that the paragraph reads:
“First, campus policy regarding the number or proportion of students to
be housed on campus contributes directly to the continuation and
reinforcement of Cal Poly's character as a residential university. There
is an existing shortage of affordable, desirable housing on campus.
This should be corrected. The assumption guiding the Master Plan is
the principle that Cal Poly should provide housing on campus for as
much of this existing shortage as possible and for all additional
undergraduate students. This principle includes provision of
appropriate housing types, support services and amenities to enhance
the residential environment as a place for learning.”
Rationale: This is Task Force recommendation # 1, page 6-13 of the
staff report. It acknowledges the EXISTING, large backiog of housing
shortage on campus which has resuited from not building housing for
many years, as welt as projected future shortages.

Suggested text changes are not included. The Plan section Residential
Communities, beginning at page 124, states that with the addition of 3,600 beds
during the plan period approximately one-third of the undergraduate student
population can be housed on-campus. Planned faculty and staff
accommodations would further mitigate the housing impact of enrollment
expansion. Appropriate locations for university related residential development,
and funding to produce such housing, are restraining factors on the total
ameunt of housing that can be provided.

Page 47. Last paragraph continuing on Page 49

“Policy Constraints”; {This is under the “Existing Conditions”, section of the

Master Plan and it describes the four impacts of new campus

development on neighborhoods. It also contains the only discussion of

“Neighborhood Disputes” and neighborhood agreements in the Master

Plan.]
Action: add a final sentence so that the paragraph now reads,
“This category includes areas where campus or Califernia State
University policy differs from city and county regulations and
practices, neighborhood disputes, and issues of concern to
students, staff and faculty. Dealing with these issues on the sports
complex and parking structure has resulted in agreements between
Cal Poly and adjacent neighborhoods to mitigate impacts. _“To
eliminate ongoing conflicts between the University and established
residential neighborhoods, the University shall be proactive in
enforcing its agreements, rather than reactive and complaint
driven.”
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Rationale: This is a Task Force recommendation for proactively
eliminating ongoing conflicts between Cal Poly and neighborhoods.

The suggested text is not included in this paragraph, now located af the bottom
of page 57. Cal Poly staff respond that the Master Plan / EIR process itself is
proactive in anticipation of change and inclusion of appropriate mitigation. In
particular, Chapter 7, Implementation, is seen as continuing community dialog
into the future in a proactive fashion.

Background:

Both the Sports Complex and the Performing Arts Center parking
structure mentioned above are defined in the Master Plan as “Faciliies
Ancillary Activities”. The Task Force also addressed this type of campus
facility:

“t should be recognized that large, new developments on campus which
are dependent on both the student population AND & large commercial
draw from non-student populations, may have significantly larger impacts
on residential neighborhoods than those developments which depend
upon the student population alone. Developments with & commercial
component may also require proportionately larger efforts and costs to
eliminate negative impacts on established residential neighborhoods.”
Task Force recommendation #7, page 6-12 of the staff report.

Page 49. “Light and Glare”

Action: Change sentence to read, “This issue was important with
the sports complex and parking structure, but these impacts will be
mitigated by appropriate design”.

Rationale: This is the one sentence in the Master Plan which
proactively addresses light and glare impacts generated by campus
development. This more clearly incorporates Task Force guiding
Principle #2.

The suggested text is not included in this paragraph, now located at the top of
page 59. Cal Poly staff indicates that the Draft EIR evaluates light and glare
impacts and mitigation on pages 294 and 295. Inclusion of the proposed text is
appropriate in light of the EIR evaluation and reducing the need to refer to that
document, and for clarity in the plan texi.

Page 49. ‘Traffic”

More detailed mitigations are on pages 140 -164 in ‘The Circulation
Chapter”, ‘the Alternative Transportation Chapter, and ‘The Parking
Chapter”. The city staff report also contains many comments on traffic
impacts.
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Comment noted. Response not required.

Page 49. “Noise”

Action: Delete existing sentence and replace with the following:
“This issue was important with the sports complex, but these impacts
will be mitigated by appropriate design.”

Rationale: The first sentence makes this consistent with the “Light

and Glare section above. it also incorporates the guiding principle of

the Task Force, that new development on campus shall be designed
to eliminate impacts on established neighborhoods.

The suggested changes have not beer made to this paragraph, now located
on page 59. Cal Poly staff indicates that the Draft EIR evaluates noise
impacts and mitigation on pages 288 through 292.

Page 48, Constraints Summary Map.
Action: This map should be expanded to show the Goldtree site in the
Cheda Ranch to the North. The Goldtree site is shown on page vi as
an “area suitable for ancillary activities and facilities” and described on
Page 180 as having 35 acres with potential for development of
“ancillary activities and facilities”.
There should also be a “red arrow” signifying a “potential
neighborhood conflict” ptaced on the east side of Grand Avenue at
Stack Street in the Monterey Heights Neighborhood. This area is aiso
identified on Page 179-80 as “cne potential site for ancillary facilities”.

The Constraints Summary map remains unchanged, but should be
amended to include designation of the Goldtree site. The Goldtree area does
appear on other maps, for example the Land Use map on page vi. The
Goldtree site and related constraints are discussed in the text at pages 59-60,
and 195-197. Chapter 7, Implementation, includes a proposed “Goldtree
Area Service Provisions” study. Regarding the potential neighborhood
conflict designation for Slack Street, east of Grand, Cal Poly staff comments
that the map shows general areas of conflict rather than specific blocks or
streets.

_ Page 49. “Development of New Areas”
Action: Add the foliowing sentences to the end of the paragraph: The
university should develop or maintain adequate natural or physical
buffers between established residential neighborhoods and existing
and future developments on the campus to avoid negative impacts.
Because these are adjacent to existing residential neighborhoods, the
uses will be compatible and new development will be designed to
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eliminate impacts on the neighborhoods.

Rationale: This is a recommendation of the Task Force to eliminate

potential conflicts with neighborhoods. Page 6-12, #8 of the Staff
Report.

Cal Poly staff notes thai, with the exception of an expanded visitor’s center
at the northeast corner of the Grand/Slack Street intersection, page 194,
and an informal recreation field at the northwest corner of the same

intersection, pagel 40-142, no new development is proposed adjacent to
residential neighborhoods.

Page 50. "Satellite Development”
Discussion: The Goldtree site in the Cheda Ranch near Stenner
Creek Road and Hwy. | is identified on the map on page vi as one of

two areas “suitable for ancillary activities and facilities™. Is this the site
being discussed?

Yes. See discussion at pages 59-60, and 193-197.

Page 54. “Issues”

Discussion: This is great and is incorporated into the “compatibility”
principles on Page §5

Comment noted; response not required.

Page 120. “Environmental Conseguences” bottom box.

Action: Change this to read: ‘These two sites are adjacent to_single
family neighborhoods. The northeast corner of Slack and Grand is
currently undeveloped and is bisected by a vegetated drainage.
Development will be carefully designed to eliminate visual, noise, traffic,
and light Impacts and to protect both natural features and the integrity of
the nearby neighborhood. [It should be identified on the Constraints
Summary on Page 48 as having visual, noise, traffic, and light impacts).
The parce! to the west of Santa Rosa is currently undeveloped. This
intersection of Scenic Hwy. ! and Highland Drive is a gateway entrance
to both Cal Po/y and the City of San Luis_Obispo. The City’s Scenic
Highway section of it's circulation element shows the adjoining highway
section as having high vaiue arid a panoramic view of the Morros, with
the City in_the foreground. It is_adjacent to, and higher than a
neighborhood of single_ story, single__family homes to the west,

. Development will be carefully’ designed to preserve the panoramic view
of the Morros from the intersect/on of Highway [ and Highland Drive and
to eliminate visual, noise. and light impacts on the adjacent single story,
single family neighborhood.
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The suggested text is not included. The area rear the Grand/Slack Street
intersection is being propesed for 136 beds of upper division or married
student housing. See pages 130 and 132. Pages 134-136 discuss the
staffffaculty housing proposed for twe sites west of Highway 1, north of
Highland. Housing is evaluated at several points in the Draft EIR.

Page 129. First paragraph, tast sentence.
Discussion: This is very good. It paralleis the Task Force guiding
principle.

Comment noted; response not required.

Page 130. “Environmental Consequences” first box
Action: Add last sentence: The 1997 “Sound study for the Cal Poly
Sports Complex” was also done. This facility shall be designed fo
eliminate noise, light_and visual impacts on and off campus.
Rationale: Internally consistent and it incorporates the guiding
principle of the Task Force.

Specified text now at page 143. Suggested additional text has not been
included. Additional wording which addresses this comment has been
added at pages 143-145, and in the Draft EIR at pages 288-292, Cal Poly
staff notes the need to cite the Jones and Stokes 1997 sound study more
explicitly. )

Page 130. “Environmental Consequences” second box
Action: Add a second section,” The 1997 “Sound study for the
Cal Poly Sports Complex” was also done. This facitity shall be
designed to eliminate noise. light. and visual impacts on and off
campus.
Rationale: Internally more consistent and incorporates the Task
Force guiding principle.

Now located on page 144, the text of the referenced “environmental
consequences” box has been changed, but does not include the suggested
additional language because impactss cannot be “eliminated”, but instead
must be mitigated to an insignificant level . See response to preceding
comment.

Page 131. “Environmental Consequences” second box
Action: Add sentence, “This facility will be designed fo eliminate

these impacts”.
Rationale: This is the Task Force guiding principle.
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Suggested additional language has not been included. The text of the
referenced “environmental consequences” box, now located on page 145,
has been changed to state that anticipated lighting and noise effects can be
mitigated to a less than significant level. See discussion on pages 143-145,
and 288-292.

Page 168. “Environmental Consequences” second to last bullet,
Action: Add, “but will be designed to eliminate these impacts”.
Rationale: This is the Task Force guiding principle.

Suggested additional language has not been included. The “environmental
consequences” box on page 184 notes that light and glare impacts from
new parking structures are considered significant, but mitigable. Lighting
impacts are discussed in the Draft EIR at pages 293-297.

Page 178. “Ancillary Activities and Facilities”
Discussion: This type of development has tremendous impacts on
neighborhoods.

Comment noted. Response not required.

Page 179. “Issues”

Action: Add a new, last bullet item:_"New developments on campus
which _are dependent on both the student population AND a large
commercial _draw__from _non-student _populations, may have
significantly larger impacts on residential neighborfioods than those
developments which depend upon the student population alone.
Developments with _a commercial component may also require
proportionately larger efforts and costs to eliminate negative impacts
on established residential neighborhogds.”

Rationale: This states Cal Polly’s commitment to mitigate the impacts
of this type of development on established residential neighborhoods.
This is a Task Force recommendation. Page 64 2, #7 of the Staff
Report.

Suggested language not included. Cal Poly staff notes that the Master Plan
does not propose ancillary facilities with @ commercial component. The
Plan text should be amended to clarify what is intended as a “comumercial
component”, as well as the nature of the anticipated uses.

Page 180. "Environmentat Consequences” top box.
Action:Add: The environmental consequences of ancillary_facility
uses can be much greater than residential use impacts. The
environmental consequences of ali ancillary facility uses adjacent to
the existing_residential neighborhood will be explored. These include
traffic, noise,_light, and visual impacts.
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Suggested language not included. The text included in the “environmental
consequences” box, now on page 195, has been greatly expanded,
indicating that anticipated impacts will be less than significant.

Page 180. “Environmental Consequences” bottom box.
Action: change the second last sentence to read; “Some of the area
is visible from Highway 1 and the neighborhoods and the city’s open
space on Bishop’s Peak. The enyironmental consequences of all
ancillary facility uses in this remote site will be explored. These include
traffic, noise light visual and growth inducing impacts.

Suggested language not included. The text included in the “environmental
consequences” box, now on pages 196-197, has been extensively modified
and expanded, indicating in general that anticipated impacts could be
mitigated to an insignificant level. Additional environmental analysis is
recommended in several subject areas as part of future environmental
review of specific projects.
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California Polytechnic State University
San Luis Obispo, CA 93407

Office of the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs
{805) 756-2186 « Fax {805) 7565292

November 14, 2000

Dear Cal Poly Campus and San Luis Obispo Community:

Some of you have asked why you do not see all of your earlier comments on the Preliminary
Draft Master Plan reflected directly in the Cal Poly Master Plan and Draft Environmental impact
Report published in October. We hope you do not feel that your ideas have gone unheard or
unread. We have reviewed and discussed all the comments we received and incorporated them
throughout the document. Indeed, you will sec major changes in the October release of the
Master Plan as a resutt of comments and suggestions on the Preliminary Draft.

As you know, Cal Poly has been developing the campus Master Plan through a process involving
extensive participation by the campus and community. In spring 1999 we received over 500
principles recommended by task force members. During fall 1999 and winter 2000 the Master
Plan team met with campus and community groups to discuss preliminary plan concepts. In
spring 2000 we received many pages of comments from about 50 individuals and organizations.
These inciuded the following campus and community organizations and agencies: Cal Poly
Academic Senate, Associated Studeats, Inc., Landscape Advisory Committee, Biological
Sciences Department, College of Agriculture Land Use Committee, City of San Luis Obispo,
County of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo Council of Governments, the local Air Pollution
Control District, local chapter of the Sierra Club, and Residents for Quality Neighborhoods. We
also received extensive input in the form of student projects from four classes in the College of
Architecture and Environmental Design and the College of Engineering.

In such an interactive process, many groups’ and individuals’ ideas have contributed to, and been
incorporated in, the Master Plan. Sometimes this work appears explicitly in the document, but,
more commonly, the text in the Plan represents a synthesis of ideas drawn from many sources.
For example, the Cal Poly Academic Senate, Deans’ Enrollment Planning Advisory Committee,
and others expressed concern about operating budget support for the University, so we
incorporated the intent {although not the literal language) of these groups’ statements in the
Guiding Framework and Implementation chapters.

This collaborative process contrasts with the formal response to comments that will occur with
the Draft and Fina} Environmental Impact Report. At that point in the process, as required by
law, Cal Poly will respond point-by-point to each comment received.

We did not feel that it was necessary to provide responses in this form during the development of
the Master Plan. Instead, we developed a matrix in spring 2000 that showed how the Master
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Plan principles incorporated the 500-plus recommendations from the campus and community
task forces. In the attached matrix, we have prepared a similar analysis showing where and how
the Master Plan and Draft EIR integrated the comments received on the Preliminary Draft. This
matrix shows that the Master Plan fully addressed many of the comments received and partially
addressed others. In about half a dozen cases, the Master Plan team considered, but was not able
to accommodate, 2 concern raised by a member of the campus er community — usually because
the request asked for consideration of an idea that is not consistent with the Cal Poly academic
mission and its responsibility as a member of the California State University system. Finally, a
number of comments suggested additional detail and refinement that can be accommodated more
appropriately in the follow-up studies and guidelines that will be developed to implement the
Master Plan. It is important to keep the Master Plan itself at the level of principle and policy for
review by the CSU Board of Trustees.

We thank you again for taking the time to contribute to the Cal Poly Master Plan, and welcome
your additional comments and suggestions.

Sincerely,
Linda C. Dalton, Ph.D., AICP . Robert E. Kitamura, AIA
Vice Provost for Institutional Planning Director of Facilities Planning
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Substantial tssues Raised by Comments on Way 2000 Preliminary Draft of the Master Plan

Responsibility for Action

Academic Quality and Character Executive Directicn
Implications of envollment growth in general
Distribution of enraliment growth by discipline {DEPAC findings)

Natural Environment Executive Direction
Principla regarding environmental responsibility and environmental education
Full inventory of environmental resources
Brizzolara Greek enhancement area as Qutdoor Teaching and Learning lab

Design Refinements, esp. in Campus Ingtructional Core MP Team Analysis
Building locations, pedestrian routes, access, safety, etc.

Residential Communities MP Team Analysis
Impact of propesed student housing {including parking and circutation) on Brizzolara Creek, EHS
.

Recreation, Athletics and Physical Education Executive Direction
Potential Mustang Stadium relocation {and reuse of existing stadium site)

Circutation MP Taam Analysis
Foothill, RR track and Califomia intersections and circu lation
South Perimeter closure and circulation
Clasification of bicycle routes, storage, etc-

Alternative Transportation and Parking Executive Direction
More development of trip reduction policies and programs {without specifying operational measures)
Commitment o transit subsidy

Ancilary Activities and Facilities Executive Directicn
Goldires area proposals

Implementation Phasing and Staging Executive Direction
Concems about capital and operating budgets, disruption, and foliow through MP Team Analysis

Follow-up MP Team Analysis

Processes and procedures for fand management

Note: This table focuses on major policy issues and does not include a tonger list of items that can be
addressed as refinerents to the plan andor as environmental mitigation measures.

LGD, 7/1/00

DRAFT 1B -Bdbommentst xis
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December 6, 2000 DR AFT

Warren Baker, President
California Polytechnic State University
San Luis Obispo, CA 93407

Dear Dr. Baker:

The City of San Luis Obispo is greatly appreciates the opportunity to again review the
evolving Cal Poly Master Plan, now including the Draft Environmental Impact report.
The extensive and inclusive process of community involvement during preparation and
refinement of the plan is evident, and we have been most impressed with your use of
public meetings, the Internet and even CD’s.

As you recall, the City provided comments on the earlier draft of the plan, and we are
gratified to see that, with few exceptions, those comments have been incorporated into
the current Master Plan draft through changes to the plan itself, analysis in the Draft EIR,
or by designation for analysis as part of future implementation studies. Qur comments on
the current draft are included as an attachment to this letter.

‘While the University is cognizant of the concerns of its neighbors, and is actively
pursuing solutions to the issues presented, the comments provided by one of our citizen
groups, the Residents for Quality Neighborhoods (RQN), were not incorporated to the
same extent as those of the City. We recognize that this may, in part, be due to the
inability of the University to guarantee the desired outcomes. However, the plan and the
EIR deal with many of the issues raised by RQN, and inclusion of the requested language
(or a reasonable modification) appears worthy of additional consideration. In some cases
we even offer specific recommendations.

Notwithstanding the extensive analysis given to housing, traffic and parking,
environmental protection, and other significant issues, our strongest recommendation
continues to be for realistic and sincere implementation, once the plan is adopted. The
closing section of the plan, Communication and Consultation, holds great promise that an
active partnership of the University, the City, and its residents will continue unabated
toward that end.

We look forward to working with you to the conclusion of the planning process, and the
ultimate realization of its goals.

Sincerely,

Allen K. Settle
Mayor

Attachment: City comments on Master Plan draft and EIR
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Letter 3

Mr. John Mandeville

City of San Luis Obispo

December 5, 2000

[Note:  The letter from the City contained several lists of points.  For reference purposes, we have coded the first set as General, 1 through 12; the second set as Previous, 1 through 11; and then added the remaining comments.]

3-1
 General 1. A. Commenter suggests reducing the size of ancillary activity area at Grand and Slack.

Response
Exhibit I on page vi shows more limited area and adds a buffer at Slack and Grand.

3-2
General 1. B. Commenter suggests recognizing potential neighborhood conflicts at Grand and Slack.

Response
 A double arrow has been moved on Exhibit 4.10 to the east of Grand Avenue to indicate potential neighborhood conflicts.

3-3
General 2. Commenter suggests designating the hill above residence halls to Natural Environment.

Response
This area is currently used for grazing, which explains the Outdoor Teaching and Learning designation.  This is consistent with other designations throughout the Cal Poly campus.

3-4
General 3. Commenter suggests retaining Outdoor Teaching and Learning lands in open, undeveloped use.
Response
See text addition page 98-99, clarifying future status of Outdoor Teaching and Learning lands.  A fundamental concept to understand with regard to the lands of Cal Poly is that it is not appropriate to think of them as “open space.”  Such a designation may work in a municipality, but university property cannot be viewed this way.  The lands of Cal Poly must support its academic mission.  They must possess academic “assets” or, in the most severe situation, they may be viewed as “surplus.”  Much of Cal Poly’s 6,000 acres in San Luis Obispo County is in an open and natural state, and will remain this way.  It remains thus because it offers grazing for campus livestock, or biological study areas, or watershed management projects or any number of other academic activities.  Understanding and appreciating this concept will assist the City with its goal of preserving a natural green belt around its borders.

3-5
General 4. The commenter suggests protecting Stenner as well as Brizzolara creek.

Response
The following text has been added at page 103: “Guiding Principles and Goals for the Cal Poly Creek Management and Enhancement Plan”  are located in Appendix F. The principles and goals will apply to all creeks on Cal Poly lands, including Stenner Creek.  In addition, Cal Poly has partnered with the Land Conservancy of San Luis Obispo County.  The Land Conservancy has undertaken several projects on Stenner Creek to reduce erosion and improve fisheries habitat, especially for the endangered steelhead.  This enhancement work will continue with other reaches of the creek.

3-6
General 5. Concern about conflict/competition between on and off campus retail.

Response
The vision of the Master Plan calls for a primary campus activity center near the University Union that is focused on students.  The range of retail businesses and other activities would remain specialized and not constitute a full urban commercial center – and thus not compete directly with San Luis Obispo’s downtown.  Cal Poly understands that there is a delicate balance in determining how much of what services will be sufficient to support the campus community and manage commuting.  Effective alternative transportation will allow students, faculty, and staff – as well as members of the broader community – to take advantage of the range of services and facilities both on and off campus without adding to traffic congestion. The Cal Poly Foundation is presently the exclusive provider of certain services – e.g., food service, vending machines and bookstore.  Other services compete for campus outlets – e.g., travel service, ATMs.  As planning for an increased range and volume of services occurs, the campus will need to determine which it should offer directly and which might be provided through franchise or “privatization.”  

3-7
General 6. The commenter suggests affirming student-housing impacts as major community concern.

Response
Text has been added under the new heading “Background and Issues” on page 129 to clarify the existing shortage and address the major impact which student housing could have on the community.  In addition, the following has been added in a section entitled, Commitment to Student Housing on Campus:  “The Master Plan takes the local housing situation into account and proposes measures that will help alleviate a portion of it. The Guiding Framework of the Master Plan calls for adding student housing to accommodate all new enrollment growth.  The campus will be breaking ground in Spring 2001 to build apartment-style housing for 800 students.   This facility is scheduled to be ready for occupancy in Fall 2002.  The next phase calls for housing from 1150 to 1300 additional students by 2004 or 2005.  In sum, Cal Poly expects to add 1950 to 2100 student beds in the next five years, but only about 1250 additional students during that same time period.  Over the next two decades Cal Poly will increase the proportion of students who live on campus from about 17 percent today to over 30 percent in the future” (p. 136).

“Further, Cal Poly will monitor the local market closely, and, if continuing students are not able to find suitable housing, the campus will develop a strategy to house a larger proportion of the University’s students in the future.  Strategies may involve working with off-campus partners to identify suitable housing locations and provide financing.  Cal Poly and Cuesta College are also exploring ways to cooperate in assuring appropriate housing for their students.  Finally, Cal Poly will participate with non-profit organizations in seeking broader solutions to community housing needs” (p. 136).

3-8
General 7. The commenter suggests making every effort to develop on-campus housing.

Response
 The Plan is exhaustive in its attempts to house all new enrollment on campus, as well as provide off-campus housing for faculty and staff.  Fraternities and sororities cannot be provided for on campus because state law and California State University policy prohibits the funding of group housing with exclusive membership. 

3-9
General 8. The commenter suggests citing Jones and Stokes sound study.

Response
The DEIR and the Master Plan have been amended to cite and incorporate the Jones and Stokes sound study completed for the Sports Complex.
3-10
General 9. The commenter suggests citing the Heery Sports Facilities Master Plan.

Response
The Heery Sports Facilities Master Plan has been cited in the Master Plan and DEIR.  Note that the Heery plan was developed by a consulting team to suggest the approach to all campus athletic facilities.  The plan is not “adopted,” it is only advisory.  The Master Plan team used the Heery plan as background information, incorporating some of its suggestions, but not all.  For example, the football stadium design in the Heery Plan will not be followed.
3-11
General 10. Document parking space reduction.

Response
The following table has been used for estimating where savings would occur in parking demand.  The Master Plan policy is to reduce parking demand by 2,000 spaces.
Estimated Parking Demand Reductions

	Approach
	Savings
	Relative
Cost
	Safety Valve*

	Freshmen restrictions
	1,000~1,500
	L
	some no.

	Geographic controls
	500
	L
	appeal

	Car/vanpools
	300
	M
	

	Lottery
	As determined
	L
	appeal

	Parking Fees
	minor
	L
	appeal

	On-campus transit
	moderate
	H
	

	City transit
	minor
	H
	

	Bike/ped enhancmt
	moderate
	H
	

	Area mgt
	minor
	L
	

	Fac/Staff incentives
	minor
	M
	

	Entertainment
	moderate
	H
	

	Enrollment scenarios
	moderate
	M
	


Note: alternative transportation savings will be lower for Cal Poly because many of these programs are in existence and functioning well.

*Absolute controls will require provisions (safety valve) for hardships.

The University, as stated policy in the Master Plan, will reduce demand by 2,000 spaces.  This reduction can be achieved through a number of measures.  Over time, the feasibility and success of various measures will vary.  For this reason, it is impractical to commit, at a Master Plan level, to absolutes.  For example, an important idea is having an on campus and near campus shuttle.  But this needs to be subjected to feasibility studies and trial programs, which the University will do.

To meet the parking reduction proposal of 2,000 spaces, Cal Poly intends to institute as a first, and most effective measure, that freshmen be required to live on campus and that they not be allowed to maintain cars on campus (with exceptions made for hardship and job-related requirements).  We believe that the inelasticity of demand Cal Poly will prevent this policy from having a detrimental effect on the dormitory market.  This restriction exists at other universities, including UC Santa Cruz.

It is estimated that there will be about 4,000 new undergraduate students each Fall (about 3,000 freshmen) at Cal Poly under the full growth anticipated with the Master Plan.  Currently, we house approximately 80% ~ 90% of our freshmen on campus, and the campus provides 1,530 parking spaces for residents (R1 & R2).  At present ratios, approximately 1,800 spaces would be needed under the Master Plan for freshmen.  Allowing for some hardship requirements for freshmen, it is anticipated that approximately 1,500 or more spaces could be reduced with this policy alone.  

This policy will do more than just reduce cars on campus.  It will change the culture of the campus, infusing a higher regard for the environment and a reduced reliance on the automobile.  As students advance through the University, they will do so with the ability to use alternative modes of transportation.

3-12
General 11. The commenter suggests clarifying future uses in Goldtree area; concern with compatibility with off-campus resources.

Response
At Goldtree an applied research park would be developed in partnership with the local community.  Thus, local businesses would have an opportunity to be considered as vendors and service providers as well as occupants of the applied research park.  The facility has been sited in a location that has relatively low-value grazing land, low visibility from Highway 1, is adjacent to the City’s wastewater treatment plant, and near the California Men’s Colony.  Additional environmental work will be undertaken when a project for the site has been developed.

3-13
General 12. The commenter suggests including the plan amendment process with provision for community notification, involvement and consultation.

Response
A section on plan monitoring, review and revision has been added to Chapter 7.

The Land Use and Project Review Procedures to be established to implement the Master Plan will include the following considerations.  

· Establishment of a project development team that represents all affected University interests;

· Identification of responsibility for liaison with elected officials and local and regional agencies, as appropriate to the nature of the project;

· Identification of the appropriate neighborhood areas that may be affected by the project so that meetings may be held early in project planning and design regarding ways to relieve possible impacts.

3-14
Previous 1. The commenter suggests a bolder commitment to alternative transportation.

Response
Text on page 188 (Principles, subheading Support) has been amended from “Cal Poly should continue to work with city and regional agencies to make alternative transportation increasingly convenient, including scheduling, access and quality of service” to say the following: “Cal Poly will continue to provide financial support for public transportation.  Further, the campus should explore how the University can balance the allocation of resources toward trip reduction programs rather than toward the cost of providing more parking on campus.”

Cal Poly currently has the most successful alternative transportation program of any organization in the county.

3-15
Previous 2. The commenter suggests following City policies and standards for off-campus housing.

Response
See text in Environmental Consequences discussion.  Cal Poly reviewed City and County policies for the development of the Master Plan.  To the extent that doing so does not interfere with the academic mission of the school, Cal Poly will strive to meet the spirit of the policies developed by its neighboring jurisdictions.  The environmental review of the off-campus housing will include a discussion of consistency with City policies.  

3-16
Previous 3. The commenter suggests seeking CSU policy change to allow fraternity housing on campus.

Response
CSU policy does not permit campuses to provide housing for organizations with selective membership.  Cal Poly will monitor this policy for any system-wide changes.

3-17
Previous 4. The commenter suggests citing and confirming the use of Jones and Stokes noise study.

Response
The DEIR and the Master Plan have been amended to cite the Jones and Stokes sound study done for the Sports Complex.  The study has been incorporated into the analysis of the FEIR at Chapter 6, Noise.

3-18
Previous 5. The commenter suggests making a commitment to unified analysis and planning with City.

Response
As part of the Communication and Consultation section of Chapter 7, the Master Plan includes provision for consultation with elected officials and local and regional agencies.  

3-19
Previous 6. The commenter suggests giving high priority to parking studies and mitigation.

Response
Comment noted.  The Master Plan specifies this plan as part of its implementation studies.
3-20
Previous 7. The commenter suggests clarifying language in EIR regarding light and glare.

Response
Language regarding light and glare and the mitigation of impacts has been added to pertinent sections of the EIR.

3-21
Previous 8. A. The commenter suggests amending constraints summary to include Goldtree area.

Response
Further discussion and a map has been added to the constraints summary to show the Goldtree area (pp. 64-65).

3-22
Previous 8. B. The commenter suggests amending constraints summary to include potential neighborhood conflicts near Slack and Grant.

Response
A double arrow has been relocated on Exhibit 4.10east of Grand Avenue to indicate the potential for neighborhood conflicts.  It was the original intention of the constraints analysis to include this area, but the exhibit is not at a scale to identify this level of detail.

3-23
Previous 9. The commenter suggests including RQN language regarding environmental consequences on nearby residential neighborhoods.

Response
Text on page 15 has been amended (Question 3, f, third bullet) from “Planning future campus facilities so as to mitigate environmental impacts as part of project design” to “Planning future campus facilities and support services so as to minimize and mitigate environmental impacts on and off campus to the full extent feasible as part of project design.”

3-24
Previous 10. The commenter suggests clarifying "commercial component" in campus core and Goldtree area.

Response
The range of retail businesses and other activities in the campus core would remain specialized and not constitute a full urban commercial center.  At Goldtree an applied research park would be developed in partnership with the local community.  Thus, local businesses would have an opportunity to be considered as vendors and service providers as well as occupants of the applied research park.

3-25
Previous 11. The commenter suggests providing for additional environmental review for future projects.

Response
Chapter 7 describes how future projects will be reviewed within the context of the program EIR for the Master Plan.

Following adoption of the Master Plan, Cal Poly will engage in a series of implementation studies (specified in Chapter 7).  As projects are planned and built, they will be reviewed and monitored for compliance with the environmental analysis as well as with meeting plan expectations to reinforce the academic quality of the University.  Many projects will require additional environmental review in the form of Negative Declarations or focused EIRs.  The Campus Planning Committee will review the Master Plan annually so as to determine whether conditions have changed sufficiently to warrant a major update.  

3-26
The commenter requests recognition of neighborhood impact at Grand Ave. and Slack Street.

Response
A double arrow has been relocated on Exhibit 4.10 east of Grand Avenue to indicate the potential for neighborhood conflicts.

3-27
The commenter suggests designating hill above residence halls to Natural Environment.

Response
This area is currently used for grazing, which explains the Outdoor Teaching and Learning designation.

3-28
The commenter suggests clarifying Visitor Center site and conference facility expectations at Grand and Slack.

Response
Map change shows more limited area and adds a buffer; see also text changes on p. 206.  A visitor center would provide a facility to welcome guests to the campus.  It could include a station where visitors could obtain parking permits, campus maps, and directions to their destinations.  The visitor center could serve as the starting point for campus tours conducted by Poly Reps. It could also include a small exhibit covering Cal Poly’s history and accomplishments. 

No detailed program has been suggested for a conference center, yet the idea has been studied several times and continues to arise.  Presently, Cal Poly’s Conference Services use regular campus facilities during times that they are not scheduled for instruction, and house attendees in some of the residence halls during the summer.  The Master Plan calls for an expansion of alumni services near the present Alumni House, which may include small conference or retreat facilities.  In addition, the area near Grand Avenue and Slack Street has been suggested for potential conference facilities.  Cal Poly will continue to use its residence halls during the off-season to support conferences.

3-29
The commenter suggests adding specific language to retain environmentally sensitive areas in open, undeveloped use.

Response
Text has been added on page 82, under “Stewardship” as follows: “The principle of stewardship includes permanent protection of environmentally sensitive areas as open, undeveloped lands.  As noted by the commenter, the University’s approach to land use differs from that of the City and the County.  There is no “Open Space” designation.  With the update of the Master Plan, Cal Poly has designated all of its lands to a particular use.  The areas designated Outdoor Teaching and Learning are, for most of the acreage involved, agricultural, and most of that is grazing.  Some of the agricultural land may see improvements in the future that include accessory farm structures or teaching quarters.  Specific “Ancillary” activity areas have been designated on the land use map (Exhibit i).

It is important to understand the fundamental premises in land use designations for Cal Poly, and how these differ from other jurisdictions.  No development that is inconsistent with the land use designations will be allowed without a Master Plan amendment granted by the CSU Board of Trustees.  Such changes would require CEQA compliance and public comment.  Also, it is important to understand that all the land of the University must, in some sense, forward the academic mission of Cal Poly.  Approaching areas of campus as “open space” would raise the question with CSU as to whether the land is necessary and should be surplused.  That would be counter productive to any City strategy of protecting open space in its green belt.

3-30
The commenter suggests giving equivalent attention to Stenner Creek.

Response
The following text has been added on page 103:  “Guiding Principles and Goals for the Cal Ply Creek Management and Enhancement Plan” are located in Appendix F.  The principles and goals will apply to all creeks on Cal Poly lands, including Stenner Creek.  In addition, Cal Poly has partnered with the Land Conservancy of San Luis Obispo County.  The Land Conservancy has undertaken several projects on Stenner Creek to reduce erosion and improve fisheries habitat, especially for the endangered steelhead.  This enhancement work will continue with other reaches of the creek.”

3-31
The commenter notes trade-offs between providing commercial services for students, faculty and staff on and off campus.

Response
The range of retail businesses and other activities would remain specialized and not constitute a full urban commercial center – and thus not compete directly with San Luis Obispo’s downtown.  

3-32
The commenter suggests expanding commitment to student housing, timing and financial feasibility.

Response
Additional sections have been added to the Residential Communities element to address these issues; please refer to pages 129 to 136.  

3-33
The commenter suggests clarifying references to Heery Sports Facilities Master Plan, especially with respect to possible relocation of Mustang Stadium.

Response
The Heery Sports Facilities Master Plan has been cited in the Master Plan and DEIR.  Note that the Heery plan was developed by a consulting team to suggest the approach to all campus athletic facilities.  The plan is not “adopted,” it is only advisory.  The Master Plan team used the Heery plan as background information, incorporating some of its suggestions, but not all.  Refer to the marginal note added on page 145 for clarification.
3-34
The commenter suggests clarifying the status of Mustang Stadium, including potential for remodeling rather than relocation.

Response
Refer to page 146, text (formerly on p. 138) referring to Mustang Stadium has been deleted.  Note that the Master Plan does not propose relocating Mustang Stadium.  It does suggest that if it needs to be moved, the preferred location would be as suggested in the Heery plan, on the lower fields of the Sports Complex.  Mustang Stadium can be remodeled, which was also suggested in the Heery plan.  Nevertheless, any relocation of Mustang Stadium will require careful design in order to minimize impacts to adjacent neighborhoods, especially with regard to lighting and noise, as well as additional environmental review.  See p. 151 for discussion of renovation of Mustang Stadium as the preferred option.

3-35
The commenter suggests adding "controls to inhibit at-grade pedestrian crossing" along railroad right of way.

Response
The map (Exhibit 5.13) has been amended to show this change.

3-36
The commenter notes correction for "Americans with Disabilities Act".

Response
This text correction has been made in the Circulation Element, page 174.

3-37
The commenter suggests siting a pedestrian path along Brizzolara Creek outside riparian corridor; minimize creek crossings.

Response
Text on page 174, second to last bullet, has been changed from “ Develop a new pedestrian path along Brizzolara Creek from the California/Highland intersection to the new residential housing village at the Poly Canyon entrance.  The path should be sensitively sited to support restoration of this natural creek corridor” to read “Develop a new pedestrian path along Brizzolara Creek from the California/Highland intersection to the new residential housing community at the Poly Canyon entrance.  The path should be sensitively sited to support restoration of this natural creek corridor.  This path will be designed as part of the Brizzolara Creek Enhancement Project to ensure that it is located outside the riparian corridor.  Creek crossings will be consolidated and minimized.”

3-38
Commenter offers supports for electric or low-emissions vehicles for shuttle service.

Response
The following bullet has been added to page 177: “Use state-of-the-art technologies to add to the convenience and efficiency of transit use.”

3-39
Commenter notes roadway section does not show pedestrian crossings.

Response
Text on page 179 has been corrected.

3-40
The commenter suggests confirming feasibility of reduction in parking demand.

Response
Please see Response 3-11, above.
3-41
Commenter raises concern that development of ancillary activities in the Goldtree area may create community conflicts and compete with off-campus activities and generate impacts.

Response
At Goldtree an applied research park would be developed in partnership with the local community.  Thus, local businesses would have an opportunity to be considered as vendors and service providers as well as occupants of the applied research park.  Ancillary activities would not create significant peak traffic demand.  They would also be contained within facilities so concerns about aesthetics, light and glare would need to be addressed during site and building design and development.

3-42
The commenter suggests the need to strengthen discussion of process, particularly for plan amendment.

Response
A section on plan monitoring, review and revision has been added to Chapter 7.

3-43
The commenter suggests reviewing the list of implementation guidelines, standards, and studies for completeness.

Response
Chapter 7 has been revised to include a more comprehensive list of implementation studies.

3-44
Comment incorporates letter dated December 3, 2000 from Bishop's Peak neighborhood residents to SLO City Council.

Response
See December 8, 2000 correspondence from Bishop's Peak neighborhood residents (Letter 52).

3-45
Comment incorporates letter from RQN dated December 4, 2000 to SLO City Council.

Response
See RQN correspondence from December 4 and June 6, 2000 (Letter 58).

3-46
Comment incorporates e-mail message from Richard Kranzdorf dated 12/5/00 to SLO City Council.

Response
See Kranzdorf correspondence of December 5, 2000 (Letter 23).

3-47
Comment incorporates testimony and correspondence from Naoma Wright to SLO City Council, 12/5/00 and 12/600 -- request for Cal Poly and Cuesta to provide more student housing.

Response
See additional sections added to Residential Communities element (p. 136).
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COUNCIL MEMORANDUM

December 5, 2000

To: Mayor Settle and City Council
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At the request of Council member Mulholland I have provided an additional review of the Cal
Poly Master Plan and DEIR relative to their discussion of Utilities impacts, particularly water.

Via: John Dunn, City Administrative Offi g
‘Ken Hampian, Assistant City Administrative Officer

From: John E. Moss, Utilities Director, A,

Subject: Cal Poly Master Plan comments relative to water.

The Master Plan and DEIR identifies that Cal Poly at full implementation of the Master Plan will
have some class II, significant but mitigable, impacts. Table 6.23 on page 302 of the DEIR
shows that at buildout, Cal Poly will have a deficit of 165 acre feet per year of available water
supply, based on their safe annual yield from Whate rock of 1,384 acre feet per year, and a
combined domestic and agricuitural demand of 1,549 acre feet per year at buildout. The
mitigations proposed for this deficit are to implement a water conservation program, develop a
drought contingency plan, and to investigate the availability of additional supplies over the next
20 years.

Suggested DEIR Comments:

1. It does appear that at least some information is lacking from Table 6.23 on page 302 of

the DEIR. and should be addressed in the FEIR. In the discussion of the Physical Plan
Elements on page 147 and 148 of the Master Plan and DEIR, the discussion of the
available water resources for the University includes two deep-water agricultural wells

porth -of Brizzolara Creck which supply an additional 450 acre feet per year for "‘"
agricultural jrrigation. The supply of water available from these two wells and any
corresponding demand being satistied by these two wells should be included in table 6.23

for clarity. Once properly included, there may or may not be the identified deficit in
available yield.

In Table 6.1 summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, on Page 213, the DEIR
identifies that “The University should develop a program designed to reduce overall water
consumption on campus.” It has been the experience of the City and other agencies in
California, that domestic water consumption may be reduced by as much as 10 to 14%

through the installation of water-saving fixtures alone. The University should consider as H '1
a policy statement in the Master Plan that the University will develop and implement a

water demand management program which at a minimum, will retrofit the existing
campus with water-saving fixtures and ensure that all new development includes the
installation of water-saving fixtures only.
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3. The City is pleased to see that the University is proposing to prepare a drought
contingency plan as a proposed mitigation. The University should be aware that water
shortage contingency planning is one of the required best management practices (BMP"S)
for all signatories to the California Urban Water Conservation Council’'s (CUWCC)
MOA, and while the University may not be a member of the CUWCC, the City
appreciates the University’s consideration of developing a drought contingency plan and
recommends that the University consider adoption of all BMP’s identified by the
CUWCC. The City is signatory to the CUWCC MOA and does comply with the BMP’s.
The City would appreciate the University’s consideration of adoption of the BMP’s in
this Master Plan, regardless of required mitigation.

As a matter of information for the Council, Pg. 300 of the DEIR under Water, identifies that the
City and University are currently working on a project to recycle water for irrigation of the sports
complex. In previous comments on the draft Master Plan, the City Utilities Department had
requested that the University include reference to the possible cooperation between the City and
Cal Poly for the use of reclaimed water on Campus, and in particular for use on the sports
complex. Council recently approved design of the Phase 1 water reuse system, which does not
include extension of a line to Cal Poly. However, reclaimed water service to Cal Poly is
identified as an alternative future project and staff feels it is appropriate for this citing in the
DEIR to remain.

If you have any questions regarding this memorandum please feel free to contact me at 781-7205.

c: John Mandeville







Letter 4

Mr. John Moss

City of San Luis Obispo

December 5, 2000

4-1
 Regarding a lack of sufficient water supplies for the Master Plan, the commenter notes the University should incorporate agricultural irrigation wells as part of the supply.

Response
Comment noted.  The actual yield of agricultural wells is uncertain; the University has five wells, two of which draw from shallow, creek-fed water tables.  The other three are located on Chorro Ranch and their capacity is also unknown.  The text has been changed to reflect the uncertainty of agricultural well supplies.  The University continues to have a long-term potential for deficiency.

4-2
Consider a policy to implement a water demand management program that, at a minimum, will retrofit existing fixtures.

Response
 Comment noted.  The mitigation includes incorporation of water-saving fixtures into all new development, retrofit of older facilities over time, and modification of landscaping irrigation requirements.  This effort is part of the Master Plan implementation program set forth in Chapter 7.

4-3
Consider adopting the California Urban Water Conservation Council’s best management practices as part of the University’s drought contingency plan.

Response
Comment noted.  The University is currently working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board to develop its comprehensive Water Quality Management Plan in order to adopt BMP’s as standard practice.
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Date: December 12, 2000 A

Robert E. Kitamura, AIA FACILITIES PLANNING |
Director of Facilities Planning h o
California Polytechnic State University San Luis Obispo
Facilities Planning Department

San Luis Obispo, California 93407

SUBJECT: COMMENTS RE: CAL POLY MASTER PLAN & DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT

Dear Mr. Kitamura;

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Cal Poly Master Plan and commensurate
draft Environmental Impact Report. While the drafts of these documents have been circulating since
late October, we unfortunately did not receive a copy of the technical appendices regarding the traffic
analysis until the week of December 4, 2000. Hence, we have expedited this comment letter regarding
the circulation element of your plan and the associated technical analysis of the DEIR.

Cal Poly Master Plan Draft EIR
Traffic Operations — Intersections, pages 269-278

Our concern regarding this section of the DEIR is that the forecast and analysis for the intersection of
Foothill Blvd./California Avenue is not indicative of existing or future conditions. In exploring this
issue we discovered that the existing traffic volumes collected by the DEIR consultant for the segment
of Foothill west of California appears to be substantially in error with previous studies on this segment.
Table 1 below compares the historic volume counts recorded along this segment to those used in the
DEIR.

Table 1 — Volume Comparison Foothill w/o California

Year ] 1985 1989 04/1991 1996 08/02/2000 DEIR
2000
Volume 18050 23469 16660 22300° 14,604" 7500

4) Taken from the Cal Poly Sports Complex EIR
b) Denotes a summertime count taken when Cal Poly is nol in fuil session

As you can see, the ADT recorded by the consultant for use in the DEIR is substantially below any
count previously recorded including a year 2000 summertime count taken when Cal Poly was not in
full session.

The Cily of San Luis Obispo is committed lo inciude the disabled in ad of its services, orograms and activities. @
(/ Tetecommunicalions Device for the Deaf (805) 781-7410.







[image: image49.png]It is difficult to determine if this error has led to a mis-forecast of the intersection analysis because
volume count and survey sheets are not included in the technical appendices of the DEIR. In addition,
the traffic consultant has appeared to analyze this intersection as if it is “actuated & coordinated”
within the City’s traffic signal systern. Foothill/California is not curtently contained within the signal
system and should be analyzed as an “actuated” signal only. It is unknown what affect this distinction
will have on the DEIR analysis. Tim Bochum has discussed thesc issues with ATE (your traffic
consultant) and they are aware of these issues.

Recommendation: The traffic consultant should verify these crrors and modify the DEIR accordingly.
City staff believes, that the reassignment/redistribution of up to 5,000 vehicles a day to the California
and Foothill corridors will have a significant operational impact upon the intersection that is not
currently identified in the DEIR.

Trip Reduction Assumptions and Alternative Transportation, pages 269-278

{See additional comments below under Master Plan section)

In general, the City concurs with Cal Poly’s approach to utilizing alternative transportation, TDM and
other incentives to reduce vehicular trips and parking requirements for the expansion components of
the campus. The DEIR consultant has been very generous in reducing the net increase in vehicle trips
assigned to the expansion plans.

However, there are no assurances in the Master Plan that the assumed modal splits will absolutely
occur. Therefore, making a conclusion that the impacts are “less than significant” based solely on these
assumptions does not appear to be adequate. It should be incumbent on Cal Poly to quantify (which has
only partially been done in the DEIR) what the modal split objectives are and establish a mitigation
monitoring program to ensure that these geals are reached. The DEIR falls short in this regard but does
make the following statement, “Any reduction in financial incentives for the student and staff use of
bus service will have a negative effect on the use of transit.”

Recommendation: The Master Plan (or DEIR} should quantify necessary modal split objectives {or
general trip reduction amounts} and put forth a mitigation monitoring program to ensure that the trip
reduction assumptions made in the DEIR become reality. The City believes that without this level of
specificity, a finding of Class HI impact regarding this component of the circulation element is not a
valid finding.

SLO Transit Impacts

The DEIR and Master Plan state that *...Cal Poly will work with SLO Transit (City operated local bus
service) and CCAT to develop the transit plan for the campus.” The report seems to assume that either
or both transit systems have unlimited ability to expand service to carry all new on-campus students
and staff. However, Cal Poly is not located within the City boundary and therefore no additional City
transit funding will ensue from population increases for student housing within Cat Poly. Thus, the
assumptions are basically flawed.

The level of transit analysis in the DEIR is not sufficient to determine if the SLO Transit local service

5-2







[image: image50.png]can absorb the additional transit trips that will be generated by the proposed expansion pians of Cal
Poly. What we do know is that SLO Transit is currently running tandem bus service along our highly
populated student routes and sometimes must leave riders at the curb because standing roem only
capacity is exceeded on the buses (see attached). Additional ridership implied in the DEIR will have
significant impacts that will necessitate leaving more riders at the curb if current service levels are in
effect. It is incumbent upon the DEIR to investigate this issue and make recommendations regarding
the service requirements that will be necessary to meet the objectives (see trip reduction comments
above) of the Master Plan.

Recommendation: 1) Include a mitigation measnre: Cal Poly will establish a Short Range and Long
Range Transit Plan with the goals, programs, policies and objectives that will ensure meeting the
modal split objectives outlined in the DEIR and Master Plan. 2) Establish a mitigation monitoring
program to measure results and effectiveness of the Master Plan transportation programs and
implement needed additional measures as necessary.

General Comments

The DEIR should be clear that capital improvements projects such as the California Street extension,
and Parking Garage II, which are contained in this program level EIR, will need to conduct project
level environmental review te avoid impacts not included in this document.

Cal Poly Master Plan Comments
Chapter 5 — Physical Plan Elements
Page 162, California Boulevard, Foothill Boulevard and Campus Way

The consultant will need to amend this section accordingly based upon the comments and issues
identified in the DEIR. The current wording found in this section is not reflective of the DEIR.

Page 176-179, Alternative Transportation Element

The City concurs with Cal Poly’s approach to utilizing aiternative transportation as a means to
accommodate pait of the future growth of the campus. However, there are no assurances in the Master
Plan that the assumed modal splits will occur.

The Master Plan (or DEIR) should quantify the necessary modal split objectives, or if flexibility is
wanted: general trip reduction amounts, and a commensurate monitoring program to ensure that the trip
reduction assumptions made in the Master Plan will become reality. The Master Plan unfortunately
does not commit the University to this philosophy; it merely identifies altemative transportation as a
possible component of the future campus system.

Finally, there appears to be some discrepancy between the traffic study, DEIR and the Master Plan on
the level of participation necessary to achieve the trip reduction assumptions. The traffic study clearly
identifies mandatory parking pass restrictions and well as other TDM percentages that are not carried
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[image: image51.png]over to the DEIR or Master Plan. It is important to be consistent between these documents so that
assumptions are clearly visible and the Master Plan reflects the true transportation picture for the
growth of the campus.

We suggest the following additions to this element of the Plan:

1) Pursuant to the comments mentioned regarding the DEIR, Cal Poly should establish clear
modal split objects and an annual monitoring program to gauge success or failure with Master
Plan objectives. The City’s General Plan currently does this and if Cal Poly would duplicate the
effort, that effort would make our two documents complimentary on this very important
transportation issuc.

The Master Plan should recommend that Cal Poly work with the City, the County and
SLOCOG 1o develop a Short Range and Long Range Transit Plan for the University.

It should be made clear on page 179, that there are potentinlly severe Envirommental
Consequences of the Master Plan if the trip reduction assumptions contained in the DEIR and
traffic study are not achieved after implementation of elements of the Master Plan. This
statement is not only fair to the casual reader of this docwmnent it is accurate as well. Cal Poly
bas done an excellent job of mitigating the increased on-campus student population from a
transportation perspective. However this excellent work is based upon a “house of cards” of
assumptions unless they become reality. Solid and strong mitigation measures and monitoring
program is the necessary glue to make that house of cards solidly built and successful.

We thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on these important documents for our
community and the University. If you would like to discuss these issues fusther, or have any additional
questions, please contact Timothy Scott Bochum, Deputy Director of Public Works, or myself at (805)
781-7203.

Sincerely;

ke TU

Michael McCluskey
Director of Public Works

GATransportationTransportation Projects\CalPoly Masterplan DEIR.doc

Ce:

City Council

John Dunn

Ken Hampian
Timothy Scott Bochum
John Mandeville

Chris Clark, CMCA
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Letter 5

Mr. Michael McCloskey

City of San Luis Obispo, Public Works

December 12, 2000

5-1
Commenter suggests that traffic volumes reported for the Foothill Boulevard/California Avenue segments of the circulation system appear to be in error.  This could substantially change the impact analysis for the intersection at Foothill and California.

Response
The traffic volumes (ADT) were reported in error.  These figures have been corrected in the text of the Final EIR.  However, the intersection volumes were taken separately from the roadway ADT count and are correct.  The level of service (LOS) for the Foothill/California intersection was calculated assuming actuated signal control (rather than actuated-coordinated as reported in the study).  The resulting LOS are shown below in Table A.  

Table A

Foothill/California Levels of Service

	Scenario
	A.M. Peak Hour
	P.M. Peak Hour

	Existing
	12.2 Sec / LOS B
	21.7 sec / LOS C

	Baseline
	13.8 Sec / LOS B
	25.5 Sec / LOS C

	Baseline + Project
	14.3 Sec / LOS B
	30.4 Sec / LOS C

	Cumulative
	16.3 Sec / LOS B
	36.1 Sec / LOS D

	Cumulative + Project
	16.8 Sec / LOS B
	42.7 Sec / LOS D


5-2
Commenter suggests an inadequacy in the environmental analysis of the impacts to circulation because the plan does not mandate trip reductions through alternative transportation and other means.  The plan should quantify necessary modal split objectives.

Response
The plan does mandate trip reductions.  The fundamental trip reduction mechanism is housing all new enrollment on campus.  This would be the functional equivalent of the City adding a new residence for every new job created within San Luis Obispo.  Furthermore, the campus will institute a policy of restricting freshmen from having automobiles on campus.  The Master Plan states as policy that the demand for 2,000 parking spaces will be eliminated.  The following table has been used for estimating where savings would occur in parking demand.  
Estimated Parking Demand Reductions

	Approach
	Savings
	Relative
Cost
	Safety Valve*

	Freshmen restrictions
	1,000~1,500
	L
	some no.

	Geographic controls
	500
	L
	appeal

	Car/vanpools
	300
	M
	

	Lottery
	As determined
	L
	appeal

	Parking Fees
	minor
	L
	appeal

	On-campus transit
	moderate
	H
	

	City transit
	minor
	H
	

	Bike/ped enhancmt
	moderate
	H
	

	Area mgt
	minor
	L
	

	Fac/Staff incentives
	minor
	M
	

	Entertainment
	moderate
	H
	

	Enrollment scenarios
	moderate
	M
	


Note: alternative transportation savings will be lower for Cal Poly because many of these programs are in existence and functioning well.

*Absolute controls will require provisions (safety valve) for hardships.

The University, as stated policy in the Master Plan, would reduce demand by 2,000 spaces.  This reduction can be achieved through a number of measures.  Over time, the feasibility and success of various measures will vary.  For this reason, it is impractical to commit, at a Master Plan level, to absolutes.  For example, an important idea is having an on campus and near campus shuttle.  But this needs to be subjected to feasibility studies and trial programs, which the University will do.

To meet the parking reduction proposal of 2,000 spaces, Cal Poly intends to institute as a first, and most effective measure, that freshmen be required to live on campus and that they not be allowed to maintain cars on campus (with exceptions made for hardship and job-related requirements).  We believe that the inelasticity of demand Cal Poly will prevent this policy from having a detrimental effect on the dormitory market.  This restriction exists at other universities, including UC Santa Cruz.

It is estimated that there will be about 4,000 new undergraduate students each Fall (about 3,000 freshmen) at Cal Poly under the full growth anticipated with the Master Plan.  Currently, we house approximately 80% ~ 90% of our freshmen on campus, and the campus provides 1,530 parking spaces for residents (R1 & R2).  At present ratios, approximately 1,800 spaces would be needed under the Master Plan for freshmen.  Allowing for some hardship requirements for freshmen, it is anticipated that approximately 1,500 or more spaces could be reduced with this policy alone.  

This policy will do more than just reduce cars on campus.  It will change the culture of the campus, infusing a higher regard for the environment and a reduced reliance on the automobile.  As students advance through the University, they will do so with the ability to use alternative modes of transportation.

5-3
Commenter suggests transit impacts are not adequately quantified in the DEIR.  The capacity of the transit system to absorb the necessary increase in ridership has not been established.  Further suggests that mitigation and monitoring be added to reinforce transit objectives.

Response
The enrollment increases will take place over the next twenty years.  During this time, Cal Poly will work with the transit providers to enable the increase in capacity necessitated by this and other growth.  The City will also increase, both in residences and jobs (especially the latter) and will also require additional transportation alternatives.  Cal Poly will work with the City to monitor the use of transit services.  In addition, Cal Poly will begin a feasibility study, as part of the implementation of the Master Plan, for a near campus shuttle system, which could reduce the impacts on the local transit providers.

5-4
Commenter suggests that the DEIR be clarified regarding the need for project level environmental review for capital projects such as California Boulevard extension and Parking Structure II.
Response
Comment noted.  Individual projects will be subjected to additional environmental review.  Chapter 7 describes how future projects will be reviewed within the context of the program EIR for the Master Plan.

The Land Use and Project Review Procedures to be established to implement the Master Plan will include the following considerations.  

· Establishment of a project development team that represents all affected University interests;

· Identification of responsibility for liaison with elected officials and local and regional agencies, as appropriate to the nature of the project;

· Identification of the appropriate neighborhood areas that may be affected by the project so that meetings may be held early in project planning and design regarding ways to relieve possible impacts.

5-5
Commenter notes that page 162 of the plan (new page 171) will require modification consistent with comment number 5-1.
Response
The text has been modified.

5-6
Commenter offers concern that the modal split objectives have no assurance that they will be achieved.  He further suggests that further mitigation (see 5-9 below) and monitoring be instituted.
Response
The Master Plan proposes housing all new enrollment on campus.  All of these on-campus residents will use a mode of transportation that is an alternative to vehicular use, namely, walking.  In addition, freshmen will be restricted from using automobiles.

5-7
Commenter notes discrepancies between DEIR, plan, and traffic study as to required level of participation necessary to achieve trip reduction assumptions.
Response
The Master Plan has been clarified to identify how trip reduction would be achieved, providing a commitment to funding the bus subsidy at least at current amounts (see p. 189).

5-8
Commenter suggests adding clear modal split objectives and an annual monitoring program.
Response
Please see Response 5-2, above.

5-9
Commenter suggests Cal Poly work with the City, County, and SLOCOG to develop a Short Range and Long Range Transit Plan for the University.
Response
Text which read “City Transit Improvements - Continue to work with transit providers to improve local transit to campus to meet future needs” has been changed to read “Integrated Transit Plan – Work with SLOCOG, City and County to develop both short and long term transit plans” (p. 189).

5-10
Commenter suggests the “potentially severe environmental consequences” will result if the trip reduction assumptions in the plan are not achieved.
Response
Many commenters, including the City of San Luis Obispo, Caltrans, SLOCOG, and others have stated strong concerns with Cal Poly’s alternative transportation approach in the Master Plan.  Michael McCloskey, Director of Public Works for the City of San Luis Obispo, observes that Cal Poly’s vehicle trip reduction program is “based upon a ‘house of cards’ of assumptions” which will collapse unless recommended mitigation measures are made reality.  This description is apt.  

The Cal Poly Master Plan was initiated in part by the California State University’s proclamation that it would endeavor to educate the growing ranks of students referred to as Tidal Wave II, the children of the baby boom.  Cal Poly would take its reasonable share of those students.  At the outset of the Master Plan process President Baker declared, as a matter of policy, that all new enrollment would be housed on campus.  The University would not exacerbate an extremely tight housing market in the community by asking it to accept and find homes for an additional 3,000 students.  

This on-campus housing requirement presented the Master Plan team with its greatest challenge.  Although Cal Poly maintains 6,000 acres of campus in San Luis Obispo County, only a small portion of that fit the profile of appropriate housing sites.  A student residence must be built at the intersection of low environmental/educational sensitivity, and proximity to the instructional core of campus.  And more than just being within walking distance to classes, it needed to configure a community that would foster academics and citizenship.  

An important component of the proposed student housing is the fact that under present conditions six of ten freshmen and eight of ten upper class students will want to bring cars to campus.  In order to meet the anticipated demand, Cal Poly would need to develop approximately two additional parking structures beyond the two currently proposed.  Realizing that having five parking structures on campus was difficult to accept, the Master Plan team sought alternatives.

The result was a three-pronged strategy to manage this demand:  

· Policy-driven reduction of parking spaces.  A reduction in the projected number of parking spaces that would be required under the Master Plan if the campus were to continue to provide parking in accordance with current ratios.  

· Improved transit and other alternative transportation approaches.  These are listed below.

· Moderation of impacts to neighborhoods.  Any reduction in parking availability will immediately increase the pressure on local neighborhoods for parking.  The city and university have previously cooperated on residential parking restrictions.  As mitigation for the reduction, this program will be reviewed and expanded.

The University, as stated policy in the Master Plan, would reduce demand by 2,000 spaces.  This reduction would be achieved through a number of measures.  Over time, the feasibility and success of various measures will vary.  For this reason, it is impractical to commit, at a Master Plan level, to absolutes.  For example, an important idea is having an on campus and near campus shuttle.  But this needs to be subjected to feasibility studies and trial programs, which the University will do.

To meet the parking reduction proposal of 2,000 spaces, Cal Poly intends to institute as a first, and most effective measure, that freshmen be required to live on campus and that they not be allowed to maintain cars on campus (with exceptions made for hardship and job-related requirements).  We believe that the inelasticity of demand Cal Poly will prevent this policy from having a detrimental effect on the dormitory market.  This restriction exists at other universities, including UC Santa Cruz.

It is estimated that there will be about 4,000 new undergraduate students each Fall (about 3,000 freshmen) at Cal Poly under the full growth anticipated with the Master Plan.  Currently, we house approximately 80% ~ 90% of our freshmen on campus, and the campus provides 1,530 parking spaces for residents (R1 & R2).  At present ratios, approximately 1,800 spaces would be needed under the Master Plan for freshmen.  Allowing for some hardship requirements for freshmen, it is anticipated that approximately 1,500 or more spaces could be reduced with this policy alone.  

This policy will do more than just reduce cars on campus.  It will change the culture of the campus, infusing a higher regard for the environment and a reduced reliance on the automobile.  As students advance through the University, they will do so with the ability to use alternative modes of transportation.

Additional measures to further reduce demand will be instituted.  The following table presents a list of actions the university will explore and implement if feasible.  Note that some of these measures will be more successful than others.  For example, restricting students who live close to campus from getting parking permits will be difficult to enforce, but other campuses have found workable ways to do so.  For example, UC Santa Barbara issues no campus parking permits to students living within two miles of campus.  In addition, Cal Poly already has one of the most successful alternative transportation programs in the region.  This means that the return on additional investment in some of these programs will be relatively marginal.

Proposals for Managing Parking and vehicle trips on Campus

	· Freshmen restrictions
	· Bike/pedestrian enhancement

	· Geographic controls
	· Continued bus subsidy

	· Car/vanpools
	· Faculty/Staff incentives

	· Parking Fees
	· Entertainment/services on campus

	· On-campus shuttle
	· Enrollment scenarios

	· City transit improvements
	· Remote parking


Many comments on the Master Plan have raised concerns about the continuation of the fully subsidized bus passes for Cal Poly students and employees.  The current bus subsidy is an element of a negotiated arrangement between Cal Poly and the City of San Luis Obispo.  The current agreement is for four years and ends on June 30, 2001.  The negotiations are complex and are influenced by ever increasing costs.  In addition, Cal Poly’s current funding (through parking fines) has been and continues to be relatively stable, meaning it has not been increasing commensurate with increased transit costs.  Because the subsidy is the result of two party negotiations, it is not possible for the University to predict that it will always be able to reach an agreement with the city.  Nevertheless, Cal Poly is committed to maintaining the funding for the bus at least at the currently designated level, and is exploring funding sources, such as an increase in parking fees, to fully cover the subsidy. 

To conclude this discussion, it is important to review the pieces of the puzzle.  In lieu of building two additional structures of steel and concrete, Cal Poly has chosen to erect a “house of cards” dependent on an interlocking set of incentives and policies.  The “house of cards” for alternative transportation and parking demand management will be held together by the following important elements.

Cal Poly will:

· house all new enrollment on campus, eliminating the majority of new vehicle trips that would otherwise occur with off campus residences.  Cal Poly is also undertaking faculty and student housing projects that will further reduce demand;

· institute restrictions on freshmen parking;

· maintain, at least at current levels, the bus subsidy;

· study the feasibility, and if appropriate, institute a campus shuttle system;

· study the feasibility, and if appropriate, institute geographic restrictions on parking permits;

· not build the two structures that otherwise would have been required to meet parking demand;

· work with the City to manage any resulting impacts to neighborhoods; and

· continue its aggressive and successful alternative transportation program.

Without this structure, the campus will not function in accord with the Master Plan.  Air quality and transportation impacts will be significant.  Community concerns will be heightened and the quality of the university experience will be diminished.  
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AIR POLLUTION
CONTROL DISTRICT

COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO

December 7, 2000

Robert E. Kitamura

Director of Facilities Planning

California Polyiechnic State University San Luis Obispo
San Luis Obispo, CA. 93407

SUBJECT:  Cal Poly Master Plan & Draft EIR.

Dear Mr. Kitamura,

Thank you for providing the District with the opportunity to review and provide cormments on the
Cal Poly Master Plan and Draft EIR. We previously commented on the Preliminary Draft Cal
Poly Master Plan (enclosed for your convenience) in a letter to Deby Anderson of Cal Poly dated
Tune 20, 2000, that is incorporated here by reference. Since we have previously reviewed the
Draft Master Plan, most of our comments in this letter will focus on the Draft EIR.

Master Plan
General Comments

To reiterate the sentiments expressed in our June 20, 2000 letter, the proposed Cal Poly Master
Plan presents a varicty of policies and guiding principles that will aid the growth of the campus
in ways that will reduce air quality impacts associated with additional student enroliment. The
document appears well-written and well thought out, and incorporates essentially all of the land
use and circulation policies contained in the District’s Clean Air Plan. Our congratulations fo the
many individuals and groups responsible for its development.

Specific Comments

V. (Circulation Principles, Public Transportation, page 158) District staff concurs with the
statement that “additional public transportation could greatly reduce the need to increase the
University parking supply to accommodate enrollment growth” We further praise the
JEE commitment to fully integrate public transit routes and stops into the campus circulation
system. Student patronage of the public transit system has been very impressive, due largely ‘- '
to University suppott of a free student bus pass program. Future on-campus enhancements
and increased integration of the public transit system. in conjunction with continued financial
support of the free student bus pass program will greatly reduce parking demand and ait
quality impacts.

3433 Roberte Court » San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 = 805-781-5912 » FAX: E05-781-1002
deanair@sloaped.dst.caus & wwwishoaped.dst.caus
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Cal Poly Master Plan & Draft EIR
December 7, 2000
Page 2

Draft Environmental kmpact Report
Specific Comments

2. (Table 6.1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, page 209; and Mitigating
Measures page 287) The DEIR concludes that “[o]perational air quality impacts from traffic
are mitigated by policies contrined in the Master Plan (Class III).” ‘While we agree that
portions of the Master Plan will reduce traffic related air quality impacts, we disagree with
the conclusion that the impacts are fully mitigated to Class 1l Jess than significant levels that
zequire “[n]o additional mitigation.” Traffic related air quality impacts at build-out (2020)
-are esiimated in Appendix E using the-Califoroia Air Resources Board Jand use model
URBEMIS7G (see Table 6.20). The results of this analysis indicate that motor vehicle
related air quality impacts will greatly exceed the District’s upper Tier 1 significance b - L
thresholds; enough to be considered Class I As stated in our June 20, 2000 letter, past
subsidized student access to public transportation is one of the most important contributing
factors to Cal Poly’s impressive student average vehicle ridership rate. Ongoing fanding for
this program has historically been uncertain; thus, it cannot be assumed that the program will
continue unless 2 permanent funding solution is identified. Continued, long term financial
support for this program is essential to minimizing the air quality impacts associated with the
future growth of the university. We therefore request that the DEIR. strike the conclusion that
the project’s air quality impacts are Class Il and insert as mitigation of traffic related impacts
the requirement to continue financial support of the free student bus pass program.

3. (Table 6.1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, poge 209) Mitigation is suggested
for stationary sources which are expected to result in Class Tl impacts. Suggested mitigation
includes shade tree planting and orientation of buildings to take advantape of natural lighting
and heating/cooling. However, the potential addition of boilers to the heating plant (3 a -3
existing boilers) on page 147 of the Master Plan do not appear to be considered in the
discussion of “stationary sources.” Permits will need to be obtained from the District prior to
the installation of any new boilers or stationary power generation equipment. Questions
reparding new equipment permits ot modification of existing permits should be directed to
Gary Willey of the District’s Engineering Division at {805) 781-5912.

4. (Operational Impacts, Table 6.20, page 284-285) Table 6.20 separately compares vehicle
and stationary operational impacts to the District's thresholds of significance. Tn fact, the
sum of vehicle and stationary emissions should be compared to the District’s thresholds to b d H
assess the project’s level of significance. Tn.this case, total operational NOx emissions are
estimated at about 80 Ib/day, approximately 55 Ib/day above the District’s upper Tier IT
significance thxeshold.
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5. (Mitigating Measures, Operational Emissions, Traffic, page 287) While District staff
recognize the beneficial nature of a number of policies and goals contained i the Mastei
Plan, air quality impacts at build-out are projected to significantly exceed the District’s Tier IT
significance threshold. As stated in Comment 2 above, continued support for free student b - 6
access to the public transportation system (SLO Transit and CCAT) is an extremely effective
and tested means of reducing student transportation related dir quality impacts. We therefore
request that smdent bus pass subsidies be included as mitigation under the “Traffic” heading.

6. (Mitigating Measures, Parking Structures, page 287) Distuict staff concur that proposed
parking structures should be “designed with multiple exits in order to reduce the time
required to vacate the-cars after large events” to reduce the potential to create CO hotspots. e
‘We further recommend review and evaluation of the results of the CO monitoring program ‘ - ‘
currently underway to evaluate the newly constructed Grand Ave. parking structure prior to
the design and construction of any new parking structures on campus. Significant attention
will need to be afforded the concept of parking structure design and siting if the monitoring
data indicate exceedences of state or federal air quality standards.

7. (Construction Impacts, Air Quality, Toxic Substances, page 305) As stated in the DEIR,
asbestos containing materials (ACM) may be present within existing structures that could be
distrbed during demolition and renovation activities. Fhis project is subject to the
Tequirements stipulated in the National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Poliutants b _1
(NESHAP), which includes but is not limited to: 1} notification requirements to the District,
2) asbestos survey conducted by a Certificd Asbestos Inspector, and, 3) applicable removal
and disposal requirements of identified ACM. Please contact Tim Fubs of the APCD
Enforcement Division at 781-5912 for further information regarding asbestos and lead
abatement issues.

8. (Construction Impacts, Mitigating Measures, Equipment Emission Control, page 310} The
first paragraph on page 308 indicates the likelhood that equipment emissions (primarily
diesel powered) will likely exceed the District’s constructien phase significance thresholds at
the H1, H2, Goldtree site, the off campus housing site, and the Grand and Slack Thousing
sites. There exists; therefore, strong justification for implementing significant mitigation
measures aimed at reducing public exposure to diesel exhaust. The fine particulate fraction
of diesel exhaust has been listed by the State of Catifornia as a toxic air contaminant (TAC), 6 - ‘
recagnizing both chronic and carcinogenic health risks. We therefore recommend that the list
of mitigation measures presented on page 310 be revised as follows:

- The project owner shall require that all fossil fuscled equipment shall be properly
maintained and tuned according to manufacturers specifications.

- The project owner shall require that all off-road and portable diesel pawered equipment,







[image: image59.png]12/27/,00. WED 11:51 FAX 805 756 7566 CP FACILITIES . @oos

Cal Poly Master Plan & Draft EIR
December 7, 2000
‘Page 4

inclnding but not limited to bulldozers, graders, cranes, loaders, scrapers, backhoes, generator
sefs, compressors, auxiliary power units, shall be fueled exclusively with CARR certified diesel
fuel.

- During construction activities at each of the locations identified above where equipment
cmissions are projected to exceed the District’s thresholds, the project ewner shall install
catalytic soot filters on the two pieces of equipment {per site) projected to generate the greatest
emissions. Where the catalytic soot filters arc determined to be umsuitable, the owner shall
install and usc an oxidation catalyst. Suitability is fo be determined by an independent California
Licensed Mccharical Erigineer who will submrt for District approval, a Saufability Report
identifying and explaining the particular constraints to using the preferred catalytic soot filter.

[

9. (Construction Inpacts, Mitigating Measures, page 310 and Appendix E, Mitigation
Monitoring Program, page E-G} A list of dust control measures are presented. Item “O”
states “[if] shall be the University’s sole discretion as to what constitutes a nuisance.” ‘-q
Prohibitions against the generation of nuisance, and the definition of nuisance, are presented
in Section 41700 of the California Health and Safety Code (H&SC) and District Rule 402: -
Nuisance. Enforcement of nuisance from emission of air pollutants falls under the authortity
of the District. Please remove ltem “0”.

Thank you for the apportunity to provide input on this pro_]ect Pleasc feel free to contact me at
781-5912 with any questions or comments.

Sincerely,
Bary La]me
Adr Quahty Specialist }

cc: Gary Willey, SLOAPCD (permit issues)
Tim Fuhs, SLOAPCD (Asbestos/lead issues)

Enclosure: Tune 20, 2000 letter to Deby Anderson of Cal Poly.

BPL/Img
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. AIR POLLUTION Crizon
CONTROL DISTRICT

COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO

- COPY

Deby Anderson

California Polytechnic State University .
Office of the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs
San Luis Obispe, CA $3401

SUBIECT:  Preliminary Draft Cal Poly Master Plan (May 1.2000)

" Dear Mrs. Anderson,

Thank you for previding District staff with the o;;pd;tunit)} to review the Draft Cal Paly Mastet
Plan (May 1, 2000). The following general and specific comments are respectfully provided for
your consideration.

General Comments

The Draft Cal Poly Master Plan (Plan) appears to provide a sound roadmap towards a more
compact, accessible, self-sufficient university in the future. District staff appreciate the
understanding and inclusion of goals and policies encouraging alternative modes of
transportation. Combined with continued support for the local transit systems that serve the
university, we anticipate further improvement in the university’s already impressive and diverse
reliance on altemative modes of transportation.

Speciﬁé Comments

1. (University Land Uses, Principles, pages 54-57) District staff appiaud the understanding of,
and inclusion of, the principles of proximity, compactness, and comrmumity into the Draft
Master Plan. District staff have reviewed past surveys of student and faculty commute
modes to/from Cal Poly and have concluded that on-campus housing is one of the most ‘- 10
effective means of reducing student automobile dependence. The development of future on-
campus stadent housing as a “mixed-use residential community with a range of support )
services” directly accessible to the campus instructional core (10 minute walk) will
contribute greatly to reduced automobile reliance and trip goneretion.

2. (Residential Comsmunities, Housing Types, page 113) The inclusion of a mix of housing
types in the Master Plan will enhance the marketability of living on campus for a broader I b .“
range of students while simultaneously reducing student trip generation rates. Again, we
applaud the Master Plan .

3. (Residential Communities, Support Services, page 114) The inclusion of on-campus support
services such as personal services, reteil faod, meeting rooms, recreation and enfertainment
will augment on-campus living while again, reducing student trip generation and autemebile ‘
use» We suggest that on-campus banking (ATM machines), postal service, and subsidized
bus service continue to be offered and expanded as the student population grows.

r
,

3433 Robero Court + San Luis Obispa, CA 93401 - 3G3.721.3912 « FAX: 805-781.1002
deanain@rloaped.dstaaus P wveaw. 302003 SXCAUS
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10.

- The program cusrently-ncludes six electric bicycles and solar powered charging stations that

(page 119/120) Page 119/120 (front and back) is out of order, being ahead of page 117/118 l b. i 3
in the copy reviewed by District staff. A
(Circulation, Principles, pages 142-144) As with the Residential Communities element of the

Plan, the Circulation Element contains 2 number of guiding principles that will greatly

enhance the viability of alternative modes of transportation to/from Cal Poly. District staff ‘ - \l.‘
are very pleased with the attention given to public ransportation, vehicle trip reduction.

campus access. pedestrian and bicycle access, and the integration of the various circulasion

systems. These various principles, if adhered to during the growtk: of the campus, will

provide students and faculty with viable altemnatives to driving te work.

(Circulation, Campus Bikeway Map, pagei3!) The Campus Bikeway Map identifies

principal bicycle storage areas. District staff recommend that some of these sites should be

configured to accormmodate the growing population of electric bicycles. A very successful

clectric bicyele program has been developed by Dr. Mustafa of the Engineering Departument, b-\g

are available to students and staff on a two week basis. At this point, he has successtully

demonstrated the viability of, and consumer satisfaction with, electric bicycles. We

encourage the authors of this Plan to consult with Dr, Mustafa on this issue.

(Circulation, Campus Connection to Public Transit System, page 153) District staff agree

with the need for Cal Poly to continue to work with local transit providers to enhance access

to the campus. In particular, we strongly encourage the coutinued subsidization of student 6 _‘ L
bus passes. Ridership data from SLO Transit suggests that students are one of the largest

groups of patrons of the local bus system. Continued financial support from the university is

essential to maintain this very encouraging trend and to help maintain the very unpraswc:

average vehicle ridership (AVR) rates experienced by Cal Poly at large.

(Alternative Transportation, Principles, page 161) District staff are encouraged by the

content and direction of this section. However, while “education”, “encouragement”, and

“‘convemience” are admirable principles to help foster the use of alternative modes of

transportation, District staff recommend the inclusion of a forth principle, Support. We

strongly recommend that Cal Poly continue to support the high student ridership rates b_ I 7
currently experienced by SLO Transit. Free bus access has resulted in very high transit

ridership rates amongst stmudents, a fact that is supponed both by ridership data and the large

groups of students waiting at some of the communities transit stops during peak studem

commute hours. We recommend including continued financial support for SLO Transit in

this section of the document; this w would represent very effective mitigation of future air

quality impacts that will accomipany the additional student pcpulanon growth. Options such

as using student and faculty parking permit fees to subsidize fn.e bus passes should be

considered.

(Parking, Parking Supply, Environmental Consequences, Shaded box, page 168) As

documented in the Final EIR for the Grand Avenue Parking Structure, localized 6-‘ a
concentrations of carbon monoxide could exceed state standards in the vicinity of parking

structures. We therefore recommend careful consideration of the siting of any parking

structures relative to both on and off campus residential areas.

(Parking, Parkiog Demand, page 170) District staff support the goal of “achieving a 6
reduction in parking demand to a level of 2,000 spaces fewer than would e required if present -‘ q
parRing ratios were to continue.”
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Please feel free to contact me at {805) 781-5912 with any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

W

Barry Lajon

BPL/bpl
HACIS\PLANRESPONSEN2246-1 bi.doc

@oos
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Letter 6

Mr. Barry Lajoie

Air Pollution Control District

December 5, 2000

6-1
The commenter concurs with the air quality benefits of integrating transit with the future development of the Cal Poly campus.

Response
No additional response is necessary.

6-2 The commenter expresses the desire to make mitigation of traffic impacts contingent on public transit subsidy.

Response
Many comments on the Master Plan have raised concerns about the continuation of the fully subsidized bus passes for Cal Poly students and employees.  The current bus subsidy is an element of a negotiated arrangement between Cal Poly and the City of San Luis Obispo.  The current agreement is for four years and ends on June 30, 2001.  The negotiations are complex and are influenced by ever increasing costs.  In addition, Cal Poly’s current funding (through parking fines) has been and continues to be relatively stable, meaning it has not been increasing commensurate with increased transit costs.  Because the subsidy is the result of two party negotiations, it is not possible for the University to predict that it will always be able to reach an agreement with the city.  Nevertheless, Cal Poly is committed to maintaining the funding for the bus at least at the currently designated level, and is exploring funding sources, such as an increase in parking fees, to fully cover the subsidy.
6-3
The comment questions the conclusion that emissions associated with operational motor vehicles will be less than significant when compared with the Air Pollution Control District’s thresholds for significance and the need to make mitigation of traffic impacts contingent on public transit subsidy.

Response
Table 6.20 provides a summary of estimated unmitigated emissions associated with buildout of the university in accordance with the various uses and transportation strategies included in the Master Plan.  The emissions were calculated based on the net traffic generation associated with the campus as described in Appendix C of the Draft EIR (Parking and Traffic Study, Associated Transportation Engineers, 2000) and assumes incorporation and implementation of transportation control measures and other aspects of the Master Plan that reduce overall trip generation.  When compared with the District’s thresholds, the resulting unmitigated emissions exceed the Tier 2 threshold for Nox by about 55 pounds per day but are less than the Tier 3 threshold of 25 tons per year.  According to the District’s CEQA Guidelines, when a project is expected to exceed the Tier 2 threshold, an EIR should be prepared and all feasible “standard” and “discretionary” mitigation measures should be implemented.  The commenter refers to ongoing funding for subsidized student access to public transit as a feasible mitigation whose implementation is uncertain under the present wording of the Master Plan. 
6-4
The comment refers to the District permit requirements for boilers that can be a source of stationary emissions.  

Response
This comment is noted and the permitting requirements will be forwarded to the Director of Facilities Planning.

6-5 The comment notes that the correct characterization of emissions associated with the project should combine stationary and mobile source estimates. 

Response
The resulting total is about 55 lbs/day above the District’s Tier 2 threshold, as described in response No. 6-2, above.

6-6
Commenter notes need to make mitigation of traffic impacts contingent on public transit subsidy.

Response
Many comments on the Master Plan have raised concerns about the continuation of the fully subsidized bus passes for Cal Poly students and employees.  The current bus subsidy is an element of a negotiated arrangement between Cal Poly and the City of San Luis Obispo.  The current agreement is for four years and ends on June 30, 2001.  The negotiations are complex and are influenced by ever increasing costs.  In addition, Cal Poly’s current funding (through parking fines) has been and continues to be relatively stable, meaning it has not been increasing commensurate with increased transit costs.  Because the subsidy is the result of two party negotiations, it is not possible for the University to predict that it will always be able to reach an agreement with the city.  Nevertheless, Cal Poly is committed to maintaining the funding for the bus at least at the currently designated level, and is exploring funding sources, such as an increase in parking fees, to fully cover the subsidy.
6-6 The comment recommends incorporating the information gained from currently ongoing carbon monoxide monitoring of the recently-completed parking structure to help shape the design of future structures in a manner that minimizes CO exposure.  

Response
This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Director of Facilities Planning.  The monitoring of the parking structure has been going on since October 2000.  To date, the highest level of CO has been less than 3 parts per million, considerably below the state and federal thresholds.  This monitoring will continue until September 2001.  The only significant concern with the new parking structure has been the exit time, sometimes exceeding thirty minutes.  This is because, pursuant to an agreement with the Alta Vista Neighborhood Association, there is only one regularly operated exit.  The new structures will be designed, to the extent feasible, with multiple exits.
6-8
The comment notes that the project will be subject to the requirements contained in the National Emissions Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants with regard to asbestos abatement and removal.  

Response
This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Director of Facilities Planning.  The University has undergone extensive asbestos removal in building renovation and demolition.  The University will comply with asbestos and related regulations.
6-9
The comment recommends additional mitigation measures to address diesel emissions associated with construction activities at off-campus housing sites.

Response
The following items have been added to the list of Equipment Emissions Control in the EIR at page 326:

The project shall require that all fossil-fueled equipment shall be properly maintained and tuned according to manufacturers specifications.

The project proponent shall require that all off-road and portable diesel-powered equipment including but not limited to bulldozers, graders, cranes, loaders, scrapers, backhoes, generator sets, compressors, auxiliary power units, shall be fueled exclusively with CARB certified diesel fuel.

During construction activities at each of the locations identified above where equipment emissions are projected to exceed the District’s thresholds, the project proponent shall install catalytic soot filters on the two pieces of equipment (per site) projected to generate the greatest emissions.  Where the catalytic soot filters are determined to be unsuitable, the project proponent shall install and use an oxidation catalyst.  Suitability is to be determined by an independent California Licensed Mechanical Engineer who will submit for District approval, a Suitability Report identifying and explaining the particular constraints to using the preferred catalytic soot filter.
6-10
The comment refers to the regulation of, and definition of, a “nuisance” provided in the Health and Safety Code that will determine the University’s exercise of discretion with regard to the abatement of nuisances associated with construction-related dust.  The comment states that the abatement of a nuisance associated with air pollutants (such as dust) falls under the discretion of the Air Pollution Control District.

Response
This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Director of Facilities Planning.
6-11
The comment provides support for Land Use principles.

Response
No response required.

6-12
The comment provides support for mix of housing types.

Response
No response required.

6-13
The comment provides support for expanding services for students living on campus.

Response
No response required.

6-14
The comment notes pages are out of sequence in review copy.

Response
Noted - October 10 and January 23 plan pagination is sequential.

6-15
The comment provides support for Circulation principles.

Response
No response required.

6-16
The comment suggests the University consider electric bicycle use and storage.

Response
Ed Johnson, Facilities Planning, has received a grant to test the feasibility of using electric bicycles on campus.  The first bike arrived on campus at the end of last year.

6-17
The comment provides strong support for coordination with local transit providers and continued bus subsidy.

Response
No response required.  See Response 6-2, above.

6-18
The comment suggests adding Support as a principle for alternative transportation.

Response
Text on page 189 has been added to read that “Cal Poly is committed to maintaining the funding for the bus at least at the currently designated level.”

6-19
The comment notes concern with air quality associated with parking structures.

Response
Please refer to comment 6-6 above.  The new structure, even during event conditions, has operated well below state and federal requirements.
6-20
The comment provides support for reduction in parking demand.

Response
The following table has been used for estimating where savings would occur in parking demand.  The Master Plan policy is to reduce parking demand by 2,000 spaces.
Estimated Parking Demand Reductions

	Approach
	Savings
	Relative
Cost
	Safety Valve*

	Freshmen restrictions
	1,000~1,500
	L
	some no.

	Geographic controls
	500
	L
	appeal

	Car/vanpools
	300
	M
	

	Lottery
	As determined
	L
	appeal

	Parking Fees
	minor
	L
	appeal

	On-campus transit
	moderate
	H
	

	City transit
	minor
	H
	

	Bike/ped enhancmt
	moderate
	H
	

	Area mgt
	minor
	L
	

	Fac/Staff incentives
	minor
	M
	

	Entertainment
	moderate
	H
	

	Enrollment scenarios
	moderate
	M
	


Note: alternative transportation savings will be lower for Cal Poly because many of these programs are in existence and functioning well.

*Absolute controls will require provisions (safety valve) for hardships.

To meet the parking reduction proposal of 2,000 spaces, Cal Poly intends to institute as a first, and most effective measure, that freshmen be required to live on campus and that they not be allowed to maintain cars on campus (with exceptions made for hardship and job-related requirements).  We believe that the inelasticity of demand Cal Poly will prevent this policy from having a detrimental effect on the dormitory market.  This restriction exists at other universities, including UC Santa Cruz.

It is estimated that there will be about 4,000 new undergraduate students each Fall (about 3,000 freshmen) at Cal Poly under the full growth anticipated with the Master Plan.  Currently, we house approximately 80% ~ 90% of our freshmen on campus, and the campus provides 1,530 parking spaces for residents (R1 & R2).  At present ratios, approximately 1,800 spaces would be needed under the Master Plan for freshmen.  Allowing for some hardship requirements for freshmen, it is anticipated that approximately 1,500 or more spaces could be reduced with this policy alone.  

This policy will do more than just reduce cars on campus.  It will change the culture of the campus, infusing a higher regard for the environment and a reduced reliance on the automobile.  As students advance through the University, they will do so with the ability to use alternative modes of transportation.
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November 16, 2000

Mr. Robert Kitamura
Director of Facilities Planning
Cal Poly State University

San Luis Obispo, CA 93407

Dear Mr. Kitamura:

COMMENTS ON CAL POLY MASTER PLAN AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTY
REPORT

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Cal Poly Master Plan and Draft Environmental Impact
Report. We also appreciate the opportunity to participate in developing this plan.

Since the Master Plan addresses water quality issues in a very general manner, we have no specific 1_\
comments at this time.

We also received the Cal Poly Water Quality Management Plan. Thank you for the obvious efforts
dedicated to developing a comprehensive and practical approach to water quality protection. We are in
the process of reviewing this document and anticipate we will have comments in the next week or two.

If you have questions, please call Sorrel Marks at (805) 549-3695 or Gerhardt Hubner at (805}
542-4647.

Singerely,

. Roger W. Briggs 4

Executive Officer

v

SLT/S/WhiSouthern/Staff/Sandra/Ceqa/Cal Poly Master Plan comment letter
Task: 401-01

California Environmental Protection Agency
——

& Recyoied Paper







Letter 7

Mr. Roger Briggs

Regional Water Quality Control Board

December 5, 2000

7-1
No specific comments were received from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

Response
None required.
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December 7, 2000

5-SLO-001/101-VAR
Cal Poly Master Plan
(DEIR} SCH #2000101072

Mr. Robert Kitamura

Facilities Planning

California Polytechnic State University
San Luis Obispo, Ca 93407

Dear Mr. Kitamura:

Caltrans District 5 staff has reviewed the above-referenced document. The
following comments were generated as a result of the review:

1. (Reference Page 130} — Caltrans staff is encouraged to see that this plan
proposes an aggressive development of on-campus housing. This approach
will do much to address A.M. peak hour demand on adjacent State Highway '.‘
facilities at California Boulevard and Highland Avenue. Caltrans suggest that
this concept be taken one step further by offering more on-campus services
such as retail, laundry, banking and medical facilities.

2. (Reference Page 275) - District staff agrees that financial incentives to ' _z
students to use transit services should be maintained and expanded.

3. (Reference Page 279) — Please be advised that Caltrans will consider
participating financially with the installation of a traffic signal at the
California Boulevard/State Route 101 north bound ramps. For specific ' '3
information concerning what is involved in requesting State funding please
contact Ms. Julie Gonzalez, District Traffic Electrical Engineer at (805) 549-
3048.

I hope this letter gives your institution a better understanding of Caltrans concern
with this plan. If you have questions or comments about this letter please contact
me at (805} 549-3683. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

arry Newland, AICP
District 5
Intergovernmental Review Coordinator







Letter 8

Mr. Larry Newland

Department of Transportation

December 7, 2000

8-1
Caltrans commends the development of on-campus housing and encourages more on-campus services to further reduce trips.

Response
The Master Plan proposes several activities and services that will be attractive to students and reduce the number of trips to downtown and other locations.  These are detailed in the University Union Plan and in the Campus Instructional Core section of chapter 5 of the Master Plan. See pp. 16, 133, 189, and 202.

8-2
Caltrans agrees that financial incentives should be maintained and expanded for transit.

Response
Cal Poly recognizes the importance of maintaining the subsidy for free bus ridership with the local transit providers.  A healthy ridership on local buses will continue to be an important component in reducing area traffic and air pollution.  Cal Poly will continue to provide incentives for transit and other alternative transportation.

An important question is whether Cal Poly will be able to subsidize 100% of the transit use into the foreseeable future.  That question depends on a number of factors that cannot be determined at this time.  It is important to understand the background of the transit subsidy in order to understand why this is so.  Every several years, the transit contract between the University and the City is renegotiated.  Factors used to determine costs include the number of students using the system, the overall cost, and projections of use into the future.

See also text additions to p. 188-199.

8-3
Caltrans is considering participating financially in the development of a signal at the California Boulevard/State Route 101 northbound ramps.

Response
With the extension of California Boulevard to Highland Avenue, approximately 5,000 additional vehicle trips per day could be redirected onto this roadway.  The northbound off ramp at California Boulevard is an attractive alternative to Grand Avenue.  Drivers exit onto their own westbound lane of California Boulevard as opposed to the required crossing of Grand Avenue without benefit of traffic controls.  A signal at California and Highway 101 should improve traffic conditions at that intersection, especially as traffic increases on that road segment.
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December 4, 2000 %'g CEIVER
Rabert Kitamura j DEC 1 22000 |
Cai Poly

Director of Facilities Planning
San Luis Obispo, CA 93407 FACILITIES PLANNING

Re: Cal Poly Master Plan and Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Kitamura:

Thank you for the opporiunity to review and comment on the Cal Poly Master Plan. Overall, we
support the policies and programs in the twenty-year Master Plan and believe it will help Cal
Poly grow in the right direction. We have provided some general comments about on-campus
housing, but the majority our comments are focused on the transportation components of the
plan.

Residential Communities

We support the proposal to construct new student housing on campus. We strongly suppart

the following language of the plan as it relates to mobility for the new housing units: “The

purpose of the Master Plan is ....to change the culture of the campus in a way that reduces the

. dependence on the automobile” (Page 183). In light of the proposed apartment-style living, we
strongly support provisions for retail food shopping on-campus, among other amenities, to
reduce the need for driving off-campus.

Circulation, Alternative Transportation, and Parking

1. Page 156: Stenner Creek Entrance - In the Existing Conditions, the campus entrance at
Stenner Creek and Highway 1 is recognized as “very dangerous’. Does the Master Plan "l°l
recommend its closure or other mitigation?

2. Page 158: Innovative Transit Financing - We support an integrated Public Transportation ‘. z_
system for on and off-campus circulation. We encourage Cal Poly to use innovative
financing to preserve the current subsidized public transit program.

3. Page 158: Vehicle trip reduction - We support the language on vehicle trip reduction. We
fook forward to working with Cal Poly in its effort to develop and fund more specific “ 3
programs. We recommend a provision to provide preferential parking for carpoolers linked
with a transferable parking pass for multiple vehicles.

4. Page 159: Bicycle access on service roads - Service access roads should be developed to l ‘\-"l
accommaodate bicycle access where possible.

5. Page 163: RR Ped-Bike trail - We support the improved pedestrian connections to and
from Cal Poly along California from Foothill to Highland recognized in the Plan. We believe 9 -s
the plan should also recognize the segment along California from Foothill to the south
(towards downtown SLO}.

1150 Osos Street, Ste. 202, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 4 Tel. (805) 781-4219 ¢ Fax. (805) 781-5703
E-mail. slocog@slonet.org # Internet. http://www.slonet.org/~ipsiocog







[image: image66.png]6. Page 168: Transit Improvements - On-Campus transit facilities should strive for state-of-
the-art technologies, including universal transit passes for students (swipe card), real time q_ 5
bus arrival/departure information, and sufficient capacity for peak transit loading. We also
recommend all bus stops include sheiters, benches and informational signs as documented
is the SLOCOG Bus Stop Improvement Plan.

7. Page 168: Campus Shuttle - The shuttle should serve the parking garages, among other I q."
areas, and be funded through dedicated funds such as parking fees.

8. Page 171: California Bivd. - We strongly support the proposed extension of California | q_ ’
Boulevard through to Highland Drive, and support provisions for Class Il bikelanes (at a
minimum) along this roadway.

9. Page 173: Intersection designs - We support the proposal to explore a range of alternative
intersection designs (including engineered roundabouts) and suggest similar flexibility for q-q
other roadways. For example, reducing the width of automobile travel lanes could be
considered to accommodate Class 1 bicycle lanes as allowed by revised AASHTO
standards.

10. Page 178: Financial Feasibility - Cal Poly should be commended for providing an
Alternative Transportation section in the Master Plan. We are please to see the Plan q_ 'o
recommends a study of expanded incentives for altemative transportation. When will this
study begin? Please include SLOCOG is all correspendence related to this project.

11, Page 179: Vague Plan Components - Are these plan components part of the plan? While
the programs listed are supported by SLOCOG, they are listed here only as “possibilities” \' “
and no beneficial impacts can be credited to the Plan unless they are proposed as
Programs.

12. Page 179: Parking fees - SLOCQOG supports exploring the adjustment of parking fees to
assist with alternative transportation. Cal Poly should take a leadership role and seek q-‘t
modifications to CSU policy provide greater flexibility in the use of parking funding.

13. Page 182: Parking location - We support the general concept of peripheral parking I q_| g
structures to reduce impacts of automobiles on campus linked with bike routes. We
strongly support a shuttle service, especially for peripheral parking areas.

14. Page 184 Parking structure jocations - SLOCOG will evaluate the proposed parking
structure locations during the environmental review of those structures. We support the Q"‘"'
general policy of locating the garages near main entrances.

Please do not hesitate fo contact me or Peter Rodgers on my staff at 781-5712 if you should
have any questions or concerns

Sincerely,

AL G,
Ronald L. De Carli
Executive Director
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Letter 9

Mr. Ron DeCarli

SLOCOG

December 7, 2000

9-1
 Does the Master Plan recommend closure or other mitigation at Stenner Creek and Highway 1?

Response
Cal Poly is currently in discussions with Caltrans to seek improvements along the Highway 1 corridor to improve safety and access to the University’s many properties and activities along that route.  Ideally, there would be a consolidation of access points along that segment of Highway 1.  

9-2
SLOCOG supports innovative transit financing.

Response
 Cal Poly will continue to look for funding mechanisms such as grants and partnerships, as well as modifications to parking fees, to support student, staff and faculty access to local transit systems.  In order to accomplish the parking demand reduction goal of 2,000 spaces, the university must support a robust alternative transportation program.  See also page 189.

9-3
SLOCOG supports the Master Plan language on trip reduction and recommends preferential parking for carpooling linked with a transferable pass for multiple vehicles.

Response
Cal Poly supports this recommendation.  The trip reduction program, its operation and administration, will be part of the more detailed implementation measures developed subsequent to the adoption of the Master Plan.  See also page 189.

9-4
 Bicycle access should be accommodated on service roads.

Response
Services roads on campus will be primarily for pedestrian use.  A bicycle access plan is on exhibit 5.14 of the Master Plan that includes most of the major routes to and on campus.  Text on page 167 under “Bicycle Friendly” has been amended to include the following sentence: “Where appropriate bicycle routes may follow service access roads.”

9-5
SLOCOG supports improved pedestrian connections along California and would like that expanded to include the segment south of Foothill.

Response
 Cal Poly will work with the City of San Luis Obispo in coordinating pedestrian and bicycle access routes.  See text addition, p. 171.

9-6
Transit improvements should strive for state-of-the-art technologies.  

Response
Cal Poly will seek funding for research and implementation of innovative alternative transportation systems such as those described in the comment.  See text additions, pp. 177 and 189.

9-7
 Campus shuttle should serve parking garages and be supported by dedicated fees.

Response
The campus shuttle would serve nearby residential areas and the parking structures.  This program, its operation and administration, will be part of the more detailed implementation measures developed subsequent to the adoption of the Master Plan.  The following paragraph (with amended text in italics) now appears on page 178: “In order to encourage alternative transportation and to provide access to and from nearby student residential complexes, parking lots and outdoor teaching and learning facilities, Cal Poly should undertake a financial feasibility analysis to institute a campus shuttle service with dedicated funding.  Routes should be designed to serve regular locations on a frequent schedule.  In addition, the shuttle service feasibility study should include an analysis of the ability to provide ad hoc access for student field trips and other activities in the Extended Campus away from the instructional core.  The shuttle should have regular loading and unloading points at key buildings, parking lots and structures.  Consideration should be given to using electric or similar low-emission vehicles for the shuttle service.”

9-8
SLOCOG supports extending California through to Highland and including Class II bikelanes.  

Response
 The extension of California Boulevard is the first priority for major circulation improvements at Cal Poly.  The current design of the extension has Class II bicycle lanes included.

9-9
SLOCOG supports innovative intersection designs and decreased roadway widths to accommodate bicycles.

Response
Intersection design will begin with the development of detailed plans to push Highland Avenue around to connect with Grand Avenue.  The intersection at Highland and Via Carta will be challenging.  It must accommodate increased automobile traffic with the continuation of the road, and increased pedestrian activity with the construction of student apartments north of Brizzolara Creek.  Engineered round-abouts are preferred because they maintain a steady flow of traffic, however, they are inconvenient in proximity to pedestrian crossings (you cannot stop in or near a round about).  The following text has been added to the paragraph that discusses Key Intersection Designs: “…Intersection redesign needs to accommodate pedestrians and bicycles as well as motorized vehicles” (p. 183).

9-10
 SLOCOG supports expanded incentives for alternative transportation and asks when planning will begin.

Response
This program, its operation and administration, will be part of the more detailed implementation measures developed subsequent to the adoption of the Master Plan

9-11
SLOCOG notes that the plan components for alternative transportation are “vague” and should be proposed as “programs.”

Response
The Master Plan has been revised to clarify its intention of providing alternative transportation incentives and components.  It is the intention of the Master Plan that some or all of these proposals be put in place.  There are in fact necessitated by the stated policy of reducing parking demand by 2,000 spaces.  Without improved alternative transportation, the campus will face severe parking inadequacies in the future.  These programs, their operation and administration, will be part of the more detailed implementation measures developed subsequent to the adoption of the Master Plan.    

9-12
SLOCOG supports adjusting parking fees.

Response
Parking fees for faculty and staff are controlled, in part, by collective bargaining.  The campus controls student fees, subject to provisions of California State University fee policies.  This program, its operation and administration, will be part of the more detailed implementation measures developed subsequent to the adoption of the Master Plan

9-13
 SLOCOG supports peripheral parking structures, better bicycle access, and shuttle service.

Response
The parking structure locations were part of the Walker 1988 Parking Master Plan.  This plan examined the parking needs of the entire campus and proposed a comprehensive program for improving parking and access for the campus

9-14
SLOCOG generally supports the proposed location of the parking structures and will evaluate them closer during environmental review.

Response
 Each of the structures will be designed and reviewed in much greater detail during their development phase.  Each will have at least a Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared pursuant to CEQA, which will give SLOCOG and others an opportunity to comment further.
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Adopted:

ACADEMIC SENATE
of
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNYVERSITY
San Luis Obispo, CA

AS-___-00/
RESOLUTION ON
HOUSING AND THE MASTER PLAN

Background: Cal Poly currently has approximately 17,000 students and would be permitted to
increase the number of student to 17,900 under the current Master Plan. Cal Poly is in the process
of revising its Master Plan to allow for an increase of 3,000 students. This would bring
enrollment at Cal Poly to nearly 21,000 students when completed.

Cal Poly is under pressure from both the CSU and the State to increase enrollment to meet the
needs for Tidal Wave II. However, the enrollment at Cal Poly represents only 5% of the total
CSU enrollment. The 3,000 increase in enrollment would represent less than 1% of the total
enrollment in the CSU. This increase would hardly solve the CSU enroliment problems
associated with Tidal Wave II

During the Spring of 2000 the Academic Senate passed the resolution entitled “Resolution on the
Growth Component of the Master Plan.” The resolution addressed the failure of the CSU to
reimburse Cal Poly for increased enrollment at the marginal cost of adding additional students.
Adding additional students would mean a further deterioration of the quality of education at Cal
Poly. The resolution called for the removal of the growth component from the Master Plan.

This fall the availability of housing for students was far less than the demand for housing. In an
attempt to deal with this shortage of housing, utility rooms in the Cal Poly dorms were converted
to living spaces for students. This additional housing was still not nearly enough to meet the
demand for housing. There were stories of students bidding against each other for the limited
number of housing spaces available in the community. There were further stories of students
living on couches. In addition, an unknown nuiber of students chose to leave Cal Poly because
they had been unable to find housing.

Compounding the housing problem, Cuesta College has continued to increase its enroliment.
Many of these Cuesta students come from outside the area and as a result are competing with our
own students for the limited number of available housing spaces.

Cal Poly is in the process of building a new dormitory that would house 800 students.
Unfortunaely, this dormitory might fail to meet the demand resulting from the increase of 900
students to the current Master Plan ceiling. Furthermore, this new dormitory would not address
the current shortage of housing for students nor would it address the continued impact of the
rising enrollment of Cuesta College.







[image: image68.png]35  Further complicating the housing issue is the impact of the hiring of new faculty to replace those
36  faculty members who will be retiring over the next several years. Young faculty moving to the
37  area will have the dubious distinction of having to pay very high prices for houses. Those who
38  choose to rent will find themselves competing in a very limited housing market with students.
39  The competition for housing will result in extremely high rental costs for our new younger

40  faculty members.

41

42 WHEREAS, The Academic Senate has passed the “Resolution on the Grewth Component of

43 the Master Plan” which called for the removal of the growth component from the

44 Master Plan; and

45

46  WHEREAS. The availability of housing in the community is not nearly adequate to meet the

47 demand for housing for our students; and

48

49  WHEREAS, The extent of this shortage in housing is not known; and

50

51 WHEREAS, The housing shortage is exacerbated by the continued increase in enrollment of

52 Cuesta College; and

53

54 WHEREAS, Cal Poly will add an additional 900 just to reach the current Master Plan ceiling of

55 17,900 students; and

56

57 WHEREAS, The revision to the Master Plan allows for adding an additional 3,000 students

58 which would bring enrollment at Cal Poly to 20,900 students; therefore, be it

59

60 RESOLVED: That Cal Poly engage in a thorough analysis of the housing situation in the

61 community similar to that undertaken by the UC campuses at Santa Cruz and 10=\
62 Santa Barbara; and be it further

63

64  RESOLVED: That Cal Poly create a plan to address the housing shortage; and be it further I ‘ o-2
65

66  RESOLVED: That the presentation of the revised Master Plan to the CSU Board of Trustees be

67 delayed uniil such time the plan to address the housing shortage is complete; and I {0~ 3
68 be it further

69

70 RESOLVED: That this resolution be sent to the CSU Board of Trustees, State Senator Jack

71 O’Connell, and Assemblyman Abel Maldenado; and be it further

T2 , o ( °_'1
73 RESOLVED: That State Senator Jack O’Connell and Assemblyman Abel Maldonado be invited

74 to a meeting of the Academic Senate to address the housing and enrollment issues.

Proposed by: Harvey Greenwald
Date: November 1, 2000







Letter 10

Dr. Harvey Greenwald

Academic Senate

November 1, 2000

10-1
 Dr. Greenwald submitted a “Resolution on Housing and the Master Plan” to the Academic Senate Executive Committee on November 1, 2,000.  While this resolution was not forwarded to the full Senate, it raised a number of issues of importance to the Master Plan.  The resolution recommends Cal Poly prepare a study on the housing shortage on campus and in the community. 

Response
A discussion of the Market Analysis prepared prior to the Master Plan has been incorporated into the Residential Communities Element in pages 129-130.  The analysis provides information on current deficiencies in the San Luis Obispo housing market, and the feasibility of providing housing on-campus.  

10-2
The resolution further suggests that Cal Poly develop a plan to address that housing shortage. 

Response
The Residential Communities element has been reorganized and now includes a more substantial discussion of existing deficiencies and plans to reduce the impacts of this shortage on students and faculty, as well as the larger community.  See pp. 136-137, where the following language has been added.

Cal Poly has sponsored two recent studies of the housing market as it affects students, faculty and staff.  In 1998, the Division of Student Affairs retained Gordon Chong and Partners and the Sedway Group to analyze the student housing market and explore the potential for new student housing on campus.  The findings from this study contributed to the University’s decision to build apartment-style units to house an additional 800 students on campus.  The Cal Poly Foundation contracted with Anderson Strickler, LLC, to investigate the need and potential for University-sponsored housing for faculty and staff.  Their 2000 Employee Housing Study found that housing cost is a significant factor in faculty recruitment and retention.  Their report is guiding the development of faculty and staff housing on two sites west of Highway 1, as identified in the Master Plan.

Cal Poly will review and revise these market studies to inform each phase of Master Plan housing development and enrollment growth.  Relevant comparative data includes vacancy rates, rents, land available for housing, financing options, and the nature and importance of amenities.  Studies will also address student housing preferences and challenges in locating suitable off-campus housing.

10-3
The proposed resolution calls for Cal Poly to delay submittal of the Master Plan to the Board of Trustees pending completion of the housing plan.

Response
Cal Poly will submit the Master Plan to the Board of Trustees for its March 2001 meeting.  This date has been in the plan development program for three years.  As stated in the plan, increased enrollment will follow the development of additional student housing.  Thus, the Master Plan enrollment increases will not exacerbate the housing shortage.  In addition, an 800 bed residential facility will begin construction this year.  Plans for the development of faculty housing are underway.  

10-4
Commenter suggests that state legislators as well as Board of Trustees be engaged in helping address housing and enrollment issues.

Response
Please refer to the discussion in Chapter 3 reflecting enrollment pressures associated with demand for Cal Poly's programs.
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Letter 11

Ms. Jasmine Watts

December, 2000

11-1
 Commenter is concerned about effects on biota from the housing near the Ecological Study Area.

Response
The housing proposed at H-2 is adjacent to one of the campus’ Ecological Study Areas at the mouth of Poly Canyon (see Exhibit 5.9).  This facility will be designed to stay southwest of the ecological study area.  The area will be enhanced in the future with native grasses and the introduction of Cambria Morning Glory, a plant listed by the California Native Plant Society.  The DEIR addressed impacts associated with the housing development.
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Letter 12

Mr. Ali Schlageter

December, 2000

12-1
 Commenter suggests the Master Plan was inadequately publicized.

Response
Cal Poly’s Master Plan team has been preparing the Master Plan for the past three years.  Following a series of meetings during the Fall and Winter quarters of the 1998-1999 academic year, over one hundred members of the campus and community participated in task forces during Spring 1999 to develop the guiding principles for the plan.  The plan was first presented in draft form to the public in the Spring of 2000.  Numerous press releases and public meetings accompanied the release of this early version of the plan.  The formal plan and Draft EIR were presented to the community in the Fall of 2000.  The March date for the Board of Trustees presentation has been presented to the public for over three years.    See discussion of process in Introduction and Task Forces in Chapter 2.
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Item 1
FROM: Dana L. Azevedo /cpslo,employeel

TO: Bonnie J. Lowe /cpslo,employeel

€C: Rex M. Wolf /cpslo,employeel
Item 2

Bonnie,

Here's another note from the student asking about the parking structure.

Dana

Item 3

MESSAGE Dated: 11/2/2000 at 10:53
Subject: Possibility of moving a College of Agriculture facility ... Contents: 3

Creator: Andre Muhlen /cpslo, student5
Item 3.1

FROM: Andre V. Muhlen /cpslo, studentS
TO: Linda C. Dalton /cpslo,employeel

Item 3.2

ARPA MESSAGE HEADER

Item 3.3
Hi Linda,

You may have read Joe Jen's response to my e-mail about moving the
irrigation training facility near Via Carta to another location. Can you
clarify the position of the College of Agriculture on this?

The Facilities Planning Office has written in the May of 2000
version of the Cal Poly Master Plan that an alternative location for the
third parking structure would be on lot H-16 and over part of your
facility. Is this an option, and if so, how much trouble would that be
for the College?

I'm writing a project on the location of third parking structure and
would appreciate an official reply Erom the College of Agriculture, so I
can include that in the project.

sincerely,

Andre von Muhlen

>Please talk to vice provost Linda Daltor and BRAE Dept Head Ken
Solomon,

>As far as I know, that is NOT an option. May be you are looking at an
> old version of parking structure plan. Joe Jen

Hi Dr. Joseph,

I'm doing a project on parking at Cal Poly and noticed one of the
options for the third parking structure would be located at the
irrigation learning facility along Via Carta and north of Brizzolara
Creek. I would appreciate if you could tell me what the College of
Agriculture's response is about moving this facility somewhere else,
and
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> how much trouble that would be.
Sincerely,

Andre von Muhlen

PS: My project is for an English 218 class with Professor Mary Forte.
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Item 2
Bonnie,

Perhaps you could enlighten him. I do believe he's locking at an old
version?

Dana

Item 3

REPLY Dated: 11/2/2000 at 10:47
Subject: Possibility of moving a College of Agriculture facility ... Contents: 2

Creator: Joseph Jen /cpsio,employeal
Item 3.1

TO: Andre V. Muhlen /cpslo,student$

¢C: Linda C. Dalton /cpslo,employeel
Barbara J. Fenske /cpslo,employeel
Ken Solomon /cpslo,employeel

Item 3.2

Please talk to vice provost Linda Dalton and BRAE Dept Head Ken Solomon.
As far as I know, that is NOT an option. May be you are looking at an
old version of parking structure plan. Joe Jen

> Hi Dr. Joseph,

>

> I'm doing a project on parking at Cal Poly and noticed one of the
> options for the third parking structure would be located at the

> irrigaticn learning facility along Via Carta and north of Brizzolara

> Creek. I would appreciate if you could tell me what the College of

> Agriculture's response is about moving this facility somewhere else,

and

> how much trouble that would be.

>

sincerely,

Andre von Muhlen

PS: My project is for an Engiish 218 class with Professor Mary Forte.
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Letter 13

Mr. Andre von Muhlen

November 2, 2000

13-1
 The commenter seeks clarification on the location of Parking Structure III, and whether it would impact the irrigation training facility.

Response
An early version of some planning studies showed the structure using part of the land now occupied by the irrigation training facility.  Subsequent discussions with the College of Agriculture Land Use Committee informed the Master Plan team that this location would not be appropriate.  The proposed location in the Master Plan is on parking lot H-12 at the northwest corner of the intersection of Via Carta and Highland.
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118 East Mortison Avenue
Santa Maria, CA, 93454-6620
805-928-6663

B. Lowe, Facilities Planning
Cal Poly University
San Luis Obispo, CA 93407

Gentlepersons,

1 would like to make the following comments on the Cal Poly Master Plan. After
seeing the plan, 1 feel that it is a fine plan, and could be even better with a few
adjustments. I appreciate that the campus core will be relatively vehicle free, and because
the nearest available parking space for those with paid parking permits may continue to be
as much as a half mile away from their class, students will fikely ride either from home or
from their vehicle to the bike rack nearest to their class. That is fine, but more needs to be
done to accommodate the bicycle traffic that is being encouraged. The bicycle and
pedestrian traffic on campus needs to be separated for safety. I would like to have seen
more dedicated bike lanes which are completely separate from pedestrian walkways. It is 14 -\
too confusing for bicyclists to determine where they can and cannot ride on campus, and
current signage is inadequate. With dedicated bikeways, clear rules can be established
regarding safe bike access to the campus core, such as no riding outside the bike lanes. If
this is the rule now, notice is not being spread widely enough.

My second comment concemns the proposed residential dormitories on the
perimeter of the campus core. The new structures proposed near the mouth of Poly 14-1
Canyon are too high up on the slope, and would be an eyesore for residents on the slopes
of Bishops Peak and Cerro San Luis. Even though it would be more expensive, the
parking ought te be beneath them, so the fluids leaking from vehicles will not be washed
by rains into Brizziolari Creek. I saw a0 such remediation in the Master Plan.

T am happy to see that the dormitories are located along what the planners appear
10 be establishing as the edge of campus. I like the concept of classroom facilities in the -3
core, then dormitories on the perimeter, then open space all the way to Santa Margarita o:
the other side of the mountains. That is a very good way of assuring that development of
campus facilities will not be pushed further into the foothills.  just wish you had pulled
that perimeter back from the steep slopes. It shows no example of restraint. 1 think Cal
Poly’s earlier stewards were hinting at preservation of some open space on the valiey floos
when they named Perimeter Drive. The name suggests it is the perimeter of the campus
core. Anyway, it is probably not b feasible to build any higher up on the slope.

Sincerely,

éfé’ géwlb( Pecevey
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Letter 14

Mr. Bob Ladd

December 4, 2000

14-1
 The commenter suggests that more needs to be done to accommodate the bicycle traffic on campus, including greater separation between pedestrians and bicycles for safety.

Response
A detailed bicycle planning will be included in the implementation plans.

14-2
The commenter is concerned that the student housing is to be developed too high up the slope of the hills on the eastern edge of the campus instructional core.  This could negatively impact the views from residences on the slopes of Bishops Peak and Cerro San Luis.  

Response
 As part of the constraints analysis undertaken at the outset of the Master Plan process, the team identified steep slopes on campus (Exhibit 4.6) that would be inappropriate for development.  Further, the team established a limit for construction line on slopes (see text on p. 59).  This limit was designed to be consistent with policies in adjoining jurisdictions, the City of San Luis Obispo and the County of San Luis Obispo.  Some of the new housing will be visible to established housing across the valley and elsewhere.  Because of the distance of these residences from the proposed housing, the impact to visual resources is not significant. 

14-3
 Parking should be beneath the housing to reduce the possibility of water quality impacts.

Response
All campus parking will be designed with drainage facilities that prevent the deterioration of water quality from automobile-related pollutants, whether they are within a structure, or a surface parking lot.  A Water Quality Management Plan is under development that will provide best management practices for all development, including parking, on campus.  See text addition on p. 195, which indicates that the Plan calls for us to “integrate parking into other structures at ground level or below as feasible.”
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Letter 15

Anonymous

December , 2000

15-1
 Commenter suggests “building up instead of out,” thereby preserving natural resources and open land.

Response
Several commenters have suggested the University develop housing in a more compact form to save land, especially through the use of taller buildings – “up not out.”  Housing on campus was designed to meet several parameters.  One was to avoid the development of high-rises.  Student housing is effective when it provides an atmosphere of community.  This requires air and open recreation space, as well as a connection to everyday living patterns.  Taller structures create a disconnection between the student and the student community.  In addition, taller structures increase the risk of catastrophe from fire or seismic events.  Nevertheless, the proposals are compact, at a density equal to or greater than that elsewhere on campus.  Furthermore, a constraints analysis undertaken at the outset of the Master Plan process identified areas appropriate for housing development.  The housing proposals are consistent with that analysis. See Constraints and Opportunities analysis in Chapter 4.

15-2
Commenter notes that housing will bring more cars.  Transit services must be improved if measures like freshmen restrictions are implemented.

Response
Comment noted. Cal Poly will continue to provide financial support for public transportation.  Further, the campus will explore many ways in which to balance the allocation of resources toward trip reduction programs rather than toward the cost of providing more parking on campus.
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Letter 16

Ms. Brianna Holan

December , 2000

16-1
 Commenter requests assurances of sustainable practices in planned development.

Response
The following has been added to the Master Plan (pp. 162-163):  

Site selection, site planning and building design should account for solar exposure, prevailing wind direction, and patterns of light and shade to minimize energy requirements and enhance the quality of outdoor space.  Design guidelines and processes for implementing the Master Plan should encourage energy efficient building design and resource conservation.  The campus landscape plan should consider the impact of vegetation and water use on the resource efficiency of facilities and the creation of comfortable and functional outdoor space.  

Design for renovation of existing buildings and new construction should consider ways to maximize energy efficiency and take advantage of the mild climate in San Luis Obispo.  Alternative, renewable energy sources should be used to the greatest extent possible to offset growth in demand.  As costs escalate for traditional energy sources, other options to consider include integrated photovoltaic and solar generation for electricity, passive and low energy cooling strategies for buildings (including materials, solar control, natural ventilation, thermal mass), passive solar space and water heating, and effective use of day lighting.  New buildings should be well ventilated using natural ventilation, and existing buildings should be retrofitted where feasible to make them usable and livable during the summer without requiring air conditioning.

Consistent with Cal Poly’s mission, the campus should explore an integrated approach to sustainable, or “green” design for research, education and operational applications in new and renovated buildings and in the campus landscape treatment.  In addition to the energy conservation measures noted above, these efforts should address water conservation and reclamation, re-use of materials and products, and life-cycle costing in general.  Several opportunities for resource recovery projects with educational and research potential as well as operational value include water supply and waste treatment for animal facilities, enhancement of Brizzolara Creek and the construction of new student residential communities.

16-2
As to the location and effect on environment from planned development, commenter suggests that there are alternatives, such as underground parking.

Response
 Several commenters have suggested the University develop housing in a more compact form to save land, especially through the use of taller buildings – “up not out.”  Housing on campus was designed to meet several parameters.  One was to avoid the development of high-rises.  Student housing is effective when it provides an atmosphere of community.  This requires air and open recreation space, as well as a connection to everyday living patterns.  Taller structures create a disconnection from the student to the student community.  In addition, taller structures increase the risk of catastrophe from fire or seismic events.  Nevertheless, the proposals are compact, at a density equal to or greater than that elsewhere on campus.  Furthermore, a constraints analysis undertaken at the outset of the Master Plan process identified areas appropriate for housing development.  The housing proposals are consistent with that analysis. See Constraints and Opportunities analysis.  Where feasible, the Master Plan calls for “integration of parking into structures at ground level or below” (page 195).

[image: image77.png]To Whom Tt May Concern:
T-would like to make the following
Comments regarding the Cal Poly

! Bracke. Savede—
Master Pl 1, Gl platement of dorms | LaoM: Stva e 420
i Brizzekar | (RetE fom placn, | Name: JEmak A TBoddin #113 Cattal

I8 (ompltely NABEOS T Aflc quugickelry | ACTESS kS O00Sp T 3400 -

G A s (LA 4) drd sl |

By 2ing S Lren o 83 & (g5 fid

i) plimint i . Heghts s

a5 Fragh W (ogptte i oF dlz Mol

and maCasckmal hure bt Jharad !

YL 1 18 Fhis ment-and fig at-| TO:  B.Lowe
1 hope you will take these fnto consideration g

When revising the current draft. W‘ ) réa(;l}l;tlle 'Sli;lgnnm.g
Sincerely, e m: o+ al Poly University -2
v MM Ceog San Luis Obispo, CA 93407 N
Yire ofe ﬂ\C/g Pl alge
e o e
W et Mg
2( VLU/‘.fr,ﬁ 1
Bae Sorcdime

L (gcarned Gl Bl Shodent







Letter 17

Ms. Brooke Saavedra

December , 2000

17-1
Commenter questions wisdom of placing student housing in the Brizzolara Creek floodway.

Response
Student housing was proposed near Brizzolara Creek in the Spring 2000 draft of the Master Plan.  This housing was relocated to accommodate the Brizzolara Creek Enhancement Project.  No housing will be located in the floodway.  See Exhibit 5.9.  See Constraints and Opportunities analysis in Chapter 4, as well.

17-2
Housing will impact wildlife and habitat.

Response
 Please refer to Exhibit 5.9.  Housing has been located only on previously utilized land (for example the Bull Test area –H-1 and H-2, or the parking lot behind the North Mountain dorms—H-5), with the exception of the small area to the south of Yosemite Hall (H6).  The DEIR addresses impacts from the housing proposals.
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Letter 18

Mr. Chad Gifford

December , 2000

18-1
Commenter suggests new housing should be developed on previously developed areas.  

Response
Please refer to Exhibit 5.9.  Housing has been located only on previously utilized land (for example the Bull Test area –H-1 and H-2, or the parking lot behind the North Mountain dorms—H-5), with the exception of the small area to the south of Yosemite Hall (H6).  See Constraints and Opportunities analysis in Chapter 4.

18-2
Commenter suggests building taller structures to save land.

Response
 The proposed housing will range from two to four stories, although the University prefers not exceeding three stories.  The reasons for not developing taller structures have to do with safety and community.  The taller the structure, the greater the fire and seismic hazards.  Furthermore, taller structures are not conducive to creating an atmosphere of community.  See Constraints and Opportunities analysis in Chapter 4.  Where feasible, parking may be incorporated into structures at or below ground level to allow for more compact development (refer to page 195).
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Letter 19

Mr. Chad Gifford

December , 2000

19-1
Commenter reiterates previous comments and adds that housing near Brizzolara Creek will be too far from the far side of campus.

Response
The so-called “10-minute rule,” was used to define the campus instructional core, and guide the placement of housing.  The rule intones that a student should be able to traverse campus, from one class to the following, within 10 minutes.  The housing at H-1 and H-2 will be the furthest residences from classes in the College of Business, for example, and some students may need to allow more than ten minutes to cover this distance.  However, once within the campus core, students should be able to move from class to class within ten minutes. 
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Letter 20

Anonymous 

December , 2000

20-1
 Commenter asks if any effort has been made to better utilize existing dormitories, such as North Mountain, which are only two stories.

Response
Yes.  The redevelopment of North Mountain dormitories is shown on Exhibit 5.9 as proposed housing H-4.  See Residential Communities element.  

[image: image81.png]Dale Sutliff's comments on the Master Plan and Draft EIR:
November 18, 2000

To: Linda Dalton

By: Dale Sutliff, Prof.

Chair, Landscape Advisory Comumittee

Comments on Cal Poly Master Plan and Drafi EIR

Comment:

Broad question: Is there a list compiled (beyond the list at back of document) that identifies all of the additional studies z
and actions necessary to accomplish and implement the master plan (which are listed throughout the document)? \- \

Comments and suggestions (suggested changes/additions shown in italic):

p.14, Guiding Framework.
Add two principles to Land use-overall direction:
« long term sustainability and adaptability of facilities
« energy efficient planning, design and management

p-15, Guiding Framework
Q6,j, add atend: ....sense of place and purpose.

Change margin comment to include: ....maintain academic and environmental quality. See that this statement is
more clearly incorporated in body of text for Q7.

P.65, Physical Plan Elements
Environmental Suitability and Sustainability
Add and end of statement: ...become degraded, including the upgrading of both buildings and grounds within the
campus instructional core.

67, Physical Plan Elements
Outdoor Teaching and Learning
Add at end: Al facilities should be designed and managed to promote an integrated teaching and learning
environment where both buildings and spaces are central to the learning experience.

p.79, Physical Plan Elements
Enhancement l
Insert: ...conduct rescarch, and implement actions fo incorporate appropriate management and enhancement 1‘ -
practices.

.92, Physical Plan Elements
Foresight
Add: Each college and program should identify auidoor teaching and learning needs.

Investment
Add: Needed investment in outdoor teaching and learning should be identified by the colleges and programs.

Protection
Change heading to: Protection and Management







[image: image82.png]p.93, Physical Pian Elements
Visibility
Change statement to read: The centrality of ontdoor teaching and learning calls jor these lands and facilities to be
a highly visible, even tangible, part of the main campus image — not just on outlying lands.

Integration
Add at end: Constant contact with outdoor teaching and learning lands and facilities by all campus users should
be buill in to project and academic planning for the campus.

p.98, Physical Plan Elements
Other Creek Enhancement Activities

Question: Why not designate Stenner Creek as an Enhancement Area now, with similar approach as Brizzolara
Creek?

.99, Physical Plan Elements
Design Village 2.‘ - l
Add: ¢ Future development should adhere 1o environmental sensitivity principles contained in the campus master
plan.

Campus Core
Add to end of first bullet statement: ... horticulture, and the gereral campus population

Change second bullet statement: Exhibit and demonstration ateas....

p.101, Physical Plan Elements
Issues
Add to 11™ bullet: ...environment and teaching mission.

Add to last bullet ...Inconsistent and confusing building signage and references.

Pp.103, Physical Plan Elements
Circulation
Add: ...pedestrian circulation and orientation, whether...

p.115, Physical Plan Elements
Southwest Arca
Comment: Need Specific Plan for this area, to include incorporation of other facilities as part of parking z‘ - 3
structure. The illustrative plan shown in the draft master plan raise many issues.

p.117, Physical Plan Elements
North Perimeter Pedestrian Way
Comment: N.Perim. Dr. should NOT become a BROATY pedestrian way. Rather, the scale of the street should be:
reduced from its automobile requirements to a scale to better accommodate pedestrian and bike flow. This will z. -4
contribute to a “more compact campus core”.

Change statement to include: The way should form a “spine” connected to a serics of pedestrian plazas and paths
accessing ...

Pp-119, Physical Plan Elements
Green Space Plan
Comment: This plan needs further resolution, along with the illustrative plan, to show key nodes and plazas
related to the pedestrian/bike system; changes to the southwest area configuration, to associate new services 2.\ - s
(shopping, feod, etc.) with the North Perimeter Pedestrian Precinct, etc.







[image: image83.png]p-121, Physical Plan Elements
Campus Landscape Pian
Add, last paragraph: ...It should also provide guidance and standards that ensure that each project should
contribute to the common vision for campus development and of the campus landscape...

p-137, Physical Plan Elements
Outdoor Fields
The second paragraph is out of date. Conditions no longer exist.

Pp.150, Physical Plan Elements
Solid Waste and Recycling — Distribution
Comnent/add: As part of Cal Poly’s mission, the campus should establish a recycling center and laboratory for
research and re-use of materials and products, requiring re-utilization , where feasible, in campus projects.







Letter 21

Mr. Dale Sutliff

Chair, Landscape Advisory Committee

November 18, 2000

21-1
 Commenter asks if a complete list of implementation actions are included in the plan.

Response
The current version of the Master Plan has been modified to include a list of all suggested implementation measures for the Master Plan.  See Chapter Seven, Implementation Activities. See Chapter 7, updated.

21-2
Commenter suggests a number of text changes to the Master Plan, specifically on pages 14, 15, 65, 67, 79, 92, 93, 99, 101,  103, 121 and 150 (pages per the October 10, 2000 Plan).

Response
Most changes were made consistent with the intent of this suggestion.  Text changes can be found on pages 16, 17, 69, 71, 84, 96, 97, 98, 103, 106, 108, 127.  The alteration suggested for recycling (draft plan page 150) was not incorporated into the plan at this location.    Instead, a new section on Sustainable Campus Planning and Design was added at the end of the Public Facilities and Utilities element.  This section includes the following language:  “… these efforts should address water conservation and reclamation, re-use of materials and products, and life-cycle costing in general” (pp. 162-163).

21-3
Commenter suggests the need for a more specific plan of the southwest area of campus.

Response
Chapter 7 identifies the Southwest Area for one of several implementation studies.

21-4
Commenter suggests North Perimeter should not become a “broad pedestrian way.”

Response
The text has been changed to reflect this comment; “North Perimeter Drive should become a human-scale pedestrian way …” (p. 122).

21-5
Commenter suggests that the green space plan needs further refinement, showing key pedestrian nodes and plazas and other features.

Response
Chapter 7 identifies pedestrian systems as one of several implementation studies.

21-6
Commenter suggests a number of text changes to the Master Plan, specifically on pages 121, 137, and 150.

Response
Environmental quality is addressed in question 2.

21-7
Designate Stenner Creek as an Enhancement Area now.

Response
The following has been added to the Master Plan (p. 103): “Guiding Principles and Goals for the Cal Poly Creek Management and Enhancement Plan” are located in Appendix F.  The principles and goals will apply to all creeks on Cal Poly lands, including Stenner Creek.  In addition, Cal Poly has partnered with the Land Conservancy of San Luis Obispo County.  The Land Conservancy has undertaken several projects on Stenner Creek to reduce erosion and improve fisheries habitat, especially for the endangered steelhead.  This enhancement work will continue with other reaches of the creek.”

21-8
The discussion in the Recreation, Athletics and Physical Education element entitled “Outdoor Fields” is out of date.
Response
With the completion of the Sports Complex, the discussion in the Master Plan has been modified to reflect current conditions (p. 145).
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Hello Ms. Lowe

«I represent the NRM Department on the CAGRLUC committee. Our NRM Dept. is “very" concerned
abaut the proposed remote parking lot that is proposed in or near the area currently known as the NRM
Logging Sports and Tree Farm (along Stenner Creek Road). We use this area to a great extent both for
class demonstrations and as a outdoor laboratory site. Building a parking lot in this vicinity would
significantly impact our NRM teaching programs. We request that significant discussion with our
department must occur to work ont a possible solution to what we consider to be a major conflict and
impact on our NRM teaching program. This discussion must be timely as we are constantly investing
people, time, znd money into our current NRM site off Stenner Creek road. For exampie, we are presently
discussing relocating the Tree Farm io the upper field by Stenner Creek road given the drainage and soii
problems we have in the lower field tree farm site we arc currently using. We have even considered
building a greenhouse in this area. Any decision to relocate the Tree Farm or build a greenhouse in our
current site would in tum be affected by a decision to put a remote parking lot in this vicinity, -Bottomline,
NRM needs a outdoor laboratory site for forestry field labs,, logging sport competitions, field
demonstrations (e.g., we regularly use the current site for fire control, forest measurements, silviculture,
forest harvesting operations), Enterprise projects, and of course propagation of trees. We need a large
enough area to accomodate large equipment such as Fire Engines, dozers, large trucks. +Thank you for you
consideration. We look forward to further discussion on this subject.

*Best Regards Doug Piirto
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Letter 22

Dr. Doug Piirto

CAGRLUC

December 5, 2000

22-1
 Commenter, on behalf of the NRM Department and CAGRLUC, raises concerns about the proposed locations for remote parking.  Commenter notes that the proposed lot is on or near the area of their Forestry Demonstration Area and Christmas Tree Farm.

Response
The Master Plan Land Use map (Exhibit i) identified two general locations where a remote parking lot could be developed.  The locations will be refined as discussed in new text on p. 195:  “Planning for development of a remote parking site that would involve moving any Outdoor Teaching and Learning activities, such as the forestry demonstration area or sheep grazing, would follow the principle that a new site for their operations would need to be identified and developed first, so as to minimize disruption.”  It is important to note that the development of remote parking is a contingency predicated on the inability to reduce parking demand through restrictions described in the Alternative Transportation element of the Master Plan. 
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160 Graves
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405

Dccember 4, 2600

California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo

c/o Crawford Multari Clark and Mohr

641 Higuera Street, Suite 302

San Luis Obispo, CA 93402

Attention: Nicole Phillips Faxed to: 541-5512

Re: Cal Poly State University
Dear Ms. Phillips:

1 am hereby submitting my comments on the Cal Poly Master Plan & Dralt
Environmental lmpact Report. The comments are in four parts. Part ] are general in
nature. Part Il concentrate on one particular aspect of the Plan, the proposal for a
Visitors' Center and other ancillary projects on the west side of Grand Avenue between a
line of trees and Slack Street. The third part are comments on other aspects of the Plan.
Finally, there is a brief concluding statement.

General Comments

As a long-time facully member at Cal Poly who is interested in the environmental

dimension of projects involving the University, I am pleased o note that far more

attention has been paid to environmental issues in the Master Plan than in other recent

cftorts including the Cal Poly Sports Complex. 1 applaud those responsibie for the shift 13_'
n emphasis. For instance, efforts to make the campus less auto-centric is to be

commended and, to some extent, so are the constraints on additional parking spaces

commensurate with planned new student housing.

1 am distressed, however, at the time-fine for review of the Draft EIR. I understand the

desire by this campus to move with all due speed so that the Final EIR can be sent to the

Chancellor’s office early in 2001. One of the pleasures in serving on the Land Use Task 23 'z
Force in the spring of 1999 was baving the time to think about and then discuss proposals

regarding land use matters on the campus. At the present critical stage of the process.
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however, those who are interested in: our campus and community do not have the same
opportunity. This is a major shortcoming.

Comments on the Proposed Ancillary Activities and Facilities Abutting Slack Street
East of Grand Avenue

In the interest of openness, [ want Lo first be clear that my house at 160 Graves is only a
stone’s throw from where the proposed Visitors” Center and possibly other structures
would be located according to the Master Plan, As ane who may reiire from full-lime
teaching in a year or two and possibly move, my comments are directed towards the
future of the neighborhood where [ have lived since 1983 rather than simply catering to
my own wants.

The neighbothood is amazingly quict given its proximity to the University and the fact
that SO percent or miore of the houses are student rentals. One of the reasons for this
happy state of affairs, 1 submit, is the buffer between the neighborhood and campus
residence halls in particular and University structures in general. A second reason,
already mentioned, is the mix of occupants in the immediate area.

[ wish [ had been on campus last spring when, according to the DEIR, the proposal was
first made 1o house a Visitors® Center adjacent to this quiet, residential neighborhood.
Alas, 1 was teaching overseas and was thus not “in the loop” during the formative stages
of the proposal. 1 realize 1 am submiiting my comments at the 11* hour but that is, by
itself, insufficient reason to have the proposal go forward if there are serious problems as
1 believe there are.

When one talks about cnvironmental considerations, you must be concerned both with
natural habitat and human habitat. The maps and text of the DEIR designates the area in
question as “Suitable for Facilities Expansion.” In other words, it is not just a proposed
Visitors® Center that is at issue but basically the reconstitution of the entire area. For
instance, on page 195 one reads that the relatively small area may also be suitable for
“additional conference facilities.”

What is particular disappointing is that those who put the DEIR together, [ am told,
refused to designate the ancillary structures as even leading (o the possibility of
“Potential Neighborhood Conflicts” (see map on page 58). Given that the map on page
61, for instance, shows the entire area in question as “Suitable for Facilities Expansion,”
it is hard to know how such a designation could escape being listed as one of Potential
Neighborhood Conflict.

In page xi of the Executive Summary it is siated that “the team [working on the DEIR], in
most instances, [chose] the environmentally superior approach.” I can only conclude that
the word “mos(” was used because this case (and perhaps others) could not be classified
as “environmentally superior.” The Land Use Task Foroe, on which, as previously
staled. | was a member, had a list of guiding principles. U'll quote six:

13-3
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1. Strive for compact development of buildings and sites. New development should be
concentrated in the campus core (There may be a difference in classification but
certainly question the proposal under discussion as being within the campus core.);

2. Campus land uses should be located so that adjacent uses are compatible with respect
to their activities and environmental impacts;

3. Campus facilities, land use patterns, support facilities, signage, etc. should be
compatible with their surroundings;

4. The concetns of neighbors regarding traffic, noise, lighting, viewsheds, etc. need to z ;-3
be considered in conjunction with educational and facility needs of the campus;

5. Cffective buffers should be established and maintained between campus lands and
activities and natural or build environments of both campus & surrounding
commuaity;

6. Buffers should be provided to offer protection from dust, pesticide drift, odors, noise,
visual, traffic and public safety.

The proposed ancillary projects will surely result in the destruction of a buffer between
the campus and the adjacent community. The cumulative impacts including noise,
lighting, traffic, aesthetics, and ambiance will change this neighborhood forever. We
often hear the phrase “urban sprawl.” The proposed activities represent “campus
sprawl”

You will note that | have not uttered a single word about new housing south of Yosemite

Hafl. Development between Yosemite and the fast line of trees before Slack Street is

appropriate and still leaves the campus-neighborhood buffer. Perhaps the Visitors®

Center or some other ancillary structure could be placed in that same general location. In u.q
other words, T understand the need for such a structure ar even ancillary structures., The

question is location, location, location, The DEIR location and the designation adjacent

to Grand Avenue and Slack Street is simply wrong, wrong, wrong.

Other Aspects of the Plan

Others are commenting on the future student housing plans (designated as H-2 and H-3

on DEIR maps) near the north bank of Brizzolara Creek and the mouth of Pely Canyon. 23 -s
Again, as with Slack Street, there is the lack of adequate buffers. Similarly, the quarry

south of Poly Canyon Road is an eyesore and an embarrassment. 1 shudder to think what

close monitoring might discover.

In order to lessen the “footprint” for future student housing, the planned parking z 3-‘
component should be reconsidered. By building multilevel parking structures (either
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below- or above-suzface), the land necessary for such structures can be reduced. In short,
additional consideration should be given to building up or down, not out, when necessary,

[ am also unaware that provisions have been considered as to how students in the planned

Brizzolara housing area will be fed. [t's true that the pew housing structures will consist 23-1
of apartments with kitchens but P'm dubious how often they will be used. The last thing

this campus needs are students driving off-campus for their meals or even driving to on-

campus locations. This is an issue that needs to be confronted now, not later.

Conclrding Statement

As mentioned at the outset, those steering the three-year Master Plan process are to be
commended. Compared to other projects instituted during my almost three decades at
Cal Poly, the Master Plan is a giant leap forward.

But as the Plan enters the crucial endgame, much remains to be done. Again, getting the
job done quickly should not be the major goal; getting it done right is far more important,
L know others have spent many hours in studying the Master Plan DEIR. So have]. We
are talking about the next 20 years at least. Lmportant matters have yet to be fully thought
out. Having come this far we all need to make the extrz effort to intefligently and with
environmental-sensitivity deal with the remaining issues. As 1 wrote earlier, the
remaining issucs include both narural and human habitat.

Sincerely,

Dr. Richard Kranzdorf

cc: San Luis Obispo Mayor Allen Settle
Councilmember John Ewan
Councilmember Jan Marx
Councilmember Christine Mutheliand
Councilmember Ken Schwartz
Sydney Holcomb, Chairperson, Residents for Quality Neighborhoods







Letter 23

Dr. Richard Kranzdorf

December 4, 2000

23-1
 Commenter lauds efforts to reduce reliance on the automobile.

Response
Comment noted for the benefit of the decision makers. No response required.

23-2
Commenter concerned about the short time frame for review of the Master Plan.

Response
Cal Poly’s Master Plan team has been preparing the Master Plan for the past three years.  Following public meetings during the Fall and Winter quarters of the 1998-1999 academic year, over one hundred members of the campus and community participated in task forces during Spring 1999 to develop the guiding principles for the plan.  The plan was first presented in draft form to the public in the Spring of 2000.  Numerous press releases and public meetings accompanied the release of this early version of the plan.  The formal plan and Draft EIR were presented to the community in the Fall of 2000.  The March date for the Board of Trustees presentation has been presented to the public for over three years.  See discussion of process in Introduction and Task Forces in Chapter 2.

23-3
Commenter is concerned about development proposed at the northeast corner of the intersection of Slack Street and Grand Avenue and that it is not a “Potential Neighborhood Conflict.”

Response
The map has been modified to show a more limited area of development, and a buffer has been added.  The Constraints Summary (Exhibit 4.10) has been modified to more specifically identify potential neighborhood conflicts on the east side of Grand Avenue.  Shifting this arrow in no way implies that the west side of Grand is now in a changed condition relative to neighborhood impacts.  

23-4
Commenter notes that he has no objection to development located immediately south of the Yosemite Hall dormitory buildings.

Response
This area is still several hundred feet from the residential development and is buffered by vegetation located in a drainage swale.

23-5
Commenter echoes concerns raised by others regarding development near Brizzolara Creek and Poly Canyon.

Response
Concerns are noted.  The Master Plan team made extensive efforts to relocate the H-1 and H-2 housing units at a suitable distance from the creek corridor that resulted in the creation of the Brizzolara Creek Enhancement Project and the re-adsorption of units initially proposed for location along the creek (namely H-3).  The additional beds were the result of partial absorption of the H-4 housing unit which could not be relocated in its entirety elsewhere on campus.  The EIR addresses the impacts of the proposed housing project.  

23-6
Commenter suggests additional structured parking to reduce the need for development of more land.

Response
See Constraints and Opportunities analysis.  Text has been added to the Plan to include parking under structures where feasible (p. 195).

23-7
Commenter raises concerns about students living north of Brizzolara Creek and their need to drive off campus for food.

Response
The proposed new residences will be apartment style dwellings.  Each will contain a kitchen.  The Master Plan proposes additional markets on campus to support student needs. See Support Services element, p. 199, 202-203.  Nevertheless, students will need to leave campus for some shopping.  These trips are included in the traffic analysis. 
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L Eugene Jud
N Faculty CE
Cal Poly
756-1729

December 8, 2000

) : Comments sbout the Magter Plan/EIR
Dear Mr. Kitamura,

The master plan exercise is a positive endeavor. Twould like to comment about
transportation as follows. ’

1.General .
The emphasis on glternative transportation is landable but some signals we send out are 7
confusing, ¢.8. - . . P' f
o 11 Both master plan drafts show an incarvect map of "existing bus routes” (exhibit 5.22). 2"‘
Q.“{ For twro years we have had new SLO Transit bus routes numbers 1 through 6 fn -l
opmtipn. . ) ) 1% 77
7, 1.2 Financing of the free bus is still imcertain. Attractive transit must be seénas @ L
»}'{” comsmadity such as water or electricity supply with secured long term financing.
1.3 The city of San Luis Obispo has measurable modal split objectives on page 10 of
il(-‘\"b \heir cironlation element. We do not have such a tool, which would lead full | 24-3
cxedibility to our plan. . 4
5 41.4The long-term transpertation plans of the city and the county mentioned the L 7
’).* poesibility of a regional light rail system. Cal Poly should be a leader in investigating 24 -4
such possibilitics, also near or on campus. . .

|1.~|-z

2. Comparison with other campuses (Appendix 1)
- The comparison with six other campuses indicates a high car use at Cal Poly, given the
fact that our campus is refatively close to downtown, At UC Santa Barbara bike use is :
six times higher than at Cal Poly. Santa Barpara reported that, on a nice day, out of
20,000 studenis 14,000 resch the campus by bike. 4 7296
’ § The yearly patking fees at Cal Poly appear to be three times less than atthe UCs of
“V'“ Davis, San Dicgo and Santa Barbara, and slightly less than at the state nniversities of
Q Chico and Pomona. Some cempuses Trestrict packing permits through lotterles. The traffic
reduction measures at some campuses are impressive. The number of buses on campus
b per day is considerably lower at Cal Poly than at the campuses of Porona, Chico and 24~ ‘
'}){ Santa Barbera. . .

3, Future design poseibilities
Students have done several studies about the following.
3.1 Public transportation facilities
Two main bus (light rail) terminals, cvenaily connected by a central underground ¥ . '1
104( tunne for transit and service vehicles only, could make sense. Such a eonnection was ’
'}_‘{ suggested by CCAT and can be seen in Appendix 2.

\,I
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N - 3.2 Pedestrians crossing East Perimeter Road
Traffic calming appears to be the most appropriate solufion. Even a "semi pedestrian
«10 zone", with cars allowed at low speed, should be possible. Examples with similar w2lau=-8
pedestrian and car volumes as we have on our campus operate successfully in
Chambery, France and Burgdorf, Switzerdand and in Australia.
3.3 Parking structure #3 .
Moving this parking stracture immediately to the west of the railroad should be . y
\“"\ considered. The walking distauces wonld still be acceptable but there would be i4-9
)' considerably fewer disturbances by traffic on the caropus.’

4. Level of sexvice calculations
4.1 On campus .
The traditional LOS calculations do not make sense in Jocations with heavy
pedestrian traffic because only delays for car drivers are calculated but not delays for
\O pedestrians. The quality of the pedestrian experience is not included ix these LOS 14-10
! -\/ calculations. Therefore several towns have made special rules for calculation the
Q’ LOS of pedestrians and the [nstitute of Transportation Engineers has setup a 100~
persor: committee to issue guidelines and to firther better planning fof 2 Teal
pedestrian and bike friendly atmosphere.
4.2 Off campus
When predicting fitture traffio (cumulative impact) the background traffic growth has
to be taken into consideration. This is the general traffic growth that would occur
W ~ over time even if Cal Poly did not add one more student, It is unclear to us which
backpround traffic growth was assumed around Cal Poly, for example on highway
one. : :
y\)\\ Unrealistically low zssumptions of traffic growth lead to higher LOS than ocour later
} in reality. We are under the impression. that Cal Poly’s traffic consultants bave 241
consistently nnder estimated the background traffic growth for example in the EIRs
for the parking garage and the sports complex.
Howevet, if the real LOS aze Jower than estimated by the consultants we do not imply
that mitigation, measures should necessarily consist of widening roads and
intersections. Mitigation measures could actally mean a better atmosphere for
pedestrians and enhancing all modes of altemative transportation.

Thank you for considering these remarks.
Sincerely
Eugene Jud, fellow Institats of Transportation Engineers

Appendices
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‘University Transportation Survey Summary

MIMArY: .

“This report is the final compilation of information gathered by the fall quarter,
2000 Public Transportation, (CE 424), class taught by Eugene Jud. The surveys include
information from a diverse group of seven universities throughont Califomia with
populations between roughly 13,000 and 38,000 students, staff and faculty. }

The pupose of the study was primarily to show the similarities and differences
between these universities. Certainly the success of the other colleges to encourage
alternative transportation should be researched fixther by Ca) Poly in order to improve
our own campus. [deas which have been sbown to discourage single occupancy vehicles
at other campuses should be considered if Cal Poly is serious about becomming a campus
friendly to a variety of users.

However, there arc also differences between campnses, especially with regard to
the topography of the area, which effoct the viable transportation options. Whereas Davis
and Santa Barbara are in flat areas and are subsequently more bicycle friendly, areas with
more hils such as Cal Poly should be content with smaller percentages of bicycle riders.
However, this should alsa encourage Cal Poly to explore beiter transit options more
suited to the area,

Many schools do not bave a very defined fisture vision so the information on this
subject is included at the end of the report specific to each school rather than in =
comparative format. ’

Schools Surveyed (Abbreviation in Parenthesis):

1. California Polytechnic State University, Pomonza (Pomona)

2. California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispe . (SLO)

3, California State University, Chico (Chico)

4. University of California, Davis {Davis)

5. Unplversity of Californis, San Diego (San Diego)
6. Universiky of California, Santa Rarbara (Santa Barbara)
7. 'University of California, Santa Cruz (Santa Cruz)

1. Basic Demographic Data -
| ___F_,:‘#f“*—"w
1.1|{Number of Students & Facuity: Students Faculty [ Total | -

Pomona 18,426 2,600 21,026
SLO 16296 2,700 18,926
Chico 1™ 15,400 1348 | 16,748

[Davis 24,596 11,154 | 35,750
San Diego ’ 918 | 18,400 | 38318
Santa Barbara 20,056 5300 | 25356
[ 17 [santaCrz 11,300 _l 2,000 13,300
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S 12 [Number of Students Living on Campus : % of Total
Students:
|| {Pomona 1,400 7.60
2,840 1743
Chies 'T’ 3.625 T 354
avis T T a%00 T 1504
T [San Diego 5287 26.54
‘ Santa Barbara B + 4,180 2084 |
I Sagta Cruz__~__ [ 5,000 13
e Campus Location in Relation to City: !
[Pomona 4 miles from downtown
\Pomona
SLO L 1 mile from downtown SLO
Chico [Adjacent to downtown Chico
Davis 1.8 miles from downtown
_ .,.._.......TAM._,_R@"“. S W—
San Diego 14 miles from downtown San Diego
Santa Barbara 10 miles from downtown Santa Barbara
- |Santa Cruz 3 miles from downtown Santa Cruz -
p— .
. ~ —t
2. Basic Transportation Data: N -
|- U |
Modal Split of Daily Traffic: Faculty & Staff | Stodents Total
Pomona .
Car 96.7% WA N/A
Cat/Vanpool 33% 56% 51% |
Bike 5.0% N/A N/A
City Bus 20% NA NA
1_ [Regional Bus [ 1.0% N/A NiA
' Walk _] 0.0% N/A WA
1 Ca | 360% | 264% | 304%
Car/Vanpool 24.0% 74% | 96%
I Bike | 0% - | 15% 7.0%
City Bus 7 20% | 128% | 113% |
[ _jlggional Bus 2.0% 5% L%
[Walk 3.0% 37.5% 328%
e -

2
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Chico | .
- [No Data Avaflablc for CSU Clico | |
’ Davis
" Car 1 62.0% 21.0% 33.8% |
Car/Vanpool 12.0% 2.0% 5.1%
| Bike T 17.0% 50.0% | 39.7% |
] City Bus 5.0% 15.0% 11.9%
‘m{aaaéus 1.0% 2.0% 1.7%
Walk i - 0% 10.0% 7.8%
= 7 &3.0%
(Car/Vanpool INA. lA 26.0%
[Bike TTRA N/A 2.0%
City Bus | [N/A N/A 3.0%
‘|Regional Bus IN/A N/A 1.0% |
[N/A IN/A 5.0%

79.9% 1% | 350%
55% 2.5% 4.3%
64% | 533% | 435%
N 25% 51% | 4.6%
WA WA | NA
0.8% 14.8% . 11.9%
Santa Cruz !
44444 """ No Data Available for UC Santa X
Cruz i
T 1T . ]
3. Basic Transportation . ——|
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Chico —
N t “|Surface Lot 960 -
: Garage/Structure 60 00
 Total Spaces 1,735
L Davis 0 0 e _—
T 1 —[No Taformation for UC Davis

- S T i

1 Surface Lot T 5182 6,107 572

i Garage/Structire 1,553 3,167 150

. Santa Cruz L
L No Information for UC Santa Cruz
1 |
': 3.2 [Number of Bus Routes on Campus: )
[Pomona <] 16 1

g ST 6}
] Chico j 12 i

Davis 14 e
San Diego i -

5 .
Santa Batbara N/A

L Santa Cruz N/A I
. I
3.3 [Number of Buses Entering Campus per Day: l ,,,,, o

Pomoma | a1
SLO . - 72

4
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B Davis | NA
e San Diego | | i 4,332 [
Sania Barbara 13000 B
Seuta Cruz VA
F. I I . I

-
3.5Is there a strong incentive program for alternative transportation in place?
'Pomona: ‘—]Yes. 500 cars/day are allowed to park just as close and
______ m sometimes
r f closer than faculty/staff for |
i carpooling,
il SLO: Several TDM measures in operation (e g free bus) butnotasa
! far reaching as c.g. Santa Cruz
- Chico: Yes. Faculty, stzff and students ride the city and county buses
. for free. ]
Davis: Yes, city buses are free to all facuity, staff and smdents.
San Diepo: [Yes. Express shuttle on campus all day, rideshares, and
commter rail connector shuttles, as well as free busing.

J_‘-Sarxia Barbaga: 1. No parking passes sold to undergraduates within |
L I
miles of campus. L
__L 2. 6 free days of parking given to those wha use
% ’ elternatives to get to campus regularily. '
i_ ™ o 2. Carpools with emergency ride home optious.:
Santa Cruz: Excelient TDM. E. Jud has info
4. Cost and Rules for Transportation: | ; -
. Cost an les for T on: | !
L T ] 7
4.1 |Charges for student parking penmits: 1
$/day | §/quarter |3/ semesteq 8/ year
~ Pomana 150 | 3600 N/A 144.00
SLO ) 1.75 35.00 N/A
Chico | N& NA 7200 | 165.00
Davis — | 4.00 N/A 21(!.00_F 492.00
l__ San Diego 6.00 114.00 NA | 456.00
Santa Barbara -] N/A 11000 N/A 420.00
L Santa Cruz si | milar | tc_|Davis
|

5
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2.2 [1s there a Jottery for parking spots or a price difference based upon distance?
- | Totiery?|Price difference?
IPomona - l—l\—ls No : B
SLO No No )
Chico ) " No No . ’
Davis No No
|San Diego No No A
Santa Batbara Yes No ] f
Sapta Cruz__ Yes | Yes
| —
4.3 |Charges for Bus Pass:
1 $/day §/ quarter |$/ semester $/ year
- Pomona /A [NA A INFA
SLO FREE .
. Chico FREE
Davis TREE
San Diego "- $1.50 $65.00 $97.00 N/A
Santa Barbara 1 Free for students, but not yet for staff and faculty
l' | [SantaCruz FREE
e

6
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Fufure Plans:

. Pomona: (Geal year fs 2007-2008)

Population: Several changes to the campus are planned. First, the number of
students is expected to rise to 25,500, and the munber of faculty and staff to 3,900
for a total expected population of 29,400.

Housing: 700 new on campus housing spaces are planned, as well as 400 new off
campus spaces for upper level students.

Parking: The parking additions include 739 new faculty and staff spaces, 2243
new general permit spots, 120 more spaces for visitors, 1000 for residents, and 11
for state vehicles.

SLO: (Goal year is 2020}
Lopulation: The planued nuteber of stadents is to be 20,900, with the number of
faculty and staff rising to 3,200, and the total number o campus 24,100,
Housing: Plons call for housing capable of handling a total papulation of 5,840
students on campus.
Parking: New parking structures on campus will add a total of 1,300 new vehicle
parking spaces. Most of these new spots will be for general permits.

" Chieo: The main future plan for CSU Chico is the purchase of more Land in order to

build more campus parking.

Davis: {Goal year is 2005)
Population: The new expected student population is 23,920, with a faculty and
staffincreasing to 14,045 and a total population count of 37,965,

San Diego; (Goal year is 2005-2006)
Population: A goal of 25-30% grow!(h bas been instiluled for the wniversity. The
planned increase calls for a student population of 22,507, a faculty and staff count
of 18,792, and 2 total of 41,300.
Houging: The projected mimber of students [iving on campus will increase about

" 2800 students to accommodate a total of 8,099.

Parking: An increase of parking structure spaces for faculty and general permit
to 2100 and 3500, respectively, along with a gain of 50 metered spaces will add
970 total spas.

Santa Bnrbara: No information for UC Santa Barbara.

Santa Cruzt No information for UC Santa Cruz.
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Contacts:

Pomona:
Address of Campus: 3801 West Temple Ave., Pomona, CA 91768

1. Transportation Management of Campus:
Name: Ray Rizeario Title: Director of Parking Services
Ph. % (509) 869-2398  e-mail:

2. LongRange Planning: ,
Name: Ray Morsison  Title: Campus Master Planner
Ph. #: (909) B69-4993 ¢-mail:

3. Other:
Name: Pillar Arraniaga  Tifle: Rideshare Coordinator
Fh. #: (909) 869-3233 email:

SLO:
Address of Canipus: 1 Grand Ave., San Luis Obispo, CA 93407

1. Trensportation Management of Campus:
Name: Deby Anderson  Title: Facilities Project Information Coordinator

Ph. #: (805) 756-6806  e-mail: djan ders@calpolyedu

-
2. Long Range Pleanning:
Name: Rex Wolf Title: Architect
Ph. #: (805)756-2112  c-maik wolf@calpely.edu
Chivce: X
‘ Address of Campus: 400 West First St., Chico, CA 95929
1. Other:
Name: Bill McGinnis Title: Assistant to V.P. for Administration
Ph. # (530) 898-5522 e-mail: pmgginnis@csuchice.edy
Davis: )
Address of Campus: 1 Shields Ave., Davis, CA 95616
No Contacts listed.
San Diego:
Address of Campus: 9500 Giliman Dr., La Jolla, CA 92093
1. Tranisportation Managesnent of Campus:
Namne: Parking Services Title: . .
o Ph #: (858) 534-4223 ¢-mail: parking@ucsd.edu

8
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2. Long Range Planning:

S Name: Network Administration Title:
Ph. #: (858) 822-1538 - e-mail: jawhite@ucsd.edu
3. Other:
Name: Rideshare Operations Title:
Ph. #: (858) 534-RIDE - ¢-mail: rideshare@ucsd.cda
Santa Barbara: .

Address: Santa Barba.m, CA, 93106

1. Transportation Management of Campus:

“Name: Jamnes Wagner Tifle; Program Mngr., Transportation
Alternatives Program
Ph. #: (805) 893-5475 e-nail: Jemes. Wagner@paxkucsb edu
Santa Cruz:

‘Address of Campus: 1156 High St Santa Cruz, CA 95064

No Contacts Listed.

9
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Letter 24 

Mr. Eugene Jud

December 8, 2000

24-1
 Commenter notes the need to correct bus routes on Exhibit 5.22

Response
Exhibit 5.22 has been modified to show the correct bus routes.


24-2
Commenter notes the need secure funding for local bus service.

Response
 Many comments on the Master Plan have raised concerns about the continuation of the fully subsidized bus passes for Cal Poly students and employees.  The current bus subsidy is an element of a negotiated arrangement between Cal Poly and the City of San Luis Obispo.  The current agreement is for four years and ends on June 30, 2001.  The negotiations are complex and are influenced by ever increasing costs.  In addition, Cal Poly’s current funding (through parking fines) has been and continues to be relatively stable, meaning it has not been increasing commensurate with increased transit costs.  Because the subsidy is the result of two party negotiations, it is not possible for the University to predict that it will always be able to reach an agreement with the city.  Nevertheless, Cal Poly is committed to maintaining the funding for the bus at least at the currently designated level, and is exploring funding sources, such as an increase in parking fees, to fully cover the subsidy.

24-3
Commenter notes the need measurable modal split objectives.

Response
The following table has been used for estimating where improved alternative transportation and savings in parking demand would occur.  The Master Plan policy is to reduce parking demand by 2,000 spaces.
Estimated Parking Demand Reductions

	Approach
	Savings
	Relative
Cost
	Safety Valve*

	Freshmen restrictions
	1,000~1,500
	L
	some no.

	Geographic controls
	500
	L
	appeal

	Car/vanpools
	300
	M
	

	Lottery
	As determined
	L
	appeal

	Parking Fees
	minor
	L
	appeal

	On-campus transit
	moderate
	H
	

	City transit
	minor
	H
	

	Bike/ped enhancement
	moderate
	H
	

	Area mgt
	minor
	L
	

	Fac/Staff incentives
	minor
	M
	

	Entertainment
	moderate
	H
	

	Enrollment scenarios
	moderate
	M
	


Note: alternative transportation savings will be lower for Cal Poly because many of these programs are in existence and functioning well.

*Absolute controls will require provisions (safety valve) for hardships.

The University, as stated policy in the Master Plan, would reduce demand by 2,000 spaces.  This reduction would be achieved through a number of measures.  Over time, the feasibility and success of various measures will vary.  For this reason, it is impractical to commit, at a Master Plan level, to absolutes.  For example, an important idea is having an on campus and near campus shuttle.  But this needs to be subjected to feasibility studies and trial programs, which the University will do.

To meet the parking reduction proposal of 2,000 spaces, Cal Poly intends to institute as a first, and most effective measure, that freshmen be required to live on campus and that they not be allowed to maintain cars on campus (with exceptions made for hardship and job-related requirements).  We believe that the inelasticity of demand Cal Poly will prevent this policy from having a detrimental effect on the dormitory market.  This restriction exists at other universities, including U.C. Santa Cruz.

It is estimated that there will be about 4,000 new undergraduate students each Fall (about 3,000 freshmen) at Cal Poly under the full growth anticipated with the Master Plan.  Currently, we house approximately 80% ~ 90% of our freshmen on campus, and the campus provides 1,530 parking spaces for residents (R1 & R2).  At present ratios, approximately 1,800 spaces would be needed under the Master Plan for freshmen.  Allowing for some hardship requirements for freshmen, it is anticipated that approximately 1,500 or more spaces could be reduced with this policy alone.  

This policy will do more than just reduce cars on campus.  It will change the culture of the campus, infusing a higher regard for the environment and a reduced reliance on the automobile.  As students advance through the University, they will do so with the ability to use alternative modes of transportation.

24-4
Commenter suggests the potential for Cal Poly leadership in regional light rail.

Response
The following text addition has been made on page 189: “Energy Technology – Collaborate with SLOCOG and public transportation providers in exploring alternative technologies, including vehicles not dependent on fossil fuels, “real time” arrival/departure information, flexible as well as fixed routing, etc.”  Refer also to page 177.

24-5
Commenter suggests considering higher parking fees; permit restrictions.

Response
Comment is noted and appreciated.  Parking fees at Cal Poly are much lower than many comparable schools around the state.  Cal Poly proposes a robust program of parking demand reduction, including restrictions on freshman parking and geographic controls.  Please refer to the alternative transportation section.

24-6
Commenter suggests increasing public transit access.

Response
See Alternative Transportation element.  Text has been changed to place increased emphasis on public transit.

24-7
Commenter suggests considering light rail terminals at Cal Poly.

Response
Refer to comment 24-4 above.  

24-8
Commenter suggests considering traffic calming on east Perimeter.

Response
See text addition, page 172, which reads  “Explore “traffic calming” alternatives to reduce vehicle/pedestrian conflicts.”  See also, page 168.

24-9
Commenter suggests moving parking structure #3 west of railroad.

Response
Moving parking structure three west of the railroad would require the use of prime agricultural farmland, which is contrary to Master Plan policies.

24-10
Commenter suggests reviewing LOS discussion with respect to pedestrians.

Response
Comment noted.  The pedestrian movements at California Boulevard decrease the efficiency of the roadway.  Prior to the development of Parking Structure II, a detailed plan of that segment of the road will be undertaken to improve both automobile and pedestrian flow. 

24-11
Review LOS calculations with respect to increases in background traffic.

Response
Text has been added to the EIR to clarify background traffic used in the analysis.  An error occurred with regard to the Foothill segment near California.  This has been corrected.
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[image: image103.png]The Following comments deal primarily with circulation and parking elements of the
Master Plan and the corresponding environmental impacts in the Draft EIR. The focus of
the comments regards the Highland Drive corridor, parking on the Northern section of
campus and the California Street extension.

The Circulation element of the Master Plan should be based on principals and goals,
which the University wishes to accomplish. This version of the Master plan states those
principals and goals in an appropriate clear way as seen here. “A fundamental objective
of the Circulation element is to redesign campus circulation system to reduce antomobile
dependence by establishing a pedestrian-oriented campus core and reduce vehicular
access to the core. Reducing conflicts between pedestrians, bicyclists and autos by
establishing a comprehensive circulation plan is a primary objective of this
plan.”(CalPoly Master Plan & Draft EIR, October 10, 2000; page 157) and “Primary
entrances to the University need to provide direct access to parking lots or structures in
order to reduce impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods and minimize vehicle
pedestrian conflicts on campus.” {CalPoly Master Plan & Draft EIR, October 10, 2000;
page 158) Similar Statements can be found throughout the Master Plan and Circulation
element. While these goals may have been meet in certain areas of the campus, at the
intersection of Via Carta and Highland the circulation element has completely failed
to meet these goals. In fact with the increased parking density, new proposed student
housing and sport facilities north of Brizzolara creek, vehicle and pedestrian conflicts can
only increase at Highland and Via Carta.

The Problem

The only vehicular access across Brizzolara creek to the planned parking facilities on the
rorth side of campus is by Via Carta. Via Carta is then used for all of the pedestrians that
Jjust left their vehicles in the parking lots to cross Brizzolara creek once again in order to
access the campus core. Currently the intersection of Highland and Via Carta is directed
by Campus safety officers during the peak traffic periods in order to manage the
vehicular-pedestrian conflicts. It is currently barely manageable due to the high volumes
of traffic and pedestrians. The current sports complex, future student housing and
increased parking planned north of Brizzolara creek will only serve to worsen the already
increasingly hazardous situation at this intersection.

The real problem is that the proposed parking structure 3 and other proposed
developments are planned on the outside of the main access corridor to the campus, in
relation to the Campus Core. This situation requires the paths of those entering campus
and those trying to reach the campus core to conflict. Campus planning effectively
eliminated this problem with the newly constructed parking structure 1 and the proposed
parking structure 2 by placing them on the inside of the main access corridor, in relation
to the campus core. It is understoed that this option was eliminated for parking structure
3 in order to preserve valuable campus core development land, however the circulation
requirements necessary to place it outside of the main access corridor have not been
addressed by this Master Plan nor by the Drafi EIR. Redesign of Via Carta as proposed
in the Master Plan (page 172-173) won’t reduce the vehicular-pedestrian conflicts.

25-\







[image: image104.png]The trath of the matter is that the developers of the Master Plan already understand the
problem. As stated in the Circulation element: “Traffic congestion and safety issues
arise when circulation systems for motorized vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians
cross or overlap. The master Plan should find ways to reduce these conflicts by
designing separate routes and managing intersections.” (page 159)

If the University truly intends to obtain the goals stated in the Master Plan of reducing
vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, the circulation element must be reevaluated in this area of
campus and add appropriate measures to meet its goals.

The Solution

Ir order to reduce traffic congestion and increase safety at Highland and Via Carta the
two main circulation system flows (Vehicular and Pedestrian) should be separated.
Pedestrians are always going to use the most direct route, which in this case is Via Carta
to access the campus core. Therefore Via Carta should be closed to vehicular traffic and
remain as a pedestrian route only. It could still be used for event access during major
events at the Sports Complex, but for normal day to day use it should be pedestrian and
bicycle use only.

For vehicular access to the parking and other facilities north of Brizzolara creek, a new
road should be constructed that is separated from the main flow of pedestrian traffic. For
purposes of these comments this new road wilt be named Glen View Drive. In order to
separate vehicles and pedestrians this new road should run behind the proposed parking
structure 3 where a section of Pinnacles road presently is. This will provide easy access
te the parking structure for vehicles, while preventing the necessity of pedestrians leaving
the parking structure to cross the vehicular traffic trying to access it. Glen View Drive
would also continue on across Via Carta to provide access to the proposed Brizzolara
housing area. In addition it would be the main access to the sports complex and the Ag.
Pavilion. A grade-separated pedestrian crossing could easily be constructed from the
parking structure to the Sport Complex to reduce vehicular-pedestrian conflicts during
events.

A new crossing of Brizzolara creek would be necessary for the new road. This crossing
could be a few hundred feet east of the old Rodeo Rd crossing and intersect with
Highland Drive. While this solution effectively separates motorized vehicles and
pedestrian, it presents a challenge to design a functional intersection system on Highland.
This solution would create three closely spaced 3-way “T” intersections on Highland.
These intersections with Highland are Mount Bishop, the California extension, and the
new road across Brizzolara creek. The intersection of Highland with Via Carta would be
pedestrians only and would only conflict with cross campus traffic, which is considerably
Tess than those, secking access to parking from Highland.

To effectively manage traffic through these three closely spaced intersections, they must
be designed to work together. The Master Plan proposes that key intersection designs
should explore a range of solutions that provide the best response to the need. These







[image: image105.png]include roundabouts, signalization, stop signs, intersection geometry, lane configuration
and other solutions. In addition, it states that they should reduce reliance on University
Police staff to monitor and control traffic as a routine daily practice. (CalPoly Master
Plan & Draft EIR, October 10, 2000; page 173)

Due to the multiple peak periods around class changes, stop signs at Mount Bishop and at
Via Carta have proven ineffective in moving traffic to the parking areas on Highland.
Traffic routinely backs all the way up to Santa Rosa Rd. Therefore stop signs are not
recommended for these intersections. Traffic lights may be more effective in this
situation; however, they may also produce excessive delays at the peak traffic periods.
This could continue to require University Police Staff to control traffic during peak times.
In addition, Traffic Signals en one of the Gateway entrances to campus will have a
negative environmental effect due to visual features of signalization. This is something
that the Draft EIR does not address with the Master Plan’s recommendations to
have possible future signalization on campus. Currently the production of a detailed
Highland Corridor Area Plan is in progress to enhance the visual attributes of this
corridor. Signalization of these intersections would have a negative effect on these
efforts. Also it will have an adverse effect on the “Pedestrian Oriented” feel of the
campus that the Master Plan proposes to develop.

Calpoly can use innovative approaches to these intersections that will enhance traffic
flow by reducing delay, improve visual characteristics and reduce conflicts. A
combination of roundabouts and lane configuration or channelization would best serve
these three closely spaced intersections. A three-leg roundabout at the intersection of
Mount Bishop would provide a pleasing visual treatment between the border of the
Agricultural lands and the campus core. It would also eliminate the Jong queues that
back all the way to Santa Rosa Road during peak periods. Channelization at the
intersection of the California extension would provide efficient cross campus traffic flow.
Restricting left turns on to Highland from California would resolve the limited sight
distance problem preduced by the Railroad bridge crossing of Highland. Another 3-leg
toundabout at the intersection of the new road accessing the parking and facilities north
of Brizzolara creek will effectively move traffic across the creek while minimizing
conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles. Cross campus traffic will benefit from the
teduced queues and confusion. It will also provide for those seeking to go left from
California onto Highland by circling the roundabout and effectively making a u-turn.

Special attention will be required in the design of these intersections to effectively work
together. The new road crossing the creek will be coming down from a grade atop the
parking area where it will match with the now existing Pinnacles Road. This will have to
be accounted for in the design of the roundabout at the intersection of Highland. The
grade of the approach road does not eliminate a roundabout as an intersection design
altemnative. The Master Plan incorrectly states that due to grades at Via Carta that i¢
is inappropriate for a roundabout. According to the guide boak published by the
FHWA: “Roundabouts: An Informational Guide™ (Publication No. FHWA-RD-00-067)
grades on approach roadways greater that -4% may make it more difficult for entering
drivers to slow or stop for the approach. (Pg. 167) This is however less of a problem

25-2

26-3







[image: image106.png]here due to the low speeds of the vehicles approaching the intersection. A roundabout at
Via Carta may still be inappropriate, however not for the given reason. Any other
intersection type will have the same problem and must be designed to address the
situation.

These innovative approaches to traffic management will show all those that visit CalPoly
that CalPoly is truly a Learn by Doing educational facility. Please see the attached rough
sketch of the ideas proposed above.
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Letter 25

Mr. Glen Lawson

December 4, 2000

25-1
 The commenter expresses concern about vehicle-pedestrian conflicts on Via Carta at and north of Highland Drive

Response
These comments are noted and have been forwarded to Facilities Planning.  When Parking Structure III is designed, a detailed study will be undertaken to optimize the circulation in the vicinity of Via Carta, and to reduce conflicts with pedestrians.

25-2
The commenter proposes an additional road crossing Brizzolara Creek

Response
A crossing of Brizzolara Creek will be considered during the implementation of the Master Plan.  Such a crossing will require permit authority from the California Department of Fish and Game and the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

25-3
The commenter suggests intersection redesign options.

Response
The DEIR suggested that a roundabout at Via Carta and Highland may not be feasible due to the steep grade on Via Carta.  The intersection design will be studied for the most appropriate geometric configuration during implementation of the plan.
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luck. james.

Major Principles:

For management purposes identify stream segments by associated land uses 2 b=\
land use, i.e. ag., urban, etc.

For enhancement purposes identify stream zones within segments. Extent
of the stream zomes will be delineated by existing/potential vegetation
that is dependent on Soil moisture from the steam, i.e. wetlands,
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Stream management/enhancement will be a function on maintaining the
Integrity of the stream and associated habitats.

Stream management/enhancement will be a function of maintaining the
equilibrium of the streams hydrodynamics.
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Letter 26

Dr. James Vilkitis

Natural Resources Management Department

December 6, 2000

26-1
 Commenter suggests a number of vocabulary modifications to the Master Plan, including identifying “stream” systems, rather than riparian systems.

Response
The comment is noted and the text has been modified to reflect this suggestion (p. 85).
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Letter 27

Anonymous

December , 2000

27-1
Commenter asks if lighting and noise will disturb neighboring residents and nocturnal animals.

Response
New development, especially located on the edge of the campus instructional core, will have impacts on wildlife and neighboring residences.  This issue is discussed in the sections of the Draft EIR on Noise and Aesthetics.  Mitigation measures have been recommended to reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. The DEIR addressed these impacts.
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Letter 28

Ms. Jenny Lang

December , 2000

28-1
Commenter reinforces the need for a strong alternative transportation system on campus and suggests the present system is inadequate.

Response
These comments are noted and forwarded for the benefit of the decision makers.  The Alternative Transportation section of the Master Plan details proposals for improvement of the alternative transportation system. See Alternative Transportation chapter.
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Animal Science Department
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo

TO: Linda Dalton DATE: December 8, 2000
Vice Provost for Institutional
Planning

VIA: Mark Shelton, Associate Dean
College of Agriculture

FROM: Ken Scotto, Chair COPIES: Jen
CAGR Land Use Committee Lowe

Wolf

CAGRLUC

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO MASTER PLAN AND DRAFT EIR

The CAGR Land Use Committee (CAGRLUC) has studied the Master Plan and Draft
EIR, and offers its responses in the attached table. Some of the CAGRLUC's
comments and observations are editorial in nature, while others relate to procedural
(and, perhaps, philosophical) matters. it should be noted that the table is a compitation
of CAGRLUC responses (those considered in a formal meeting of the committee) and
individual committee member responses...time constraints did not allow the CAGRLUC
to reconvene for consideration of the entire response to the Master Plan Committee.
The CAGRLUC welcomes the opportunity to discuss any of the comments and
observations with appropriate members of the Master Plan Committee.

The "commenis and observations” table presents responses in chronological order, so
no priority or importance is implied in the order of presentation. Items which deserve
special mentien (and which appear in the chronological responses} include:

« Story Index method of soil classification, especially as it relates to
determination of areas classed a "prime agricultural land," differs from Land
Capability Classification method currently used by Soil Science Department
and CAGR here at Cal Poly

e Goldtree area - CAGR and Master Plan Committee definitions of this area
differ

« NRM tree farm and logging sports area -- current use not identified in Master
Plan...area sited for remote parking
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PAGE

COMMENTS/OBSERVATIONS

v

Under "Master Pian Summary,” last paragraph.._add/insert "prime” to second sentence to read
”....protect natural environmental features and prime agricultural lands...."

| 2a+

Vi

EXHIBIT | -- "AREAS SUITABLE FOR ANCILLARY ACTVITIES AND FAGILITIES™ on legend

have not been proven or field tested

« This shaded (in pink) area overreaches the traditional CAGR definition of Goldtree...on
previous maps of this area CAGR defined Goldtree as Fields CB2, C63 and G64

« Encroaches into Cheda Ranch grazing fields and vineyard

« EXHIBIT 5.1 (page 70) should also be corrected to reflect CAGR definition of Goldiree

"REMOTE PARKING OPTIONS™

« The parking on Stenner and Mt. Bishop, based on actual site visit , is land capabiiity Class
Il, or prime agricultural land (Brent Hallock)

« Designaled areas encompass NRM tree farm/lab area, and irrigated pasture ground of
Cheda Ranch

142

Ancillary Activities and Facilities -- remove reference 1o "designating a location” to consider
options in San Luis Creek watershed ranches for "modest-sized applied research park” without
reference to Cheda

|29-3

14

Section g (first bullet) — use SLO Creek Watershed Ranches (SLO-CW-Ranches) which is after
main campus" but identified on page 43 as separate

|aa-y

33

TUnder *Enroiiment Growth by Discipline” -- first bullet on this page should also state that limits
have been set on unigue and smaller programs (Scil and Earth Sciences) that severely restrict
growth

| 2a-5

P

» On map under San Luis Obispo Creek Watershed...remove "indudes Extended Campus
and Instructional Core," as this is confusing in later parts of document, and they are
managed entirely differently. Alsc defined differently on page 43

|2a-¢

43

There is no detailed map of the San Luis Obispo Creek Watershed Ranches

1 249

46

Circulation and Parking - "the Grand Avenue and Highland Drive entrances offer more direct
access" without mention of ancillary parking which contradicts this section

[2a-8

47

Soils

« Theuse of Storie Index is inappropriate; Cal Poly has used Land Capability Ciassification
(LCC) as its tool to identify prime agricultural land, which would be LCC i and Il

« Storie Index is not widely used or accepted since there is not a direct correlation to prime
lands. CAGRLUC recommends changing this section and page 53 "Soils Map" Contact
CAGRLUC and Brent Hallock for assistance.

24-94

50

EXHIBIT 4.4 — the intersection of Stenner Creek Rd. and Highway 1 is identified as
“important,” yet is not part of circulation on page 46

| 2a-10

51

EXHIBIT 4.5

« There are 2 ag wastewater treatment ponds at the dairy...several other exhibits (EXHIBIT
4.10, 5.2, 5.6, and 5.10) should also be corrected to show 2 ponds

« Would one characterize lagoon at BCEC as "WASTE WATER RETENTION POND," or as.
"AGRICULTURAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT POND?"

28 -1

55

Why is Building 52 "obsolete,” when Building 10 from the same era is OK?

1 29«12

57

Agricultural Soils -- regarding the conversion of prime agricultural land and its impact under
CEQA...remove "generally" in requiring EIR and trustees acquiescence

| 2913

EXHIBIT 4.10 — why are the "Ancillary Research and Parking" areas not covered in constraints
if Master Pian Commiltee is considering them at the proposed sites?

| 2944

59

Opportunities - Development Suitability

« Areas of development do not include Cheda Ranch, so how can Ancillary Research Facility
be considered?

« Lastword of first paragraph, "properties,” by Master Plan definition (page 43) shouid read
"ranches™

29+\S

Goldtree area identified does not have "good venicular acoess” according to Master Plan earlier
| discussion

| 2o-16

&1

«  EXHIBIT 4.41 — Agricultural Facilities Enhancement is great for Stenner Creek-Mount
Bishop Road area, but Master Plan also has this as *ancillary remote parking” which is not

[28-17
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63 Introduction -- first paragraph, the word “ranches" was omitted after watershed on fine 5;
document not consistent with page 43
69 Ancillary Activities and Facilities
* Such activities should not be well-defined or identified on this plan -- promotes leap frog
development which contradicts Master Plan principles in many ways

* Items such as parking or Goldtree have not been agreed upon or discussed in depth

« It would improve these "wish" items if ihey were to be located on the San Luis Obispo
Creek Wastershed Ranches. . .since the items are generic, so should the localion be broad

71 EXHIBIT 5.2

« Farm Shop should be added to LEGEND in area of "FACILITIES SERVICES, FACILITIES
PLANNING, TRANSPORTATION SERVICES and SUPPORT SHOPS
» _On map at "Future Corporation Yards"
77 Issues — include “encroachment of campus onto prime agricultural land” a3 & major issue.
78 Third bullet on this page --Issue of "degradation of range by grazing practices.”
* Where? Wha identified this as an issue?
= __Remove or reword as to “evaluate range practices to improve rangeland health.

80 Plan Components -- should have Prime Agricultural protection as you do wildlife, plants and
rocks.

84 Trails -- would it be a good idea to add something about placing stiles where trails cross fences
or locked gates?

85 BMP -- moving away from BMPs towards management measures {per Hallock})

89 First paragraph include “soil and earth sciences” as support operations and research

90 | EXHIBIT 5.5 -- add second set of corrals at Escuela Ranch (per Shelton)

94 Preservation and Enhancement... first bullet: remove the word “should” to “will" to agree with
EQA, page 207.

101 Principles - to avoid "unnecessary” conversion from agricuitural lands is a concept that should
also be high or even higher on SLO-CW Ranches.

122 Grading and Drainage -- should also include “erosion Control.” In paragraph include SWPF

143 ATHLETIC FIELD HOUSE
» Referencedidiscussed here, but is not designated (labeled) as such on EXHIBIT iii, page

xiii; diagram appears next to PS3
« Does this mean that ARDFA is displaced/disappears?

153 See comments from page 69

153 Gray box of Environmentai Consequences-paragraph 2.
= Who identified that it is “infeasible” to return to prime agricultural land. This still is prime

agricultural land.
= This is not a “no impact.” This is a concern that a document like this does not have the
understanding of prime agriculturat fand nor sought out the expertise to identify such lands.

154 The “ancillary parking” went to “Remote parking options” to now “new surface parking lots™ as if
a done deal. Legend does agree with map.

155 First paragraph does not mention SLO-CW Ranches as part of facility development.

156 Prime agricultural land should be identified as an “Environmental Sensitive Area”.

157 Plan Companents — paragraph 2 states Gold tree as “potential.” According toc whom?? Who
“balanced” the principles and what weight was given? This is on the SLO-CW Ranch not in the
“northwest portion of the main campus.”

158 This paragraph is good. It opens discussion without identifying the site. But why are the
andillary items, such as gald tree on the previous page, not specifically mentioned. Not
consistent.

161 Back to “remote parking.” Is this the decided place???

194 Principles. Where is the CAGR-LUC input. There are no agricultural specialists identified that
had input into this discussion. Plan components do not use Ranches as locations but only “main
campus” and “western ranches.” Be consistent and incorporate your own terms from pages 43-
44. Otherwise using “main campus” for Cheda and Escuela Ranches is very misleading.

195 Goldtree is on the SLO-CW Ranch or Cheda Ranch and not the “northwest corner of the main

campus.
= _Same comments as on page 194 that this is a misleading statement for proximity. Who







[image: image113.png]determined the value of this land and stated that this is “not used heavily’ by CAGR.
» The environmental consequences are great in this section and yet in earlier discussion it is
considered a “suitable site.” Different authors of each section???

185

GOLDTREE SITE

« Acreage of this site (as per aforementioned CAGR definition of Goldtree) is misstated at
200...should be about 51.9 acres

«  Diagram of site should be redrawn to reflect inclusion of Fields C62 (21.7 acres), C63 (8.2
acres), and CB4 (22 acres) as per previous (Stechman) maps

« This area has since been re-fenced—-now a feed resource for sheep operation...resulted
from loss of Serrano Ranch grazing to sheep

2942

257

More on Goldiree. . ."vegetation a mix of weedy and nexious species that are unpalatable to
jivestock. Whao made this determination...feed resources currently being developed with sheep
grazing

| 29-43

261

Under "SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS"

« The Masler Plan specifically identifies prime agricultural soils on campus, and states that no
further development of such lands will take place.” Soil classification method in question.

« _Are proposed "REMOTE PARKING OPTIONS” compatible with this statement/policy?

|2a-44

262

Under "CUMULATIVE IMPACTS"
---...prime farmland will not be impacted...."?

|24-4g

325

Interesting that the preparers and persons contacted does not include a single agricultural
specialist. Yet much of this document involves technical input on agricultural land uses. How
does Master Plan Committee arrive at its conclusions and recommendations conceming
agricultural lands and resources without direct input from ag specialist(s).

2246

BOTANICAL SURVEY...again reference to Goldiree acreage..

« Reference to Goldtree as 180 acres...

« Again...CAGR definition of Goldiree would put that site at approximately 50 acres (Fields
62, CB3 and C64)

29-43







Letter 29 

Dr. Ken Scotto

December 8, 2000

29-1
Comment requests that "prime" be added to the agricultural land designation. 

Response
The text has been modified to reflect this recommendation (refer to page viii).

29-2
Commenter raises concerns about the depiction of the Goldtree area.

Response
The graphic depicting Goldtree has been amended to incorporate suggested changes and refine the location.  The location will not impinge upon existing vineyards.  Remote parking will not take place on prime agricultural lands nor will it displace current or future NRM facilities. 

29-3
Commenter questions designation of applied research park site.

Response
Text has been clarified; refer to pages xi, 64, and 206; Nevertheless, the University feels that it is important to continue to identify the Goldtree area of Cheda.ranch as a possible site for an applied research park.

29-4
Commenter suggests clarifying San Luis Obispo Creek watershed.

Response
The following text has been added: “…Such designations will be used for all lands on the main campus, San Luis Obispo Creek Watershed ranches and Chorro Creek Watershed ranches in San Luis Obispo County.” (page 16).

29-5
Commenter notes limits on size of smaller, unique programs.

Response
See text addition under discussion of Critical Mass (p. 37).  The following text has been added: “In some instances the campus chooses to limit the size of unique programs despite demand, due to the specialized faculty, facilities and equipment or higher costs associated with such programs.”
29-6
Commenter suggests change in map legend.

Response
The map on page 43 has been changed accordingly.
29-7
Commenter criticizes lack of detailed map of SLO Creek watershed ranches.

Response
Maps of Cheda, Peterson and Serrano ranches have been added on page 45.
29-8
Commenter expresses concern about an apparent contradiction about access from Grand and Highland in Chapter 4.

Response
Chapter 4 discusses Existing Conditions only.  The commenter’s concern is focused on access to future uses, which are addressed later in the Master Plan.  For example, see page 195 for a discussion of possible remote parking sites.
29-9
Commenter questions soil classification and analysis.

Response
The soil study has been modified to use the Natural Resources Conservation Service soil capability class system, consistent with other jurisdictions.
29-10
Stenner Creek Road intersection (identified on p. 50) should be discussed on page 46.

Response
This is discussed later in Circulation element.  See page 165.
29-11
Commenter indicates that maps are missing some reservoirs and lagoons.

Response
The base map has been changed to include additional reservoirs and lagoons.
29-12
Commenter  has questions about dates and obsolescence for buildings 10 and 52.

Response
Obsolescence is defined by several criteria, including functionality, not just age.
29-13
Commenter asks for clarification that an EIR would be required for conversion of prime agricultural lands.

Response
Text has been clarified, refer to page 59.

29-14
Commenter asks why areas suggested for ancillary activities aren't covered on the constraints map?

Response
The base map focuses on the Main Campus.  The Constraints analysis has been modified, with the addition of another map and text about Cheda Ranch on page 64.

29-15
Commenter seeks clarification of reference to San Luis Obispo Creek watershed ranches.

Response
The text has been clarified accordingly; refer to page 60.
29-16
Commenter is concerned with the suitability of Goldtree/Cheda Ranch area for development.

Response
The Constraints analysis now contains a more detailed analysis of Cheda Ranch on page 64.
29-17
Commenter points out inconsistent designation of development suitability in area near Stenner Creek Road.

Response
The remote parking sites are not expanded agricultural facilities.  These were added after the constraints map was developed.  There has been a clarification in the text to reflect this and changes in Exhibit 4.11.  Please refer also to the discussion of potential remote parking sites on page 195.
29-18
Commenter suggests that the word “ranches” should be added to the second sentence at the beginning of the Land Use element. 

Response
This is a general paragraph not requiring the word change proposed.
29-19
Commenter calls for less specificity in designating ancillary activities.

Response
The Master Plan team feels that a specific designation should remain, but with text clarification; refer to page 64.
29-20
Commenter seeks clarification of map legend to include reference to the Farm Shop.

Response
The legend in Exhibit 5.2 has been changed to add this clarification.  Exhibit iii has been modified as well.
29-21
Commenter is concerned that references to remote parking are not consistent throughout the Master Plan, and that the remote parking designation on the map does not match the legend on Exhibit 5.2.

Response
The legend in Exhibit 5.2 has been changed to distinguish remote parking options from planned surface lots closer to the campus instructional core.
29-22
Commenter indicates that SLO Creek Watershed ranches are not included as part of facility development.

Response
The SLO Creek Watershed ranches and Chorro Creek Watershed ranches are discussed in a separate section on page 77, which has been modified to indicate some potential for development on Cheda Ranch.
29-23
Commenter suggests identifying prime agricultural land as environmentally sensitive.

Response
The Master Plan recognizes the environmental value of prime agricultural land in text, but designates it as Outdoor Teaching and Learning on land use maps.  The Master Plan now explicitly refers to prime agricultural lands as meriting conservation and protection (see pp.  83 and 96).

29-24
Commenter questions Goldtree development potential as discussed in the Land Use element.

Response
The Master Plan includes a general discussion in this section, so the text required only minor modification here.  The development potential on Cheda Ranch is discussed in more detail in Chapter 4, Existing Conditions (see p. 64).

29-25
Commenter prefers the general level of discussion about possible remote parking sites in contrast to the more detailed references to the Goldtree area.

Response
Comment noted.  Discussions of Cheda Ranch in general, the Goldtree area and remote parking options have been expanded in several sections of the Master Plan.  See pp. 64, 195 and 206.

29-26
Commenter suggest adding “encroachment of campus onto prime agricultural land” as a major issue.

Response
See text addition on page 95 where more appropriate under Issues in Outdoor Teaching and Learning element.  The first Issue now reads “pressure to expand instructional core, sports and recreation activities and student housing into agricultural lands.”

29-27
Commenter expresses concern about criticism of grazing practices.

Response
This issue was removed from the list.  Grazing management is discussed elsewhere in the Natural Environment and Outdoor Teaching and Learning elements (see pp. 88, 89 and 99.

29-28
Commenter calls for adding protection for prime agricultural lands in Natural Environment element.

Response
Protection for class I agricultural lands is now covered more explicitly in Principles in both Natural Environment and Outdoor Teaching and Learning elements. (see revised text on pp. 83 and 96).

29-29
Commenter suggests adding to trails discussion regarding security.

Response
The following text has been added:  “Trail standards need to be designed to address security as well as environmental issues – for example, stiles can provide access where appropriate over fences or near locked gates.” (See p. 88.)

29-30
Commenter suggests using "management measures" rather than "best management practices".

Response
The text has been clarified accordingly (see p. 89).
29-31
Comment asks that the discussion of the Campus Farm reflect research regarding soils and earth sciences.

Response
References to soils research have been added to the text (see p. 93).

29-32
Commenter indicates that Exhibit 5.5 should show a second set of corrals at Escuela Ranch.

Response
Exhibit 5.5 has been changed to show a set of corrals where the Walter’s Ranch western boundary intersects the Escuela Ranch.

29-33
Commenter asks for language change from "should" to "will" to strengthen protection of agricultural lands.

Response
Text now reads “Prime agricultural soils (class I) will be retained in agricultural use” (p. 99).
29-34
Comment calls for adding principles regarding avoidance of conversion of agricultural lands.

Response
This concern is addressed elsewhere in the Land Use, Natural Environment and Outdoor Teaching and Learning elements (see pp. 69, 83 and 96). 

29-35
Commenter asks that erosion control be included as part of Landscape Design guidelines.

Response
This is already addressed as "minimizing erosion" under the Grading and Drainage section (p. 127).
29-36
Commenter suggests that the illustrative diagram designate the proposed field house with a letter and on legend, and asks if ARDFA will be displaced.

Response
Exhibit iii has been changed to show the proposed athletic field house at some future date.  When that occurs, ARDFA will be displaced and other arrangements will be made for the research activities that currently take place in that facility. 

29-37 Commenter critiques the environmental analysis of the move of the Corporation Yards to Old Poultry Unit area asking for an explanation of why it would not be feasible to return this site to productive agriculture.  

Response
The environmental consequence discussion at page 161 has been rewritten to note that reconversion of this site to agriculture would be impractical, given the capital investment in buildings and site alterations.  The notion that there are no impacts to agriculture refers to the additional development not exacerbating the previous conversion of prime soils.
29-38
Exhibit 5.12 generated additional questions regarding "remote parking" options.

Response
Maps and legends have been made consistent throughout the Master Plan.  Additional text on p. 195 explains that “If parking demand should require Cal Poly to consider using any of these locations, additional site analysis will be undertaken to determine the amount of land needed, the most appropriate site or sites, how access will be provided, the effect on circulation, how the parking area(s) would be secured, and how existing uses can be relocated.”

29-39
Commenter reminds us to be consistent in use of terms for Main Campus and ranches as we have defined them in the Existing Conditions chapter (4).

Response
The text has been clarified  in the Ancillary Activities and Facilities element (p. 205) as well as elsewhere in the document.
29-40

Commenter asks for further clarification of the description of the Goldtree area, particularly in the context of the potential for an applied research park.

Response
 Additional analysis has been added on p. 64 (discussed above), and this is reflected in wording changes in the Ancillary Activities and Facilities element (p. 208).
29-41

The Master Plan should recognize and discuss sheep operations in the Goldtree area.

Response
Text has been added on p. 93, as follows:  “The sheep unit and sheep operations occupy approximately 144 acres, or about one-third of Cheda Ranch, including some of the area known as Goldtree.”

29-42

Commenter criticized some of the terminology used in the  environmental analysis of the Goldtree area.

Response
The determination was made by V.L. Holland of the Biological Sciences Department who performed site botanical studies.  Text has been amended to remove this characterization. (See p. 208).
29-43
Commenter raises questions regarding soil analysis and significance.

Response
Remote parking options will not be located in areas currently used for prime agriculture or with prime agricultural soils.  Prime agricultural soils were based on criteria used by the Natural Resources Conservation Service and local agencies such as the County of San Luis Obispo.  

29-44
Commenter questions cumulative impact analysis.

Response
It is the objective of the Master Plan not to further impact prime agricultural soils on campus lands. 

29-45
Commenter critiques lack of involvement of agricultural specialists in analysis.

Response
Comment noted.  Determination of soils was based on accepted criteria of the NRCS.  The Master Plan team consulted numerous times with the College of Agriculture Land Use Committee and other representatives of the College of Agriculture throughout the development of the Master Plan.

29-46
Commenter seeks clarification of description of Goldtree area in appendices to EIR.

Response
Reference to Goldtree in this context is to the area surveyed by the biologists; refer also to page 64 for clarification.  
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MESSAGE Dated: 11/15/2000 at 13:29

Subject: Fwd: RE: Master Plan Contents:
Creator: Ken Solomon /cpslo,employeel

Item 1

TO: Bonnie J. Lowe /cpslo,employeel
FROM: Ken Solomon /cpslo,employeel

Item 2

ARPA MESSAGE HEADER

Item 3

>Bonnie,

>

>We have reviewed the Master Plan, and wish to alert you to a concern ve
>have regarding the layout of our new building as it is drawn. We wish to
>make sure that our building continues to have proper access required for
>our type of program. Specifically, with a highly hands-on intensive design
>program (which I think Cal Poly wants to retain), we must have laboratories
>that are accessible by larger scale transportation. Based on the new
>building footprint, we don't believe we will be able to get trucks for
>deliveries, equipment, etc. into and out of the new facility as it is
>drawn. Right now, most of the deliveries from B&B Steel for the entire
>University come into shop 7 and are unloaded/handled by our people!!

>

>Consider the situation at UC Davis, for example. Their approach
>{unacceptable in our view) is to have steel deliveries made on the side of
>campus away from their Department, which then have to be ferried by pickup
>truck to the research laboratory (shop).

S .

>It would alsc be problematic to locate the student laboratories in an
>out-lying area that might have large scale transportation.

>

>Would you please make sure this concern is carried forward to the planning
>committee? Thank you.

>

>
>=
>Kenneth H. Solomon, PE, PhD
>professor & Department Head
>BioResource & Agricultural Engineering
>cal Poly, San Luis Obispo, CA 93407
>805-756-2378 phone / B05-756-2625 fax
>ksolomonfealpoly.edu

>=

Kenneth H. Solomon, PE, PhD

Professor & Department Head
BioResource & Agricultural Engineering
Cal Poly, San Luis Obispo, CA 93407
B05-756-2378 phone / 805-756-2626 fax
ksolomon@calpely.edu
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Letter 30

Dr. Ken Solomon

Agriculture Engineering

November 15, 2000

30-1
 Commenter expresses concern about the proposed configuration of future BRAE building, and specifically the need to accommodate delivery of large goods.

Response
 Following adoption of the Master Plan, Cal Poly will engage in a series of implementation studies (specified in Chapter 7).  As projects are planned and built, they will be reviewed and monitored for compliance with the environmental mitigation requirements as well as with meeting plan expectations to reinforce the academic quality of the University.  The Campus Planning Committee will review the Master Plan annually so as to advise the campus whether conditions have changed sufficiently to warrant a major update.   New text in the Master Plan recognizes service delivery requirements, as follows:  “Site design for new agricultural facilities will accommodate delivery of materials and equipment for student labs, including access by large trucks” (p. 117).
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Dated: 10/26/2000 at 10:13
Master Plan Contents: 2
Mark Shelton /cpslo,employeel

Item 1

TO: Bonnie J. Lowe /cpslo,employeel

cc: Linda C. Dalton /cpslo,employeel
Joseph J. Jen /cpslo,employeel
Gary B. Ketcham /cpslo,employeel
Kenneth C. Scotto /cpslo,employeel

Item 2
Bonnie:

Y have a few comments for you regarding the Oct. 10 Master Plan and EIR.

1. In 1999, the College built a second dairy lagoon, just east of the
existing lagoon. This lagoon does not appear on maps in the master plan M=)\
on pages 51, 71, and 105, and perhaps elsewhere.

2. on page 7i, Ex. 5.2, the Farm Shop is not listed among the facilities Nn-2
in the Future Corporation Yards area. \"

3. on page 90, Ex. 5.5, there are a couple of mistakes. Red Rock Pit is

indicated (no. 7) at the Chorro Creek Ranch where grazing (no. 5) should

be indicated. Also, there is a second corral {"B") on the Escuela Ranch .‘-;
that should be shown just NE of the intersection of the NW boundary of

Walters R. and Escuela R.

4. Tn the Botanical Survey discussion, the Goldtree Area is described as

ca. 180 acres. I know that in all previous discussions between the

master plan team and the CAGR Land Use Committee or myself, we have

referred to Goldtree as fields C62, C63 and C64, which total about 52

acres. This was the area that the CAGR had in mind to open to non ,\""‘
agriculture use. I realize from reading the draft that ca. 60 acres is

being considered for use as a research pack, etc. This is within the

range we have previously discussed; however, 180 acres far exceeds this

acreage, so areas much greater than the 50-60 acres should be discussed

further with the CAGR, in my opinion.

Thanks,

Mark







[image: image116.png]Bonnie Lowe /cpslo,employeel  11/16/2000 14:04 Page 1

Dated: 11/13/2000 at 13:18
Goldtree site Contents: 2
Creator: Mark Shelton /cpslo,employeel

Item 1
TO: Bonnie J. Lowe /cpslo,employeel
Item 2
Bonnie:
As per my previous email regarding the master plan's description of the
Goldtree site as "approx. 180 acres", please note the error on page 195,
where the site is listed as "approx. 200 acres”. The actual Goldtree 3'-‘-'

area is approx. 52 acres as I mentioned in my previous note to you.

Thanks,

Mark







Letter 31

Dr. Mark Shelton 

Assistant Dean, College of Agriculture

October 26, 2000

31-1
 Commenter notes the omission of the second Dairy Lagoon.

Response
Maps have been modified to show lagoon.

31-2
Commenter notes that the Farm Shop was not listed for the future Corporation Yards.

Response
 Exhibit 5.2 has been modified to list the Farm Shop.

31-3
Commenter notes errors on Exhibit 5.5 regarding red rock pit and corrals omitted.

Response
Exhibit 5.5 has been modified accordingly.

31-4
Commenter notes a concern with the Master Plan’s description of the so-called Goldtree Area. 

Response
The northwest corner of Cheda Ranch includes an area known as Goldtree.  Traditionally, this area has consisted of three fields (C62, C63, C64), totaling about 52 acres.  In conducting feasibility studies for ancillary activities at a satellite location, the Master Plan team examined a slightly larger area (including fields  C65 and part of C,61, but excluding C64 as too steep) to determine which land might be more suitable, considering environmental, regulatory, cost and policy constraints.  Based on soil type, slope, and current condition, the 60-acre area shown on the detailed map was identified as most suitable for potential development, and became known as the Goldtree project area or site.  It is close to the Union Pacific Railroad and has access to water, sewage treatment and electricity.  Access could be provided from Highway 1 (perhaps from an improved intersection near the site or at Stenner Creek Road) and/or internally from Mount Bishop Road (pp. 64-65).  Reference to Goldtree in the Appendix to the EIR is to the area surveyed by the biologists, not the area proposed for development.
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MESSAGE Dated: 12/5/2000 at 12:55
Subject: Master Plan concerns Contents: 3

Creator: Norman Pillsbury /cpslo,employeel
Item 1

FROM: Norman H. Pillsbury /cpslo,employeel
TC: Bonnie J. Lowe /cpslo,employeel
CC: Douglas D. Piirto /cpslo,employeel
Mark D. Shelton /cpslo, employeel

Iten 2

ARPA MESSAGE HEADER

Item 3

Bonnie, I've been made aware that the Master Plan calls for a remate
parking lot in or in the near vicinity of our

Christmas Tree Farm and Logging Sports Complex near Stenner Creek Road.
This site is the ONLY site that the NRM Uepartment has for field
operations on campus, and as such, the value and integrity of this
property is VERY HIGH.

We would like clarification of the exact location, size, etc. of the
remote parking, but if it goes through as I understand it, it would have
a significant impact om our field operations.

I would urge that the parking lot be moved to another location if
possible. An alternative would be that our operations be moved to
another location, however, the land that would be suitable for growing
Christmas trees is already occupied by other progreams and just being
“moved” would be quite an undertaking; absolutely not easy.

Please advise us on the best course of action.
Norm Pillsbury

3241
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Letter 32

Dr. Norman Pillsbury

Chair, Natural Resources Management

December 5, 2000

32-1
 Commenter raises concern about the location of the remote parking lot relative to the Tree Farm and Logging Sports Complex near Stenner Creek Road.  He further requests the exact location of the remote parking be described and moved away from NRM facilities.

Response
The Master Plan Land Use map (Exhibit i] identified two general locations where a remote parking lot could be developed.  The locations will be refined as discussed in new text on p. 195:  “Planning for development of a remote parking site that would involve moving any Outdoor Teaching and Learning activities, such as the forestry demonstration area or sheep grazing, would follow the principle that a new site for their operations would need to be identified and developed first, so as to minimize disruption.” It is important to note that the development of remote parking is a contingency predicated on the inability to reduce parking demand through restrictions described in the Alternative Transportation element of the Master Plan.

32-2
Commenter suggests that the NRM Christmas Tree Farm be relocated to better soils.
Response
NRM, at a meeting on January 3, identified land with the potential for relocating the tree farm.  Consideration of remote parking locations will not impede this move.
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MESSAGE Dated: 12/4/2000 at 8:58
Subject: FW: campus sustainability Contents: 3
Sender: Linda Dalton /cpslo,employeel
Item 1

TO: Bonnie J. Lowe /cpslo,employeel
Item 2

Bonnie,

Please include the note to Paul Zingg among Master Plan comments.

Linda

Paul J. Zingg
Monday, November 27, 2000 8:40 AM
Linda €. Dalton

Bob Kitamura

Subject: campus sustainability

Linda ~- Could you take a stab at responding to this? I'm unlikely to
get to it this week because of the San Diego trip. Thanks. Maybe Kit
could provide some input, too. Paul

Item 3
MESSAGE Dated: 12/4/2000 at 8:58
Subject: campus sustainability Contents: 3

Creator: csac_cpsloGhotmail.com
Item 3.1

FROM: csac cpslo@hotmail.com
TO: Paul J. Zingg /cpslo,employeel

Item 3.2

Helle, my name is Obadiah Bartholomy and I am a fouth year mechanical
engineering student. I am trying to start up a committee, or expand a
current committee, that would discuss sustainability issues relating to Cal
Poly. I have been working with two other students to interview and email
any faculty, adiministrators, and students who might be interested in the
environment, energy use, life cycle analysis, and planning. Basically, we
bave been trying to find out who is working on something related to the idea
of sustainability at Cal Poly, and what could the university do as a whole
to try to assist them in this area.

So far, after speaking with nearly thirty faculty, students, and
administrators, we have come up with six major different areas related to
sustainability at Cal Poly that either have projects going, or that need to
be addressed. These are:

Energy and Resources: currently in the process of starting committee
back up under Ed Jobnson. Focus on overall energy use, water use, wastewater
treatment, recycling improvements, and land assessment.

Buildings:  Energy use analysis for different types of buildings, life
cycle analysis before low bid for new contracts, which buildings are working
well, which buildings are not?

Political: Interpretation of new legislation that has been passed,
legislation or lobbying for further steps towards sustainability within
state government, working with other C.5.U.'s as well as the Californmia
State Student's asspciation in these areas.

Education: How can we facilitate interdiscipalnary classes which allow
students to learn about all aspects of sustainability , not just through

33+
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their own department or college. How can we facilitate interdisciplanary
senior projects in which an architect, a planner, an engineer and a business
student can all interact on a project thus learnig from each other's
disciplines and learning how to see a larger picture.

Agriculture: What are we doing at Cal Poly to teach our students about
sustainable agriculture and its benefits to cur environment? How can we
improve as a leader in agriculture, and how can we mesh sustainable
agriculture with conventional agriculture so that they are not two
completeley separate, or even opposite, concepts?

Transportation: Are the solar bicycles and electric vehicle programs on
campus successful? If so, how can we expand them, or improve them? Is it
feasible to start a small biodiesel refinery on campus to alleviate some of
our diesel costs?

Basically, I was wondering if you might have any imput on such a committee,
or if you. think it might be better to try to expand the scope of another,
such as the energy and resources committee. We are hoping that this
committee could meet once a month for about two hours to discuss all of
these issues between a group of 10 - 12 faculty, administrators and
students. I would appreciate any interest or ideas you might have, thank you
for your time, Obadiah Bartholomy

Get more from the Web. FREE MSN Explorer download : http://explorer.msn.com

Item 3.3

Received: from rubens.artisan.calpoly.edu (daemon@rubens.artisan.calpoly.edu
{129.65.60.411)
by davinci.artisan.calpoly.edu (8.8.6 (PHNE_17135}/8.8.6) with ESMTP id
RAA21346
for <Zingg_Paul_J/cpslo_employeel@openmail2.calpoly.edu>; Sun, 26 Nov
2000 17:28:46 -08Q0 (PST)
Received: (from daemon@lccalhost)
by rubens.artisan.calpoly.e€du (8.&.6 (PHNE_17135)/8.8.6) id RAR22630
for zingg_Paul_J/cpslo_employeelBpolymail.Zpunix.calpoly.edu; Sun, 26
Nov 2000 17:28:45 -D800 (PST}
Received: from hotmail.com (£247.pavl.hotmail.com [64.4.31.247]})
by rubens.artisan.calpoly.edu {8.8.5 (PHNE.17135)/6.8.6) with ESMTP id
RAA22624
for <pzinggRealpoly.edu>; Sun, 26 Nov 2000 17:28:44 -0800 (PST)
Received: from mail pickup service by hotmail.com with Microsoft SMTPSVC;
Sun, 26 Nov 2000 17:28:46 -0800
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Nov 2000 01:28:46 GMT
X-originating-IP: (32.102.127.184]
X-PH: V4.4@rubens.artisan.calpoly.edu
From: “Sustainability Committee” <csac_cpslo@hotmail .com>
To: pzingg@calpoly.edu
Subject: campus sustainability
Date: Sun, 26 Nov 2000 17:28:46 ~0800
Mime-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: text/plain; Eormat=flowed
Message-ID: <F247cSNOOktmzmVBCOWO00056e7Rhotmail.com>
X-OriginalArrivalTime: 27 Nov 2000 01:28:46.0952 (UTC)
FILETIME=[6344DE80:01C05811]







Letter 33

Mr. Obadiah Bartholomy

December 4, 2000

33-1
 Commenter notes that he is attempting to set up a campus committee on sustainability issues to promote projects dealing with areas such as energy and resource, buildings, political issues, education, agriculture, and transportation.

Response
See new integrated discussion at end of Land Use and Public Facilities and Utilities elements (pp. 79 and 162-163).

33-2
Commenter expresses concern with energy and resource use.

Response
See new integrated discussion at end of Public Facilities and Utilities element (pp. 162-163).

33-3
Commenter expresses concern with life cycle analysis for buildings.

Response
See new integrated discussion at end of Land Use and Public Facilities and Utilities elements (pp. 162-163).

33-4
Commenter expresses interest in political and legislative support for sustainable practices.

Response
Such support will contribute to Cal Poly's ability to address such issues in implementing the Master Plan as it raises public awareness and may provide resources as well.

33-5
Commenter expresses interest in interdisciplinary courses and student projects addressing environmental sustainability.

Response
Introductory chapter enables and supports curricular attention to sustainability.

33-6
Commenter expresses interest in sustainable agriculture.

Response
See Outdoor Teaching and Learning element.

33-7
Commenter suggests expanding bicycle use, including solar and electric energy.

Response
Bicycle use will be made more convenient under the Master Plan.  Cal Poly has already initiated several programs to deal with solar and electric powered vehicles.  The first electric bicycles have already arrived on campus for a beta testing program under Ed Johnson of Facilities Planning.
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Date: 12/8/00 2:27:51 PM Pacific Standard Time
From: rkitamur@calpoly .edu
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Subject: Part One of My Comments: Master Plan/Draft EIR
MIME-Version: 1.0
Sender: pashley@calpoly.edu
FROM: pashley@calpoly.edu
TO: rkitamur@calpoly.edu
CC: biology @polymail.calpoly.edu,
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Content-Disposition: inline
Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit

To: Mr. Robert Kitamura December 8, 2000
Director of Faciliies Planning
Cal Poly
San Luis Obispo CA 93407

From: Phil Ashley
Biology Technician
Biology Department
Cal Poly
San Luis Obispo CA 93407

Subject: My comments on the Cal Poly Master Plan & Draft Environmental
Impact Report (MP/DEIR}, October 10, 2000.

Dear Mr. Kitamura:

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Cal Poly Master Plan &
Draft Emvironmental Impact Report (MP/DEIR). | also appreciate the
Administration officially extending the public comment period on the
MP/DEIR from the original deadline of Monday, 12/5/00, to the current
deadline of Friday, 12/8/00.

| received my B.S. from the Cal Poly Bidlogical Sciences Department in
1968 and my M.S. in Fisheries from Humboidt State University in 1973. |
worked for the Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game in 1971 and for the U. S.
Fish & Wildlife Service from 1973 to 1975. | have been a Biology
Technician in the Cal Poly Biclogical Sciences Department for 25 years.
During my work career at Cal Poly | have taken wildiife biology courses
and also commented and testified on behalf of flora and fauna on many
development projects at Cal Poly, local, State, and national levels. On
June 12, 2000, | provided written comments on the May 1, 2000, Cal Poly
Prdiminary Draft Master Plan (PDMP).

So that my and many others' official written comment letters on the PDMP

do riot get basically eliminated and forgoten during the MP and its EIR

pracess | request that you put these official comments in an Appendix fo sq_‘
the Final EIR for the MP. This is important especially because, although

the MP/DEIR have addressed some of our comments on the PDMP, many

comments that we made on the PDMP have not been addressed or reflected

in the current MP/DEIR.
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[image: image121.png]efore | begin my specific comments on the MP/DEIR, | would fike to urge
at the Cal Poly Administration reduce the pace of the MP/EIR process
so fuli deliberations of the MP and its Final EIR can be made at the
local [evel. This important recommendation includes hoiding a local
Campus/local public hearing once the FEIR is finished so the Campus
|community can easity orally comment on the FEIR before it goes to the
Chancelor's Office for final considerations.

This recommendation is important because it is very difficult for the

Campus community o attend the Chancellor's hearing on the MP/FEIR in

Long Beach. It is logistically too far away for almost all interested

peopie to attend during the busy academic quarter or even © atiend

during a short quarter break when faculty and staff use that time to 3 ﬂ - z
prepare for the following quarter and to catch up on domestic things.

And students use that same short quarter break to visit hometown family

and friends.

So please slow the process enough to hold more local meetings on the MP
next year and io hold a Campus/iocal public hearing on the MP and FEIR.
The 20-year Master Plan is just too important a document and process to
Cal Poly and the surrounding community for a long time to core not to
take this final care with the process before sending it far away to the
Chancellor for approval considerations. And please do not rush the
process to meet any Cal Poly or CSU centennial celebration deadlines. A
careful local Master Plan process for the long future ahead for Cal Poly
transcends in importance any celebration deadline no matter how
important the celebration.

Also | commend the University for the Master Plan and the process going
with it. | think they make you a leader in the areas of university

planning and environmental pratection. My list of positives about the MP
are so long | can not want to cover them all as it would make my
comments too long.

But as it collectively covers a lot of my positive thoughts about the

MP, | especially like the overall MP Campus Core design. It has a ice 3 .,{ - 3
balance of open ("green”) space guads dispersed throughout the Campus
Core for student outdoor study and relaxation between class periods.

These Campus Core open space areas for students are very important fora
university as Cal Poly. And none of my following strong recommendations
against, and alternatives to, the MP propasal of placing student

residences in and near the sensitive environs of the Mouth of Poly

Canyon on the north side of Brizziolari Creek should be construed as

ever eliminating the nice Campus Core open space student quads shown in
the MP.

1 also thank the Administration for moving Student Residence Unit H-4 in

the PDMP out of the south side Brizziolari Creek flood plain for safety

and environmental reasons. Now those 560 student residence beds are

shown elsewhere in the current MP. This includes, as recommended in the 3 ‘l 'q
Biological Sciences Departments comment letter of June 12, 2000, on the

May 1, 2000, PDMP, 136 of them now shown in the MP between the existing

Yosemite Hall student residences and the eucalytus and olive tree lined

intermittent Creek in the vacant grassland field adjacent to Slack

Street.

However, in moving H-4 from the south side of Brizziolari Creek,

contrary to the Biological Sciences Department's 6/12/00 comments*, sq - 5
Student Residence units H-1, H-2, and 14-3 not only were: not eliminated

from the north side of Brizziolari Creek across it from the Campus Core

in the sensitive environmental area in and too near the Mouth of Poly
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[image: image122.png]anyon, but in the current MP, H-1, H-2, and H-3 combined have been
ncreased from 1464 student beds to 1620 beds. This major environmental
oncern is addressed below in my comments. {*The Department's 6/12/00
omment letter on page 3 recommended in paragraph “(1)" that H-3 be
liminated from the north side of the Creek and be built elsewhere as
lescribed, and in the first paragraph and paragraph “(e)” that H-1 & H-2
ites instead be used for grassland mitigations for unmitigated
rassland loss resulting from recent Cal Poly development projects and
H-1 and H-2 “be held in fong-term abeyance and....should only be
onsidered for development if there is still on-campus student housing
mand after al other student residences in our recommendations have
n built.")

| witt specifically comment on the MP/DEIR where | earnestly hope
hanges will be made to protect Campus environmental natural resources }q - s
d the Cal Poly Biological Sciences Department's reliance on them for
hing.

Because of their significant relevance and also 1o help shorten my new
lcomments on the MP/DEIR, | have included in their entirety as Attachment
1 to my comments here the 6/12/00 comments of the Biological Sciences
Department (hereafter referred to as the Department) on the PDMP. | also
lendorse and incorporate the Department's comments of 6/12/00 into mmy
comments here, except for my clarificaion in the next paragraph.
Because my email account does not have enough space in it to include the
Departments 6/12/00 comment letier (Attachment 1) in this email, or the
several other atiachments referred fo in my commerts here, | have
attached them to hardcopy of my comment letter which | will personally
bring over to the Cal Poly Faciliies Services Buidiing before

tomorrow's Spm MP/DEIR commment deadline.

in the last paragraph of page 3 of the Departments 6/12/00 comments it
is stated "Proposed housing sites H-1 and H-2 should only be considered
for development if there is still on-campus student housing demand after
all other student residences in our recommendations have been built."
However, for the many unmitigable, significant, adverse environmental
impacts expressed in the Department's comments of 6/12/00 that these
student housing units would cause across from the Campus Core on the
narth side of Brizziokari Creek in and too near the ecologically

sensitive mouth of Poly Canyon, | recommend that H-1 and H-2 should be
PERMANENTLY eliminated from where the MP proposes them on the north side
of the Creek.

The Department recommended various alternative sites for H-1, H-2, and

H-3 that would have far less environmental impacts on Campus natural

resources and the Department's teaching reliance on those natural

resources. And in my comments here, | will provide more alternatives for 3“ - b
H-1, H-2, and H-3 that will prevent urban sprawl across the Creek and

will be significanty environmentally better than what the MP currently

proposes.

Besides H-1 to H-3 destroying deep-soiled valley grasstands crifical to
the survival of many burrowing prey species and their many predator
species, and being 100 close o the Creek and in and too near the Mouth
of Poly Ganyon and the Department's Ecology Reserve, these important
biological natural resources would be irreversably degraded for wildlife
from the 1620 student residents living in them.

Although the Creek area will be planted with native vegetation, it is
inaccurate to say the Creek will be restored for wildlife when 1620
students wili cross the Creek and riparian zone many times a day to get
back and forth to classes. The restored Creek environs will be a

-
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[image: image123.png]autiful place for people and for plant study but it would be so
eavily used as a passageway and parkway by over 1600 students that it
ilt be significantly degraded for wildlife over what currently exists
ere no matter how much more aesthetic it will look after vegetational
restoration.

an example of how important the deep-soiled valley grasslands are to

ildlife where especially H-1 and H-2 are proposed by the MP, | with two
Cal Poly professors documented many wildiife and wildiife signs on this
area in a brief one-hour field trip on Sunday, November 26, 2000,
between 10am and 11am. During this short time on a sunny, moderately
windy day, and while talking more than we were actually wildlife
obsenving, we saw in, over, and immediately adjacent o the 6 grassland
fields (see Attachment 2) of the Bull Unit where H-1 to H-3 are proposed
the following: 2 red-tailed hawks, a northern harrier {Calif. Species of
Special Concemy), an American kestrel, numerous species of small native
"songhirds” as goldfinch, Calif. towhee, white-crowned sparrow, mourning
dove, black phoebe, scrub jay, mocking bird, efc., numerous ground
squirrel and gopher burrows, numerous fox scats as wel as coyote and
bobcat scat, many deer droppings and tracks, and small animal game
trails. Even in an hour, more serious wildiife observing than we three
wildlife disturbing walking, talking people did would have likely
revealed considerably more wildiife than we observed. Especially since
we did not have time to also abserve wildlife in the H-3 site.

The primary reason student residences H-1 to H-3, and especially H-1 and
H-2, need fo be located elsewhere is due to the loss of deep-soiled

valley grasslands. Various local scientific and environmental documents
{e.g., the SLO County's Dairy Creek [El Chorro] Golf Course Constraints
Analysis and Cal Poly's Sports Complex EIR} including the MP DEIR (page
238) have correctly stated that valley grasslands whether comprised of
native or introduced grass species are imporiant to many wildiife

species, especially when the many species of native and introduced broad
{eafed forbes that also reside in valley grasslands are considered.

These wildiife species include prey species as ground squirrel, mice,
vole, and gopher burrowing rodents, mule deer, jackrabbit, brush rabbit,
and the many avian and terrestrial predator species that rely on them
for forage. as various hawk and falcon species, white-tailed kite,
several ow species, several egret and heron species, several snake
species, grey fox, coyote, bobcat, and badger. All of these species
except possibly the badger and white-tailed kite would be expected to be
found as residents or migrants on the H-1 to H-3 site every year if H1

to H-3 are not built in the valley grasslands where proposed by the MP.

Also several insectivore bat, lizard, frog, and salamander species and
numerpus insectivorous and herbivorous native bird species are heavily
reliant on valley grasslands and many of these species would be found on
the H-1 to H-3 site every year.

Building H-1 to H-3 will not only eliminate nearly all of these species

from these sites, but when combined with the MP proposed Ancillary
Facilities for the Goldtree Ranch site and the new Bult Test Unit at

Chorro Ranch these species would be efiminated from about 100 acres of
Coasial Valley Grasslands according to the MP/DEIR on page 260. | assu
that the MP/DEIR takes into consideration in this 100 acre valley
grassland foss figure that the pastures of the new Bull Unit when built

wil stil have good wildlife value, as do the pastures of the existing

Buif Unit, even though overgrazing is occuring. If the MP/DEIR has not
considered this, then the grasstand loss figure would be slightty
smaller, but not much since the Ancillary Facilities and H-1 to H-3
sites would comprise the great majority of this 100 acre figure.
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[image: image124.png]ut a 100 acre or nearly a 100 acre loss of valley grassland is a
ignificant environmental impact and not the “less than significant
Class HI)* environmental impact indicated in the MP/DEIR {page 260).
is is even more apparent when one considers that Cal Paly's two recent
IRs on new student residences for about 800 students and the Sports
mplex correctly concluded that the loss of about 12 acres of valley
rassland for the former project and the loss of about 40 acres of
lley grasslands for the latter project were both SIGNIFICANT impacts.

e MP/DEIR seems 1o base this concluston that the previous 2 EIR's
onclusions lesser losses of valley grasslands were significant impacts
about 100 acres of loss of valley grassland is not a significant
mpact with the Master Plan project because there is plenty of similar
bitat for wildlife as "resident special-status birds, potentially
ncluding loggerhead shrike, golden eagle, and white-tailed kite." (page
58). This statement is specifically addressing the eastern portions of
1 and H-2, butin reality it should include the entire approximately
100 acres of valley grasslands that the MP/DEIR project would eliminate.
d it should also include other Calif. special status vafley grassland
foraging species as nerthern harrier, merdin, prairie falcon,
erruginous hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, and Cooper's hawk, as they are
sing their valley grasstand foraging habitat nearly as fast as or
faster than they are losing their mountainous, canyon, woodiand, etc.
breeding habitat as subseguent comments here help to indicate. Some of
ese special-status birds | have listed are resident birds and others
lare winter migrants. 1n either case their valley grasstand foraging
habitat is critical to their overall survival.

However, the MP/DEIR assumption is incorrect that there is plenty of

lley grassland habitat for these special-status bird species and ail

ildlife reliant on deep-soiled valley grassland. In reference to these
Ispecial-status species the MP/DEIR states on page 258 "The southern
siopes of the Santa Lucia Mountains provide many square miles of higher
lquality habitat associated with no or lesser intensity grazing." However

e DEIR makes no analysis of how much of the southern slopes of the
Santa Lucia Mountains are suitable or even available to these special
status species and other wildife species reliant on deep-soiled valley
igrasslands.

[Except for a very few grassland habitat areas specifically set aside for
multiple use including wildlife use in or near the Campus further north

in the Chorro Valley and yet further north along the narrow coastal
grasstand prairies between the steep slopes of the southern slopes of

lthe Santa Lucia Mountains and the Pacific Ocean (as part of El Chorro
County Park and part of the East-West ranch near Cambria just purchased
Ifor open space protection), almost all of this valley/prairie land along

both sides of Highway 1 is under intense development pressure. It makes
no more sense for the MP/DEIR to take the environmentally unacceptable
position there is valley grasstand habitat elsewhere so Cal Poly's

Master Plan development would not create a significant impact to these
grasslands and thus does not need mitigation or alternatives
considerations, than il would for other developers along the narrow
Santa Lucia Mountain valley/prairie grassland corridor o say concerning
their potential projects, there's coastal valley grassland elsewhere so

our project does not cause a significant valley grassland impact and
needs no further CEQA assessment for mitigation or alteratives.

On the east side of Highway 1 where the southern slopes of the Santa
Lucia Mountains are, except for lypically very narrow stream
valley/canyon battoms (Chorro, Dairy, Pennington, San Luisito, San
Bernardo, and a few other creeks afong the Chorro Valey stretch, and
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[image: image125.png]rro, Toro, Old, Santa Rita, Cayucos, Villa, Santa Rosa, San Simeon,
ico, Litle Pico, and a few other creeks along the narrow coastal
rairie stretch), many of which I've hiked or drove up their short
eam reache sover the years, this approximately 45 mile strip of
ntainous southern slopes is so steep with such shallow soils
nderlain by bedrock, that it is unsuitable for burrowing prey species
s rodents and the predators that feed on them. For more on why these
p slopes are unsuitable for wildlife see my following comments on
umulative impacts on valiey grasslands.

e bottom line is that the MP/DEIR should acknowledge as it correctly
id in its two herein discussed recent EIR's for lesser losses of valey
rasslands, that the loss of about 100 acres of valley grasslands that

id result from the MP project is a significant adverse environmental
impact and then assess mitigations and afternatives to avoid this
Isignificant impact.

Page 260 of the MP/DEIR also wrongly concludes that this is not a
cumulatively significant loss of valley grasslands because "the County

has witnessed the commitment of an average 200 acres of grazing land per
year since 1992, less than 0.03% of the County total.” There are several
majar errors with this MP/DEIR conclusion.

First, there is no standard in CEQA that | am aware of that indicates
that the annual development loss, year after year, of 0.03% of the fotal
of a particular type of wikdlife habitat in an entire Gounty, is not a
cumulatively significant impact. This to the contrary looks like a
cumulatively significant loss of habitet. How would peopie like an EIR
to conclude that the annual foss of 0.03% of all human inhabitable land
was not a cumulatively significant impact?
34-b

Second, this DEIR analysis of the County wide loss of "grazing land"
fails to analyse what percentage of County grazing land has grassiand
soil that is deep enough for ground squirrels, mice, voles, and gophers
to safely burrow into for tneir dens. These 4 groups of rodents make up
much, and in many situafions most or all, of the prey base for the
sunvival needs of avian and terrestrial predators. Ground squirrels need
soil several feet deep for their burrows. And almost all species in the
latter 3 categories of rodents need soil at least 1 to 2 feet deep for
their burrows. Much of the County’s grazing lands are on steep hill and
mountainsides with soils only a few inches deep underlain by solid
bedrock entirely unusable by rodents! It is very likely that if the DEIR
made the needed analysis on this issue, it would conclude that the
percentage of County grazing land that can be used by burrowing rodents
that is fost to development is much greater than 0.03% of the grazing
land suitable for rodent inhabitation.

Third, and most importantly, the figure of an average of 200 acres of
grazing land being lost each year in the County to development is
grossly inaccurate. This 200 acre figure ignores the fact that in the
past few years local newspaper articles have been reporting that
conversion of land to Grapescape has been occuring at the rate of about
2000 acres per year with no foresesn future stowdown expected, and
nearly all of this conversion has been valley ranchlands (Attachment 3
a, b, and ¢, 3 newspaper articles). When this approximately 2000 acres
per year loss to Grapescape is added to the 200 acre loss figure from
other types of County development indicated in the MP/DEIR, the total
represents over 1000% greater annuai loss of grazing grasslands in the
County than the MP/DEIR admits too!

And it is generally recagnized by most everyone but the Grapescapers
that these vast wine vineyard monoculture lands have litie wildiife
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[image: image126.png]lue due to (1) nearly complete to complete closed vine canaopies
reventing hurting by avian predators, (2) barren tiled surface soils
nstead of the heretofore redent occupied grasslands, (3) generally much
igher applications of pesticides than on the previous grazing lands,
4) avian nets covering entire wine vineyards preventing bird use, (5)
ise cannons scaring away birds, (6) compared to previous dryland
razing vast groudwater use adversely impacting fish and wildlife
tands, (6) almost complete lack of contour farming with vine rows
ften going down the slope perpendicular, or nearly so, o slope
ontours (e.g., Gallo's new vineyards on heretofore Cal Poly's public
razing lands) increasing land erosion (compounded by the common
ractice of barren surface soil tillage) and wetland sedimentation, (7)
in preparation for vineyards deep plowing heretofore rangelands several
feet down mincing up rodents in their dens, efc..

nd finally almost all of this currently 2000 acres plus per year loss

f grazing lands to wine vineyards has been on deep-soiled valley
grazing lands occupied by the many species of rodents that form the base
of the predator food web. These valey grassland grazing lands
iconverting rapidly to Grapescape are most of the last valiey ranchlands
Iso valkuable to wildiife that are mildly sloping (defined here as
degrees to 30 degrees siope) lying between the flat mostty monoculiure
[farmiands of generally low wildlife value and the steep hill and 3‘1 - 6
mountainsides that were too steep for conversion to irrigated row crops
{(until Grapescape's arrival) and typically too thin-soiled for rodent
use and the predatars that forage on them.

For all these reasons it is erroneous for the MP/DEIR to conclude the
loss of about 100 acres of valley grasslands is a Class Ill, less than
significant impact. Cal Poly MP/DEIR officials testified at San Luis
Obispo City's hearing on the MP/DEIR Tuesday night, 12/5/00, that sites
such as Student Resident units H-1 and H-2 are "developed” Bull Unit
pasture lands. But nearly all valley grasslands remaining were taken
over long ago by humans for pasture lands and ofher livestock grazing
lands. But even with overgrazing in many cases, as on the Bull Unit
pastures, many prey and predator wildife species stil do very wel
surviving on such "developed” valley pasture and grazing fands. But they
can no longer sunive on these valley pasture/grazing lands i they are
comwerted to other types of development as H-1 and H-2.

So I strongly recommend that just as Cal Poly acknowledged for lesser
valley grassland losses in the EIR's for the Sports Complex and the
soon-to-be-built approximately 800-bed student residences it likewise
correctly acknowledge in the MP/DEIR that the loss of about 100 acres of
mostly deep-soiled valley grasslands that would result from the MP
project is both a significant and a cumulatively significant

emvironmental impact. And then use alternatives or mitigations in the
MP/EIR to awid or reduce these imapcts to below significance.

The MP/DEIR also fails to address significant environmental impacts from
the proposed MP project that would result from "Disruption of existing
wikdlife corriders” {page 256, last bullet). The only acknowiedgement |

found in the MP/DEIR of any type of ecological corridors existing were

creek corridors. The MP/DEIR concluded on page 257 that regarding creeks

in general Master Plan proposals would enhance creeks, so this is a 3” "1
Class 1V beneficial environmental impact. And it concluded on pages 258

and 259 that impacts to Stenner Creek and Brizzolara Creek (='s

Brizziotari Creek spefling on the San Luis Obispo Quadrant USGS map)

‘would be insignificant.

Itis generally agree on that creeks are wildlife corridors or at least
parts of wildiife corridors. But the MP/DEIR conclusion that apparently
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[image: image127.png]ildiife corridor is unsupportable by wildlife corridor literature. !
suggest that the preparers of the MP/DEIR read Conservation Corridors:
[Countering Habitat Fragmentation (Defenders of Wildlife. 1991. Pp.
81-135 in Landscape Linkages and Biodiversity, Wendy E. Hudson [ed.],
tsland Press, Wash., D.C.). Many types of wildiife corridors are
described in this bock including wide corridors that must provide all
the survival needs of wildlife species in them. This would include not
only wildlife's relatively narrow trails but also their considerably
more expansive foraging habitat and other survival needs areas.

The MP/DEIR indicates on page 258 under Open Space and Wildlife
Corridors hat native grassiands border the northeastern edge of where
H-1 and H-2 are proposed and that these native grasslands wik not be
built on. But the MP-DEIR faiils to acknowledge that (1) not only do
wikliife trails exist where H-1.and H-2 would be buitt, but (2) also the
wikdlife valley grassland foraging habitat of many prey and avian and
terrestrial predator species exists in the wildlife corridor at the base

of the Santa Lucia foothills and will be disrupted and even eliminated
where H-1 and H-2 would be built. In fact the valley grassland foraging
habitat part of this wildiife corridor at the base of the Santa Lucia
foothills is being disrupted and fragmented by many types of development
and not just the MP proposed one, so this is also a cumulatively
significant impact to this wildlife corridor.

Past Cal Poly construction as the Yosemite, Brick, and North Mountain
dorms, O.H. Unit, and Swine Unit, have disrupted this wildlife trail and
valley grassland foraging corridor habitat. And approved construction of
the new dorms for about 800 students across from the North Mountain
Dorms will further disrupt this wildlife corridor. And proposed
construction of H-1, H-2, and the Ancillary Faciliies far back on the
Goldiree Ranch site along the base of the Santa Lucia Mountain foothills
will further disrupt this wildiife trail and foraging corridor. Finally

rmuch of the Chorro Valley north west of the Main Campus is interspersed 3’.‘-"
with development that has disrupted this wildiife corridor. These Chorro
Valley developments disrupting this wildlife corridor include the
California Men's Colony. Camp San Luis East, heavily used parts of Et
Chorro County Park including Dairy Creek Golf Course, County Schools
Offices, Camp El Chorro, the gun range, ete..

To demonstrate how wide some corridors need to be for wildiife survival
and to prevent habitat fragmentation, | have attached (Attachment 4) the
Klamath Corridors Proposal map from the above cited book on wildiife
corridors showing that wildlife corridors in some areas need to be many
miles wide. | am not suggesting here that the wildlife trail and

foraging corridor providing for wildlife's movement and feeding needs at
the foothili base of the Santa Lucia Mountains needs to be of such
expanse. But it does need to be wide enough to prevent further
fragmentation of this wildife movement/foraging corridor. And that
width clearly includes the valley grasslands in the H-1 and H-2 sites.

The MP proposed H-1 and H-2 Student Residence units on the valley
grasslands in and too near the mouth of Poly Canyon and MP proposed
Ancillary Faciliies far back on the valley grasslands in the Gokitree
Ranch site (1) would efiminate many acres of the wildlife foraging
habitat in this wildlife corridor at the base of the Santa Lucia

Mountain foothilis, and {2) would disrupt or eliminate some of the
wikdiife trails in this corridor. This is a significant disruption of

this important wildlife corridor.

Soitis incorrect for the MP/DEIR to fail to consider, assess, mitigate
or provide alternatives for both the significant and cumulatively
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[image: image128.png]ignificant environmental impacts that H-1 and H-2, as well as the
neillary Facilities far back on the Goldiree Ranch site, would have on
is important wildiife corridor.

| will conclude my comments on the importance of Cal Poly finding
atternative sites for H-1 to H-3 by briefly listing here the 3&’.‘1
alternatives the Department and others have recommended for these sites
avoid building student residences 350 yards back into the
environmentally sensitive Mouth of Poly Ganyon (see Attachment 5). Most
of these: alternatives are:

1. Provide parking under the dorms the MP proposes to be build on the
(Campus Core side of Brizziolari Greek.

2. Where the MP proposes single level parking lots, provide multilevet
parking lots.

3. Where the MP proposes single level parking lots, build dorms over the
parking lots

3. Build dorms proposed by the MP on the Gampus Core side of Brizziolari

(Creek slightly higher than proposed. This may marginally block some more

hillside views, but that is much more preferable than efiminating

important wildlife habitat on the north side of the Creek that also has ;b’ -8
long term teaching value to the University and citizens of the State.

4. On the north side of Brizzidlari Creek along both sides of Via Carta
Drive where the MP shows large, single level parking lots, build dorms
over some of these. This area across Brizziolari Creek is already
greaty disturbed by development from buildiings, parking lots, the
Sports Complex, and heavy vehicle and foot traffic along Via Carta and
Highland Drive and even with more Creek restoration this area is so
heavily developed that it will be of high aesthetic and park value, but
will remain very low wildlife vale.

5. Build at least some upper division student housing in the State/Cal

Poly land off Campus along Highway 1 adjacent to Campus where the MP
cumrently proposes only faculty/staff/married student housing. These two
areas are at the outer edge of the City and would be little to no
disturbance to City neighborhoods and are conveniently situated adjacent
to Campus for students reducing City traffic problems.

6. As is now being looked at by Cal Poly and Cuesta College officials,

build some student residences on Camp San Luis by replacing okd

buildings as barracks with studet residences, thus not causing the loss

of any Chorra Valley wildife habitat. 34-a

7. And the final one | will list here that the City should consider, but
apparently has not to date, is to provide at least some new places for
student housing in those massive areas it is proposing to annex to the

City in the Airport/Margarita-Riviera development areas adjacent to the
south end of town. Being good neighbors works both ways and our students|
should mean far more to the City as Cal Poly prepares fo celebrate its
centennial than just economic benefit. | make this comment in the most
respectful manner to the City and with pride for Cal Poly students, as |

was one for 4 years and have directly served many thousands of themas a
25-year Cal Poly employee.

This ends Part One of my comments on the MP/DEIR as | do not have enough
space left in my email account to finish my comments in this email. So |

will now finish my comments on the MP/DEIR in a second emall titled in

the email Subject line "Part Two of My Comments: Master Plan/Draft EIR.

-
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[image: image129.png]n Part Two | will provide some final comments on (1) presenving the
diree Ranch site where Ancillary Facilities are proposed by the MP,

2) preserving most of the vacant field adjacent to Slack Street, and

3) summarizing my overall comments. And | will get both Part One and

art Two electronic emails in to you by deadline today, as well as hard

opy of both with the hard copy attachments (Attachments 1 through 5).

ontinued on email Part Two, Phit Ashley
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hil - Thank you for your comments and | appreciate the time you spent
n reviewing the ptan and EIR. - Bob

To: Mr. Robert Kitanmura December 8, 2000
Director of Facilities Planning
Cal Poly
San Luis Obispo CA 93407

> From: Phil Ashley
Biological Sciences Department
> Cal Poly
> San Luis Obispo CA 93407
>
> Subject: Same as for Part One of this email.
>

> Dear Mr. Kitamura:

>

> The following is a conlinuation from email Part One of my comments on
> the MP/DEIR.

>

> |n some of my previous comments on the adverse impacts that would
occur

> to valley grasskands and reliant wildlife from the MP proposed

> development of Student Residence H-1 to H-3, 1 also included comments
on

> the same types of adverse impacts that would occur to the valley

> grasslands and reliant wildlife from the MP proposed development of

> Ancillary Facilities far back on the Gokitree Ranch site. | will add a

> few additional comments here with mitigations and altemnatives that [

> recomimend be incorporated in the MP and reflected in the MP/DEIR.

>

> There is a large body of iterature available on wildiife habitat

> fragmentation. And nearly the entire book that | ciled earlier in

these

> comments is just one example of this body of literature. And siting

the

> MP proposed Ancillary Facilities far back in the middle area of the

> Goldtree Ranch valley grassland area is a major example of habitat

> fragmentation.

>

> The Department in its 6/12/00 comment letter on the PDMP provided 3
> recommendations regarding the MP proposed development on the Goldiree
> Ranch area and | re-emphasize my endorsement of those 3
recommendations 3" - ' °
> (Attachment 1, page 5) in my comments here. If the the Department's

> recommendations "(1)" and "(2)" cannot be complied with (and | hope
they

> can be) regarding not building the Ancillary Facilities in leap-frog

> development fashion far out from the main Campus Core, then | want to
> add the following mitigations/atternatives to the Department's

> recommendation "(3)".

>

> A, Further reduce the size of the Ancillary Facilities as much as
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[image: image131.png]possible from what is shown in the MP/DEIR (page 70) and give the
inal
acreage of the area proposed for the Ancillary Facilities.

B. In following the Department's third recormmendation to move the
Ancillary Facilities closer to the the human disturbance corridor
> already created by Highway 1, (1) place the parking lots for the
> Ancillary Facilities adjacent to Highway 1 and buffer them from
Highway
> 1 with nice tree and shrub plantings to protect the scenic view 3"- ' )
jcorridor
> quality of the Highway, and (2) place the Ancillary Facilites
> immedialtely behind the parking lots and use more nice tree and shrub
> plantings to further buffer them from the Highway 1 scenic corridor.
>

> If the Ancillary Faciliies absolutely must be buitt at on the

Goldtree

> Ranch site, these additional recommendations in A. and B. above would
> greatly help prevent habitat fragmentation of the valuable-to-wildlife

> valley grassland foraging habitat of the Goldiree Ranch area.

>

> Finally, | support the testimony of Cal Poly MP/DE!R officials at San

> Luis Obispo City's hearing on the MP/DEIR Tuesday night, 12/5/00, to
> protect from future development the part of the vacant field between

> Slack Street and the tree-lined creek dividing the field. As |

> understood Cal Poly's festimony at the hearing, the approximately 40%
> part of this field that is between the tree-lined creek and Yosemite

> Dorms would be used for Student Residences as shown in the MP/DEIR;
the

> MP proposed Visitors' Center would be maved to this proposed
development

> side of the Creek between Grand Avenue and the MP proposed Student
> Residences, and the approximately 80% part of the field between Slack
> street and the tree-Ened creek will be preserved as open space. This

s

> what | endorse and recommend in my comments here.

>

> | do want to make an additional point regarding the Slack Street

vacant

> field. Although this is an aesthetically beautiful grassy field, it is

> very low quality wildlife habitat apparently due to long being a

> fragmented habitat island due te intensive development on 3 sides
(Slack

> Street neighborhood on the south side, Grand Avenue and parking lots
on

> the west side and Yosemite Dorms on the north side).

>

> | have spent about 3.5 hours on this site the past 2 weekends, and

> unlike the many wildlife and signs of wildiife | and 2 faculty members

> saw 2 weekends ago in 1 hour in the area of the Bull Unit pastures
where

> the MP/DEIR inappropriately proposes siting Student Residences H-1 to
> H-3. And during this 3.5 hour period on the Slack Street grassy field

> site, which was all during mild and sunny weather, | saw no ground

> squirrel holes or ground squirrels, no mice or vole holes or other

signs

> of rodents except a few gopher holes towards the back {east side) of
the

> field, as opposed to many such rodent signs on the MP proposed H-1 to
> H-3 site. | only saw 2 fox scats and afew areas of deer droppings as

> opposed to many such wildlife signs at the MP proposed H-1 to H-3
site.
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adequate tree and shrub plantings to buffer the Highway view corridor,

and (3) preserve the Slack Street field as permanent open space as
herein described.

Again, | appreciate the opportunity te comment on the MP/DEIR. And !
will continue fo provide consructive input to this very important

ster

Plan process, which the Administration and Campus community can take
special pride in leading the way for university lang-term development
planning balanced with long-term environmental and natural resource
protection!

Thankyou and Sincerely, Phil Ashley
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ATTACHMENT 1

li/} 2,

PHIL ASHLET
ATACHMEN

Jure 12, 2000

#s. Deby Anderson
Project Infermation Coordinatec
Facilities Flanning

Cal Poly University

San Luis Obispo., CA 53407

Dear Ms. Anderson:

The Biclogical Sciences Department appreciates this opportunity to
comment on the Prelimimary Draft Master Plan (DMF). There are many geod
features to the DMP, and it is a wonderful step for cawpus planaing. It
demonstrates Cal Poly's rapidly evolving leadership and vision in campus
planning and envirommental analysis and protection. We will limit eurz
comments to areas of concern in the DMP that would cause adverse impacts
te Biological Sciences Department s (hereafter Department) teaching
resources and to specifie sensitive biclogical rescurces on campusa.

Our pepartment has asked that I let you know of two majer concerns with
the DMP which are (1) location of housing in the E-1, H-Z, B-3, and 5—4
all of which are located near the mouth of Poly Canyon znd along the
Brizziolari [Brizzolara) Creek fleedplain; (2) apncillary activities and
facilities on the Goldtree Ranch aree of Cheda Ranch.

Proposed Housing Sites

Regarding ocur fixst and primary major concern the DMP proposes to
establish student housing residence H-4 for 540 studepts on the sonth
side of the Brizziolari {Brizzolara) Creek im its senzitive riparian
zoze, immediate flood plain, and centiguouns upland which blends in with
the sensitive coast live oak woodland along Poly Canyon. Similarly it
PIOposes to establish student honsing residence B-: for 256 students
acroes the creek (north side) next to the sensitive ripariam zone and
immediate flood plain of the creck. Finally it proposes to establish
student housing residences ¥-1 and B-2 for 1208 students on the north
side of the creek next the Ecological Reserve, stands ¢f Califermia
Native Grassland, and serpentinite soilz that support endangered plant

TS
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species.

Proposed housing unite H-3 and H-4 will cause major diasturbance to both
sides of the riparian ecosystems which is contrary to the stated goal of
the DMP to restore and protect this section of Brizziolari Creek
including its woodlands (page 71)-

Proposed housing units B-1, #-2, and B-3 would locate 1,464 student
residents across the Creek from the existing Campus Instructional Core
(Exhibit i, page vi). These residences would extend from the back end of
the 816 parking lot eastward to the south-west sloping mouth of Poly
Canyon. This is a distance of about 300 yards into the north side of
Poly Canyon where the upper Beef Unit and our Department's Ecological
Study Area exist. Many of these students would not enter the Campus Core
aleng Via Carta as nearly all the B16 parking lot students deo. It is
very likely many or most of the DMP rropased additional residents would
cross the Creek and its ecosystem in various places upstream to enter
and return from the Instructional Core. This will impact the creak and
surrounding habitats and have a negative impact on the flora and
wildlife of these areas.

Our Department has several courses thar use thase areas extensively in
our educational mission such as ornitholagy, herpetolegy, icthyology,
marmalogy, invertebrate field zoology, wildlife hislcgy, fisheries
biolegy, entomalogy, general ecology, native plants, plant taxonomy,
plant ecolcgy, natural history, and field botany. We also have several
field criented laboratories in courses such as Bio 111, 114, 115, 151,
152, etc. that have a field trip =o these arcas as part of the courses.
Our department uses these areas to teach studenta about the native
flora, piant communities, wildlife habitats, ané how to idem:ify the
pPlants and animals that are found here. No other campus offers such as
huge diversity of plant and animal species and ecosystems within such a
short distance of the campus. This diversze and unique biological
resource provides our students the ability to learn about the their
environment in a three hour lab as well ag with independent studies.
Beavy use of this area by over 2060 student residents will over time
result in significant impects to these areas. In time, we would lose
much of the precious kiological resources that we depend on in our
instructional and research prograw on campus. The department is
eurrently woerking on a detailed biological survey of these areas snd it
should be relatively complete in the next few weeks.

This area of the Brizziolari (Brizzolara) Creek is targeted for
restoration and protection im the DMP. Bistorically the area of the
proposed B-4 and H-3 housing units has been badly degraded by building
and clearing activities on our campus. Riparian woodland and coast live
oak woodland have been removaed histoxically to place the existing
facilities in this floodplain. In additien, the floodplain was paved
over to provide roads and parking areas. This is Cal Poly s opportunity
to restore an area that we have badiy degraded back into the native
riparian woodland and coast live oak woodland that once was here. -Tais
restoratien effort should alse include restoration of habitat for
endangered species such as steelhead trout, red-legged frogs, and
southwestern pond turtles.

The already approved housing project (E-A) will remove a significant
amount of grassland which includes many stands of native grassland and
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at least one rare plant (Calystégia subagaulis ssp. episcepalis {Cambria
morning-glory) which will be discuased in our biolegical survey of the
site. Cal Poly should provide mitigation for the loss of this habitat
and a good place for restoratien of these habitats should be the
grassland forming the north slope entry to Poly Canyon where residences
B-1 and H-Z are proposed by the DMP. This would appear to pravide an
excellent mitigation and restoration site for approximataly 10 acres ef
native and valley grassland and habitat for the Cambria morning-glory.
Many predator and prey species use these grasslands for foraging and
housing. fThe EIR for the eurrent student housing project discussed
mitigating the loss of this mixed native and intreduced grassland
habitat, but nc mitigation was provided.

As a resvlt of the uniqueness and sensitivity of habitats where the B-1
to B-4 housing is propesed, we recommend the following changea im the
DMP. :

(1) Residences B-3 and E-4 being Proposed in the creek ecosystem area be
eliminated frcm the DMP. The lost housing units can be acccmmocated by
addirg housing units to other proposed housing sites and also a site
neax the Grand Avenue and Slack Street entrance.

{(2) The proposed housing sites located behind the Brick Dorms and their
parking lets (B-5), the North Mountain Dorms {B-6), and the housing site
near Califernia Blvd. (H-7) should be built first jin whatever sequence
deemed desirable. After these sites are fully developed, the housing
needs on the campus should be re-gvaluated to determine what additional
housing may ke needed.

(c) The open field east of the Grand Avenue entrance to the campus

should partially be used for additional future student housing. This

area is immediately adjacent to existing housing, and there is a natural
drainage divide in this field with tall eucalyptus and dense mature

Olive trees that form a buffer from the Slack Street neighborhood.

Student housing should ke planned in the open field between the

tree-lined divide and the existing adjacent Yosemite Eall Dorms (8-D,

page 117}). This would leave as existing open space buffer (abour 65% of

the field) between the Slack Street neighborheod and the new student housing.

(d) The campus is currently evaluating the need for married student,
faculty, and staff housing. The off-Campus housing pzroposed for the
west side of Righway 1 north of Bighland Drive (8-§ and B-9, page 117}
is designated for this purpose. It might be pessible to use one of the
sites or part of the sites for additional student housing if needed.

(e) after all of the student housing sites discugsed above is built, we
beliave there is a good chance the student housing demand on campus will
be met. The current percentage of students living on Campus iz adout 19%
as irdicated. It is very possible many of the upper division atudents
included in the PMP's 3,000 additional beds may not wish te reside on
campus. Therefore, we recommend that housing sites H-1 and H-2 across
the creek at the entrance to and in Poly Canyon be held in long-term
abeyance and be the last built. Proposed housing sites H-1 and H-2
should only ke considered for development if there is skill on-campus
student housing demand after all other student residences in our
recommendations have been built. If this gite must be used, the site
should have a thorough biological analysis and evaluation of

@oos
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environmental impacts. Reasonable alternatives may exist at this time
as well.

Goldtree Ranch area of Cheda Ranch

The DMP proposes ancillary activities and facilitiea on the Goldtree
Ranch area of the Cheda Ranch (pages vi, 60, and 178-180) have not been
clearly defined. Since the DMP gives few examples of these Anzillary
Facilities in partnership with non-Cal Poly entities (page 178), we
cannot here discuss specifics of potential projects. Eowever, we
recommend a careful survey of the biological resources at this sita
prior to any final deeisions on ity land use. This is especially
important if a very large construction project is proposed for this
fairly pristine valley grassland area of campus.

& significant portien of the grassland areas close to the campus core
has been removed for comstruction of the Sports Ccmplex and next for the
approved new housing on the south slope entrance to Poly Canyon. This
makes examining remaining grasslands on campus very important prior ta
<development. The Goldtree Ranch area may have been disturbed by past
rallroad construction, and it may have marginal agriculture soils;
however, the site may still offer unique and valuable wildlife hakitats
and be important in our instructional brogram on eampus. The site may
be very valuable for several f£icld oriented courses and for student
xesearch. Tt is easily reached in a 3-housr lab pericd allowing adequate
time for field instruction.

The mostly flat to mildly sloping Goldtree Ranch area has fairly deep
valley soils. These deep soils provide critical habitat fer burrowing
animals such as rodents which are prey species for a host of free
reaming predaters such as spakes, hawks, falcons, eagles, kites, owls,
egretz, herons, shrews, foxes, coyotes, badgers, bobcats, weasels,
ringtails, etc. Many of these predators breed, nest and hide in the
steep surrounding hills, mountains and canyens, but depend on the
grasslands for foraging and prey species. As the food wel Lecomes more
and more devoid of prey species, the predators will diminish or
disappear. These impacts are not only to the bicdiversity of our campus
ecosystems but will also impact the value of our campus as an outdoor
laboratoery.

The Goldtree Ranch aresz has not been evaluated <arefully enough for
proper land-use designation in the DMF. 2pparently, the maps do net
show three campus wetlends: the Nelson and Middlecamp reservoirs and
Frog Pond, all of which are near the Goldtree site., Thesa three
wetlands are important biological and campus resourses especially
considering the proximity of the Sports Complex t¢ some othe campus
wetlands. Some species of winter migratory waterfowl that our
Department has documented on Shepard and Drumm Reservairs may shift te
mWore remote wetlands near the Goldtree site., The DMP alse does hot show
the streams of these reservoirs and ponds or any other drainages in the
Goldtree area.

The DMP (page 180) states approximately 35 acres of the Goldtree area
are potentially suitable far ancillary development. Bowever the map
exhibits on pages vi and 60 show the potential "Areas Suitable Zor
Ancillary Activities and Facilities” to be much larger. Careful

@oo4
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evaluation of the site needs to proceed prior to siting any facilities
or determining the size of these facilities.

The DMP recognizes that "some of the area is visikle from Highway 1 and
80 care should be tzken in facility siting to minimize impacta to visual
resources." This is often the guiding planning principle stated fexr
development proposed for wild and rural areas along fast-traveled roads.
Bowever, often the best areas for wildlife habitats are also sanctuaries
away from and not visible from the highways.

Based we have the following recommendations and suggestions.

{1) The Goldtree Ranch site should be carefully evaluatad pst only
biclegically but also in total prior to any land-use designatien. The
value of the site to the campus may be greater if it is undeveloped.

{2) Blternate sites that may not be as unique and valuable as the
Goldtree Ranch site be explored for Aneillary Activities and Facilities
nearer the Campus Core, rather than leapfrogging out 2 miles to a place
that has diverse natural rescurces important te the teaching and
research mission of the university.

(3) If the Goldtree Ranch site must be used for Ancillary Activities and
Facilities, the campus should consolidate the facilities as much as
possible and site them in disturbed sites perhaps eleser the disturbance
corridor created by Highway 1. This will reduce the habitat
fragmentation that would occur on the site.

In summary, overall the Draft Master Plan is a huge planning and
environmental step toward a vision for the university in which our
natural resources are restored and protected for future generaticns of
students as well as the community. We commend you for doing an excellent
job but hope you will incorporate cur recommendations into the Final
Master Plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Bioleogizal Sciences Department

Copies:
br. Linda C. Dalton, Vice Provest Institute. Planning, Cal Poly
Mx. Robert E. Ritawura, Directex Facilities Planning, Cal Poly
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WINE from Page One .

and Growers Association, thinks
the export level is closer to 50 per-
cent Most of the exported grapes
g0 to large wineries in Napa and
Sonema counties.

“Certainly, the fruit is here for
mere wineries,” she said.

But the exact numbers of
plants are impossible to come by
because farmers are not required
to report when they convert their
rangeland or dry land crops to
wine grapes. The numbers are
recorded by the county when the
first crop is harvested three or
four years after planting.

“The estimates are strictly pie
in the sky — there's no way of
kmowing,” said Herman Schwartz,
owner of Continental Vintner:
near Pasa Robles. .

But the number that do exist
indicate a booming wine-grape io-
dustry in the couaty. A number of
factors are fueling this haorn,

. W First, the 1930s cap be called .

the decade of the grape in San
Luis Obispo County and that
trend shows no sign of slacking
off. The cool nights and warm
days along the Central Coast are
perfect for growing wine:grapes.
“San Luis Obispo has emerged
in the 1990s as one of California’s
most vibrant and rapidiéxpand-
ing grape growing and Wine-pro-
ducing regions,” concluded a re-
port commissioned by county
winergakers published in August.
& Second, the premium types

of wine grapes grown in San Luis
Obispo County are in the greatest
demand, Wine consumption over-
all has remained fla but con-
sumption of pramium wines is on
the increase, Ackerman said.

“People are drinking less but
better,” she sad. "That's a sign of
the economy, plus the American
public in general is developing a
little more sophisticated palate "

® Third, San Luis Obispo
County has laid aut the welcome
mat for the wine industry, Getting
approval for a winery takes
months rather than years.
Paragon proposed its winery in
mid-December and expects to
take its first grape shipment in Au-

" gust.

“This county is a dream com-
ared to Sants Harbars and Sono-
ma courties,” Niven said,

T Thecomsﬁsbu_rg%ni;lgggg £
growing and wine'making tread | %

shows little indication of slowing.~
 Richard Greek, county’ agﬁﬁ
ture commissioner, said workerd
in his Paso Robles:office report
that on the average one person a
day comes into the office asking
about pesticidéperinits ind other
informatigurabout vineyards. -
Vintners inithe ¢ i

that lower land prices in San Luis

Obispo County will continue to fir

throughout the coun

el vinevard growth, More thag k-
20,000 vinevard acres will be %

planted in the coxnty by the turn
‘of the cenbury, experts predict - -

Vi

ALLE" from Page One

public hospital. .

The lesson here, she said, “is
that the health-care economy is
constantly changing and that this
is one more indication. Why

" would you make suck a perma-

pent decision about closing Gen-
era] Hnspin;l in the middle of all
this 2

;. Supervisor Katcho Achadjian,
‘who holds the swing vote an _dxe

Rrnpd nf €

away from inpatient care, she said,

Rednced revenve males it
hard to offer the services needed
to compete for thase patients, she
'said, noting that Valley hasn't re-
ally offered anything that Wasn't -
available elsewhere,

Tenet considered various op-
tious before deciding Valley’s fate,

said Hal Chilton, chief executive i

officer of Tenet's Central Coast re-

“Vinevards are eypanding’
but there

more acreage

s substantjall

@oo7
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How did the winemaldng indusiry go
fromn beloved to berated so quicldy?
When did we decide to start Jpoking
what hos always been a sacred cow]

The answers iy be in the world's
seemingly unquenchable thirst for
California wines, which las cused an
unprecedented conversios of grazing
fands to vincyards on the Cenlral Coast
aver the [ast wn:. years.

Thats good news for Jacal winemakets
and agriculrisis—and, by extension, the
Tocal cconomy—but a growlng chorus of
environmentalist vaices has bepun ta
u:ﬁ...c: whether there is 2 bad side ta

his wrend.

They worry about the loss of wildlife
habitat, the increased use of Trrigatjon
waler, the removal of aak trees und
other desirable nasive vegelstion, the
deep ripping of sall that might contain
Histotic aam.n_h. intensified use of pes-
ticides and fertilizer, and changes 1o
watersheds that could increasc erosion
and Al crecks with sil:.

These are all patential problems
created when you convert o passive
agricultural practice like ranching
inlo an actve agriculural practice
like growing wine grapes,

‘:_.ME«_E_@. alot ol fand has heen usel
for grazing, and grazing is 2 compatiblc
ﬁnwa:s life," satd Paw Veesan, direelor
of the Environmental Center of San Luis
Obispo, "Now we're secing the wholesale
conversion of kands loe wiiat was a ps.
sive agricultural use ¢ an active one."
Sun Luis Obispo County Jas seen

lew years, a trend also seen [n both
onicrey and Santa Barbara countics.
Such a conversion ot all hut (he
steepest of slopes requires no goven
mental approval or oversight in SL.O
Couny, which raises still another issue:
Is there a way to address these con-
cems before its toa [ate?

That s the anxicly underlying all
other the environmental cancerns,
this fear that both local and Nerthern
California wineries wilt cover our
countryside with vincyards hefore we
can discuiss the wiscoin of such a
major envisonmental change.

Grapescape .
Envitommentalist Sarah Chrristie
athers raised coucerns ahoul the
“grapescape” trend—or coverlng the
landsrape with vineyards—helare e
Board of Supervisars last moath as it

el

Cows Losing Out
to Grapescape

Question Arise About the Impacts of Turning Range Lands Into Vineyards

cxeTopts masi agricullural work,
“ifa ._z%wz proposed 10 remave

every shred of native vegelarton i
100-acre sive, cul down dazens of
malure trees, and move thousands af
cubic yards of soil, he would be
required 10 do a full-blown site plan,
with an EIR [environmental impact
tepori] and extenstve witigation, if he
were allowed Lo mesue the projeet ay

* Christle w..__.H “Yet a vintner can do
all ol the above withou so muct as o
negative |enviroomental impact] deela-
retian. It is unconsclanah

she called for the requisement of a
discretionary pe when canverli
grazing land ta viucyanls. A simllar
echanisnl fs now heing alficially dis-
cussed in Suma Barbary Contnty, where
vineyard acreuge las doubled {1y the
tast two yeus.

Growers ac wnilorinly ppposed o
more governimental reglations md
believe theic environmental imprcts are
being overstuted, event if they nclaowl-
ed need 1o sldress concerns aboul
their indusiry.

"Grawers in general we just Jeery af
geltlng a lee-driven bureaticracy
avolved,” said Signe Zoller, the associ-
ale winemaler wt Meridian asnd current
president of Paso Rlbles Vinters and
Growers Association. "They want ta da
it vohuntarily~

To that end, Veesart has staried
pushing the idea af the wine Imlustry
voluntarily charging a 5-cent-per-boitle
cavironmental niligation fee on alb
nore than $100
on geneealed by the fee would go
10 programs tha pifset lasses of hahitat
and other envicenmental impacts,

I ly u way for the indusiry
16 polish up its Image a bit," said Vieesm
wlio e the purchase of auk woul-
tands as one example of ways to offset
dhe industry® environment:

tive leecdback un the idea fram the wine
industry, yet many growers ar caol to
she concept
"My guess is that would be aret with
resistince,” said July Ackerman, execu-
tive director of the Paso Robles Vintners
and Growers Association. "The wine
indusiry is already taxed to the gills. As
an alcohollc beverage, we are alrcady not
Dappy with the level of taxes we pay”
She is tven more swongly oppostd to
suggestions that tore mandsiory pov-
cnment regulations are needed.
“Regulations are created 10 deal with
o problem. and I dont think 2 problem
has been demonsirated, at least in this.
county,” Ackerman said,
es bt says the potential for
lerns is there, and now is the lime 1o
« dilogue ihout thosc Issaes,
w ghed dis discussion Is taldng placy
oy, he Ohispo Counyy
w problen yot," Veesurt
suicl. "But there is eawse fr concern and
a redsoly o have these discussions. ™

Om»m_wmﬁ *Owno:om_‘:
Much ol the current controversy
began kst year alier Kendall-fackson
Winery ripped put hundreds of oak
trees from a 1 400-acre ranch south
Los Alamgs, and within sight of U.S.
101, to phant vineyaeds.

Lwviranmenialisls were omeaged and
faunched voter initiatives regulating oak
venwval, which wers narrowly deleated
fast year, Also acting was the Santa
Tirharzt Coury Planing Department,
which ruled Kendall-Juckson should
b gatien a prading peemit heeouse af
the “sigy ificant eovirenment impacis®
of the worl,

Bul the Smta Bachiara County Board of
Supervisors st year supported the agri-
culiurlsts and apposed the crackdawn hy
its Planning Depictmicnt, sy ing it should
anly heeoine invelved in cases witly

That victary for growers was quickly
evaser] when last Novembers election
swepl an environmentalist majority
onto the Baard of Supervisors, which
voted in January to rescind the prior
boards aviion, aliowing the Planning
Department to act agalnst growers Kke
Kendall-Jackson. .

“But the question out there now is;
What daes that ail mean?" ssid Bil}
Gillette, the Santa Barhara County
agricultural commissioner,

San Lus Obispo County has 1o regula-
tory wiygering mechanism for agricultural
gradings What may have major fmpicts ta
the envirorunent, Thats 2 ceason far con-
ceon, say many environmentalists, even
though SLO Counly hasit scen anything
like the Kendall-Jackson incident.

“The industry in this county lus heen
pretty good about oak trees,” Vesact said,
Naonetheless, the el served us

a wake-up call for cnvironmentalists
‘@ starl examintng the impacts of 2
rapid conversion af grazing land inla
ineyards.
.,Hnn Kendall-Jackson oak 1rec ramoval
was a turning polnt on the Central Coast.
Everyone _sm wothing but good! feclings
about the wine indusiry until then,™
Veesart said, before joking, [ should send
Kendall-Jackson a _ﬂsn_ie: "

Winemakers also describe the Kendall-
Jackson conléoversy as a wmiing point.

“Thal was a big [esson for us and
we've laken it to heart," Zoller saicl,
“We ltave 1o laok ut ihe Tand and can't
Just do-anyihing with it anymore.

Major Conversion
Much of the Jocal concem seems dri-

wven by the sheer magnitude of he

local conversion to vineyards.

1 is a coastal phenomenon, with big

comapanies (rom Napa and Sononta

looking 10 us hecause we have cheap
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Letter 34

Mr. Phil Ashley

Department of Biology

December 8, 2000

34-1
 Commenter suggests putting comments and responses in appendix to Final EIR.

Response
Comments have been placed in the body of the Final EIR.  The Master Plan and FEIR will include all comments on the October 10 publication, plus a matrix showing changes from both the May 1 and October 10 publications.

34-2
Commenter has suggested reducing the pace of the review of the Master Plan.

Response
Comment noted.  Review periods for the Master Plan and EIR were extended beyond required timeframes to allow for more comment, and the Preliminary draft and its preparation involved the input of the public and many campus advisory groups.  


34-3
Commenter expresses appreciation for components of the Master Plan such as design of the campus core.

Response
Comments are noted.

34-4 Commenter expresses appreciation for the moving of the H-4 unit since the Preliminary draft.

Response
Comments are noted.

34-5
Commenter expresses concerns with current location of H-1, H-2 and H-3 housing units.

Response
Concerns are noted.  The Master Plan team made extensive efforts to relocate the H-1 and H-2 housing units at a suitable distance from the creek corridor that resulted in the creation of the Brizzolara Creek Enhancement Project and the re-adsorption of units initially proposed for location along the creek (namely H-3).  The additional beds were the result of partial absorption of the H-4 housing unit that could not be relocated in its entirety elsewhere on campus.  

34-6
Commenter suggests that H-1 and H-2 be permanently eliminated from the Master Plan for several reasons, the first being the loss of deep-soiled valley grasslands, and the second the degradation of the creek corridor due to traffic.

Response
Grasslands.  The grasslands the commenter refers to are currently used for grazing and foraging of animal species.  Valley grasslands consisting of species typical of pasture vegetation are not considered a sensitive plant community at the state or federal level, nor are they considered sensitive by CNPS.  Therefore, the loss of this vegetative community is not considered a significant impact.  In order to consider the loss of foraging habitat a significant impact under CEQA, the consultant would have to find that the proposed development would “have a substantial adverse effect [through habitat modification]” on sensitive species as defined in the EIR.  The consultant maintains that there is adequate foraging habitat on surrounding Cal Poly lands for sensitive bird species, and that development of the site would not result in loss of nesting or other habitat for such species.  

Creek Degradation.  The Master Plan and EIR make a priority of the enhancement of the Brizzolara Creek corridor through the designation of a special project.  Mitigation for the H-1 and 3 housing units specifically states (pg. 206) that “Plans for the H-1 and H-2 housing units will include pedestrian systems which are sensitive to the Brizzolara Creek corridor.”  The commenter is reminded that the design shown in the Plan is conceptual; mitigation in the EIR requires that the creek be protected from pedestrian traffic.  Implementation of this mitigation will be part of the long-range implementation of the Master Plan; the project will be further reviewed at such time it is planned to be built.

34-7
Commenter suggests Draft EIR and Master Plan fail to address the disruption of existing wildlife corridors.

Response
The consultant believes that the site provides marginal “corridor” values due to existing development on three sides, and maintains that the major wildlife corridor in the area consists mainly of Brizzolara Creek.  As mentioned above, the project provides a hard edge to the campus and provides protection for wildlife corridors along the hillsides and through Poly Canyon.  

34-8
Commenter suggests several alternative locations and approaches to the housing development at H-1, H-2, and H-3.

Response
The commenter is referred to the housing alternatives analysis prepared in the EIR which directs housing siting and design.  The goals of the Master Plan are to locate housing within proximity to the campus instructional core and create a community for student living without compromising the function.

34-9
Commenter suggests Master Plan will result in wildlife habitat fragmentation.

Response
Comment noted.  Development has been concentrated near existing campus development so that fragmentation of wildlife habitat is minimized.  The commenter’s specific reference to ancillary facilities at Goldtree is noted.  These facilities are located where other site constraints (slopes, wetlands) will not be adversely affected.  See additional sections added to Residential Communities element.

34-10
Commenter suggests location of H-1 and H-2 at the Grand Avenue and Slack Street location. 

Response
The University faces significant constraints in this area associated with the surrounding residential neighborhoods (specifically light and noise) that make development of this site with significant housing units difficult.  The Environmental Suitability and Sustainability principle in the Land Use element (p. 65) calls for "limiting future development to those areas least affected by regulatory and/or high cost environmental constraints." 
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ASI/UU staff and students have reviewed the draft Campus Master Plan (dated October 10,
2000) and offer the following for consideration.

The programs and setvices provided by the ASUU will be impacted by expanded enroilment, an
increase in the on campus residential population, and physical changes to the campus
enviromenl. Comments and recommendations reganding the Campus Master Plan draft are
made with consideration of these issues.

Areas for revision, enhancement and/or inclusion of the ASVUU can be summarized into four
categories:

1. University Union Programs & Services
2. Clubs & Organizations

3. Child Care

4. Campus Recreation

1. University Union Programs & Services
» Incorporate elements from the University Union Master Plan, which recognize the
student desire to continue growth in specific program areas such as Events, 35 -|
Films, Live Music, Recreation, Meeting Facilities, Informal Gathering Areas,
Services, efc.

»  Provide for physical expansion opportunity both at current localion, and at ss - z
possible satellites near new population centers and residential areas.

» Provide consideraticn of Crandall Gym facility as potential site for I 3 s -3
UnionfRecreation satellite opportunity.

» Acknowledge ASI/UU need for facility expansion/development for student 3 5. "
entertainment venue.

2. Clubs & Organizations
« Consider creation of fomal and passive locations for student clubs and organizations to ! - G

gather.
+ Provide opportunity for large multi-purpose rooms for increased student club §-4
participation, 3
Child Care

* Acknowledge opportunity for AS! childcare services to expand on site, and at altemative 35~ "
locations as faculty/staff/student housing is developed.

4. Campus Recreation

*  Allow for physical expansion oppertunity both at curvent location, and at possible ! s - ‘
satellites near new popuiation centers and residential areas.







[image: image144.png]Provide consideration of Crandall Gym facilily as potential site for Union/Recreation 3 ‘ - q
satellite opportunity.

Provide specific language consistent with Sports Complex Operating Agreement s -0
delineating recreational field replacement as Athletic facilities are centralized at Sports !
Complex.

Identify AS| role in development of new recreational sites to maximize economy of scale, | ’s-ll
staffing, and program delivery.

Aliow for support facilities in specific proximity to new site development. | 351 b 3







Letter 35

Dr. Rick Johnson

Cal Poly ASI/UU

December 6, 2000

35-1
Commenter asks that the Master Plan incorporate UU program areas for expansion.

Response
Text has been added to the Campus Instructional Core element on p. 111:  “The UU planning process identified the need for expanded facilities and programs, both in the current location and elsewhere on campus.” In addition, the list of area studies in Chapter 7 refers to the “University Union and Student Services Plan.”

35-2
Commenter ask for flexibility for UU expansion at present and possible satellite locations.

Response
 Language added to Campus Instructional Core (above) reflects this request.  In addition, Integration and Social Environment principles in this element recognize the need for dispersed activities (refer to p. 109).

35-3
Commenter asks for consideration of potential reuse of Crandall Gym for Union and/or Recreation activities.

Response
A plan component has been added to the discussion of the Southwest area of the campus:  “Renovation of Crandall Gym for possible additional instructional space and/or recreation and support activities.”  See p. 122.
35-4
Commenter seeks acknowledgement of student entertainment facility needs.

Response
 These are addressed in the list of uses for primary campus activity center.  (Refer to p. 111.)

35-5
Commenter reminds us that clubs and organizations need formal and informal space.

Response
Text regarding this need now reads “space in student residential communities can accommodate formal and informal functions of student organizations closer to where students live” (p. 202).
35-6
Commenter also reminds us that clubs and organizations need multipurpose rooms.

Response
 Text under the principle of Flexibility for Support Activities and Services has been added to read: “This should include multi purpose rooms for student clubs and organizations” (p. 200).

35-7
Commenter asks that the Master Plan acknowledge the need to expand childcare and provide alternative child care locations.

Response
Discussion of childcare in the Support Activities and Services element has been modified to read:  “The revised diagrammatic illustration shows a site for expanding the Child Care Center at its present location.  ASI may also explore additional child care facilities on campus and/or within or near married student housing and/or faculty and staff housing” (p. 202).
35-8
Commenter suggests that the Master Plan allow for expansion of recreation at its current location and near new residential areas.

Response
 The Recreation element addresses this need as part of the Proximity principle (p. 147) and in discussions of the potential reuse of Mott Gym (p. 152).

35-9
Commenter asks for consideration of potential reuse of Crandall Gym for Union and/or Recreation activities. (repeated comment).

Response
Text has been added on p. 122 as noted above.

35-10
Commenter reminds us that the Sports Complex Operating Agreement calls for replacement of recreation fields with any consolidation of athletic facilities at the Sports Complex.

Response
 This issue is addressed by the Continuity principle (refer to p. 147).

35-11
Commenter encourages an explicit ASI role in the development and management of recreation sites to ensure that the planning process addresses operational considerations.

Response
Text has been added, as follows:  “As the organization responsible for managing student recreation programs, ASI should be involved in the design of new outdoor and indoor recreation facilities” (p. 153).

35-12
Commenter suggests that the Master Plan allow for expansion of recreation at its current location and near new residential areas (repeat comment).

Response
As noted above, the Recreation element addresses this need as part of the Proximity principle (p. 147). 
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Cal Poly Master Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report

Comments regarding impacts en Cheda Ranch

My review of the plan and DEIR focused primarily on the proposed modifications
of the Cheda Ranch, a property that is the sole location of the Cal Poly Sheep
Operations and Field Laboratory. Because of the recent reduction in acres
available for maintaining the sheep operations from 450 down to 150, and
because of increased enroliment in the Animal Science major, any further
reductions in available laboratory space will have significant negative impacts on
our ability to deliver the education that we promise our students. The two
proposed actions that impact this ranch are the development of a research park
on the northern side of the ranch, and the development of remote parking on
acres adjacent to Stenner Creek Road. | believe that the planners have ignored
the guidelines of the campus as well as CEQA when arriving at these proposals.
It also becomes apparent that the drafters of this plan based their assumptions
on outdated and inaccurate information. For lack of a better approach, | have
noted comments regarding statements in the order they appear in the document.
In my opinion, there is significant negative impact to both of these actions and
mitigation would be more costly than alternative plans. Many of the comments
below, drawn from the document, reinforce the mission of the University. | would
submit that the actions proposed violate this mission.

Executive Summary - Consider the impacts of a research park and parking
lots in light of the following

Page It - Lands provide hands-on opportunities for students.

Page IV -  Plan is designed to meet educational needs particularly in science
and technical fields.

Page V - Plan is designed to protect natural environment and ag lands that
form the character of the campus.

Pave VI - . The map on this page indicates the areas suitable for ancillary
activities and facilities (not education) - this includes a significant
portion of the grazing lands of Cheda as well as the vineyard. The
"remote parking options” are located on prime ag land. The rest of
the ranch designated as "outdoor teaching and learning"” includes a
large number of acres, which is extremely steep and rocky and is
used occasionally to pasture rodeo stock .

Page Vill - Outdoor teaching and learning are central to Cal Poly's mission and
must remain integrated.

3b-\







[image: image146.png]Page X - Describes "modest-sized" research park. What's modest - in
relation to the site it is located? 30-2

Introduction - Consider the impacts of a research park and parking lots

Page two - University recognizes relationship between physical space and
student learning/life - spirit of learning.

Page five - Prime ag lands were identified so that ne development would be

proposed.

Chapter 2

Pages 11

&12- Continued reference to leam by doing - hands on - importance of
undergraduate leaming.

Chapter 3

Page 35-  Some facilities will not require expansion with enroliment growth -

example - college farm - How was this determination made? l 3 b- 3

There is no reference made in this or any other chapter about the impact of must
higher fuel prices (which are certainly coming) on numbers of vehicles that need 3b¢"|
to be parked on campus.

Chapter 4
Page41-  Although most of the Cheda Ranch is in the San Luis Creek ;
watershed - the northemn side is in the Chorro creek watershed. 36 e

Page 44 - Chedaranch is listed at 447.8 acres. Of that, the portion.that is
fenced for sheep operations is 144. Approximately 20 acres is used
by the Smith family for grazing. The majority of the acreage of
Cheda is used to house Rodeo stock - it is extremely steep and 3 6' 6
unpraductive. The report seems to suggest that because the 'sheep
are at Cheda - that sheep operations controt nearly 450 acres, so
therefore, to lose 50 or 60 acres would not be significant.

Page 47 - Doesn't account for Nelson or Middlecamp reservoirs (or Frog I 3 ‘ .'|
Pond).

Page 51-  Doesn't show second Dairy Lagoon, Lagoon at BCEC,
Nelson/Middlecamp reservairs. 35' ’







[image: image147.png]Page 52 - Ciearly shows Stenner Creek Pastures (site for parking) as <5%
slope.

Page 54 - All ag field lines are inaccurate - entire ranch has been re-fenced
and re-planned since this map was drawn (mid 70's?).

Page 57 - Slope > 20% have greatly increased development costs. The area
designated on the Goldtree side has slopes in excess of 26%.

Page 60-  Goldtree is suitabie for development - - - Access?? Slope?? Ag
land?

Chapter 5

Page 65-  Reference to "prime ag soils" and that plan retains all currently
available prime ag soils for ag use (parking?).

Page 65-66 - Reference 10-minute walk to classes/labs - many ag labs -
including Cheda currently exceed this.

Page 71-  Doesn't show approved access road from Stenner Creek road to
the parking lot at Cheda.

Page 72-  Future land use at Cheda, Peterson, etc, will continue to be rural,
focusing on outdoor teaching and learning.

Page 89 -  Would suggest that all of Cheda is sheep unit - actually less than
1/2 is used by sheep.

Page 94-  Re-emphasis on maintaining ag lands.
Page 194 - Suggests competition for land between ancillary and teaching uses.

Page 195 - Describes 200 acres as being Goldtres - actual size of Goldtree
pastures is <45 acres. Impression is created that the area-is not
currently being used in the educational program. This grazing area
is used as much or more than any grazing area gn campus for
undergraduate education. Within the iast year, ASCI - Range
Management - Hallock , FNR (D.Piirto's class), Crop Science
(Steinmaus, Patterson, Fountain), and BioSci have all used
portions of the indicated Goldtree area to teach various facets of
their classes. The site has been used for independent studies for
both Senior Project and Masters Thesis. Of course, itis used on a
daily basis as part of the resource management associated with
sheep classes. Access at Stenner Creek would be highly
improbable - both from HWY 1 as well as through the ranch itself.

| 36-
| gb-io

3=

36-12
| 36-13

| 3614
| 36-15

26-1\b







[image: image148.png]Chapter 6
Page 206 -

Page 208 -

Page 221 -

Page 260 -

Page 261 -

Access at HWY 1 would require significant modifications to the
highway and potential mitigation with the Men's Colony. 50-60
acres for research park and parking would reduce the sheep unit
size by over 40%. The flock is already below critical mass to
meeting teaching/research requirements. Further reductions will
SIGNIFICANTLY impact education,

Discusses introducing human impacts into open space - they
suggest impacts less than significant. This plan places a research
park in a field laboratory used by multiple departments - | consider
that significant impact.

Cumulative grassland loss is less than significant - I consider the
loss of over 1/3 of the grassland at Cheda significant. The increase
of students at Cal Paly is insignificant when compared to the
population of California - however; it is very significant when
compared to the population at Cai Poly.

Ag Resources section - Prime ag land is referenced once again -
with no impact (parking lots?)

There.is no mention of traffic/circulation impacts at Cheda. No
mentien of impacts of development on Goldtree on wildlife (fox,
coyote, deer, hawks, etc. etc.).

The County Ag and Open Space Element "avoid locating new
public facilities outside urban and village reserve lines unless they
serve a rural function or there is no feasible alternative” (research
park on ag land?).

States that grassland loss will only be 1.5% of Cal Poly's - but this
will be more than 35% of the grassland at Cheda - the only property
set up to accommodate and manage sheep. Most of the grassland
at Cal Poly is not readily accessible to most of the students for
purpose of education.

Existing conditions "none of the projects proposed in the plan will
result in development of prime farmland” (parking lots?)

State CEQA Guidelines consider impacts to ag resources
significant if the project will: a)...b)...c) result in indirect conversion
of ag land (converting rangeland into research park).

l
|
:

36-1l6

36-11

36-18

36-19

3b-20

3b-2)







[image: image149.png]The traffic/parking impacts in this chapter never mention the
traffic/parking impacts at Cheda and along Highway 1 in this area

Page 313 - Section 15126(b) of CEQA - Significant irreversible environmental
Changes include the conversion of ag land to non-ag land use

It is my opinion that all of the above references point to the fact that the proposed
plan would violate CEQA, the University's Mission Statement, and previous
agreements between CAGR and the University regarding ag land use.
Furthermore, it would serve as a poor example for society, in that it promotes the
idea of converting valuable and productive lands into a tandscape that produces
poltution, excessive runoff, and destroys habitat. No matter how extensive the
plan, if it is based on outdated and inaccurate information, such as this plan is it
can not be considered a viable document and should be rewritten.

| 36-21
| 3622







Letter 36

Dr. Robert Rutherford

College of Agriculture, Animal Science

December, 2000

36-1
 Commenter raises concern about suitability of Cheda Ranch area for ancillary activities and/or remote parking.

Response
The commenter has raised several concerns regarding the appropriateness of developing ancillary activities in the Cheda Ranch area.  As the head of the Sheep Unit, Dr. Rutherford is expressly concerned about the viability of the sheep operations.  The Sheep Unit has been impacted by a number of changes on campus.  The most significant was the recent moving of the entire unit from the location now occupied by the Sports Complex to the Cheda Ranch buildings, the former location of the Dairy Unit.  In addition, sheep grazing pasture area has been reduced by the Sports Complex and expansion of the Horse Unit grazing requirements.

36-2
Commenter asks what does "modest-sized" research park mean?

Response
 Analysis for the DEIR considered a possible development of about 400,000 square feet of building plus parking.  The comparison would be to like facilities developed at universities elsewhere.

36-3
Commenter asks how was the determination made that campus farm would not require expansion to serve more enrollment?

Response
The College of Agriculture leadership has indicated that the college has facility capacity.

36-4
Commenter notes lack of reference to impact of fuel prices on number of automobiles.

Response
See text addition regarding dependence on fossil fuels as a principle related to Alternative Transportation:  “Less reliance on vehicles using internal combustion engines can also contribute to improving air quality and diminishing the use of fossil fuels” (p. 167).  A new section on Sustainable Campus Planning and Design also notes “Alternative, renewable energy sources should be used to the greatest extent possible to offset growth in demand” (p. 163).

36-5
Commenter notes that Cheda Ranch is partially in Chorro Creek watershed.

Response
See text change, p. 45.  The clarification is appreciated. 

36-6
Commenter notes misleading data on use of Cheda Ranch for sheep and rodeo stock.

Response
The text has been modified to reflect the actual use by the Sheep unit,  as follows:  “The sheep unit and sheep operations occupy approximately 144 acres, or about one-third of Cheda Ranch, including some of the area known as Goldtree.” See text change, p. 93. 

36-7
The commenter notes that reservoirs (Nelson and Middlecamp) are missing from the discussion.

Response
The text in the Existing Conditions chapter has been made more general, referring to “multiple reservoirs and ponds” (p. 49).  Elsewhere, the base map has been changed to add missing reservoirs and ponds.

36-8
Commenter notes certain reservoirs and ponds missing from map

Response
The base map for Exhibit 4.5 and others has been modified to show additional water bodies.

36-9
Commenter notes on slope in areas shown for potential remote parking is less than 5%.

Response
Comment is noted.

36-10
Commenter notes that new fencing patterns have rendered Exhibit 4.8 out of date.

Response
It is recognized that the description of these facilities is in need of updating.

36-11
Commenter questions suitability of Goldtree area for development.

Response
Text to clarify the analysis of the Goldtree area has been added to the discussion of constraints and opportunities (pp. 64-65).  “The northwest corner of Cheda Ranch includes an area known as Goldtree.  Traditionally, this area has consisted of three fields (C62, C63, C64), totaling about 52 acres.  In conducting feasibility studies for ancillary activities at a satellite location, the Master Plan team examined a slightly larger area (including fields C65 and part of C61, but excluding C64 as too steep) to determine which land might be more suitable, considering environmental, regulatory, cost and policy constraints.  Based on soil type, slope, and current condition, the approximately 60-acre area shown on the detailed map was identified as most suitable for potential development, and became known as the Goldtree project area or site.  It is close to the Union Pacific Railroad and has access to water, sewage treatment and electricity.  Access could be provided from Highway 1 (perhaps from an improved intersection near the site or at Stenner Creek Road) and/or internally from Mount Bishop Road.”

36-12
Commenter suggests showing access from Stenner Creek Road to Cheda Ranch.

Response
Area is outside the base mapping.  Detailed mapping needs to be extended to the rest of the campus area.

36-13
Commenter suggests clarifying future use of Cheda Ranch, in view of Goldtree discussions.

Response
The following text has been added to the discussion of Ancillary Activities and Facilities (p. 206).  “The City and County of San Luis Obispo have supported a research partnership with Cal Poly through the California Central Coast Research Park (C3RP) task force.  While a number of sites both on and off campus have been suggested over the years, the Master Plan explores the potential of an applied research park on campus.  One possible site is in the Goldtree area.  It is important to note that an applied research park on Cal Poly lands would focus on applied research and advanced development activity in support of the University’s academic mission, including applied research partnerships, “incubator” support for new technology, and business development.  It is likely to be heavily involved in and dependent on technology – information technology, telecommunications, biotechnology, geographic information systems, visual imaging, etc.  An applied research park would provide opportunities for faculty professional development, internships for students, and employment for partners and spouses of faculty and staff.  It could include business services (e.g., photocopying equipment, meeting rooms, and food service).  However, it would not include activities often associated with business or industrial parks, such as professional offices or manufacturing (assembly) except as incidental to applied research and development.”

36-14
Commenter requests that the plan clarify use of Cheda Ranch by sheep operations.

Response
As noted above, additional text has been provided in the Outdoor Teaching and Learning element (p. 93). 

36-15
Commenter notes competition between ancillary activities and teaching.

Response
Comment noted.

36-16
Commenter questions the suitability of Goldtree area for development given the extent of its current use.

Response
As noted above, the text in Chapter 4, under the discussion of Constraints and Opportunities, has been added to analyze development potential at Cheda Ranch including the Goldtree area (p. 64).

36-17
Commenter questions determination of less than significant impact, regarding human use, loss of grassland, and prime agricultural land.

Response
Valley grasslands consisting of species typical of pasture vegetation are not considered a sensitive plant community at the state or federal level, nor are they considered sensitive by CNPS.  Therefore, the loss of this vegetative community is not considered a significant impact.  This grassland is not supported by prime agricultural soils or other important farmland soils and its loss therefore does not constitute a significant impact under the significance thresholds given.  However, the University can make a determination, outside of the realm of CEQA, as to the best use of these lands.  Discussions are ongoing with CAGRLUC regarding this area.

36-18
Commenter requests that the plan add traffic and wildlife analysis for Cheda/Goldtree.

Response
The eventual type of development at Goldtree and feasible access routes are not yet well understood.  This information will be required to determine traffic impacts.  Future environmental review and consultation with agencies such as CalTrans will determine impact significance.  

Significant impacts to wildlife are limited to sensitive species; the loss of this grassland is not considered to pose a significant threat to the fecundity of sensitive species in the area; similar foraging habitat exists elsewhere on Cal Poly property and in surrounding areas.

36-19
Commenter questions the research park location, analysis.

Response
Important in the policy cited is the condition “unless…there is no feasible alternative.”  Goldtree has been chosen because of the importance of having campus facilities near the core, and the lack of available, unconstrained space, including areas that do not overlie prime soils.  A facility of that type is not essential to the function of the University and is too large to locate on campus.

36-20
Commenter expresses concern about grassland loss.

Response
The College of Agriculture is currently pursuing opportunities to expand grazing in areas off-campus.  The Master Plan’s commitment is to not develop new facilities without adequately replacing any that may be displaced.  See the principle of Continuity in the Outdoor Teaching and Learning element (p. 97).

36-21
Commenter expresses concern about conversion of agricultural lands

Response
Parking lots will not be located on prime agricultural land.  Further, additional text on p. 195 explains that “If parking demand should require Cal Poly to consider using any of these locations, additional site analysis will be undertaken to determine the amount of land needed, the most appropriate site or sites, how access will be provided, the effect on circulation, how the parking area(s) would be secured, and how existing uses can be relocated.”

36-22
Commenter expresses concern about conversion of agricultural lands

Response
The Master Plan policy is to not convert any Prime agricultural lands.  There are some designated fields used by the College of Agriculture, which have been identified for development of housing, parking and other ancillary activities.  None of these fields contain prime soils.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The following section outlines the resources presenz an Cat Poly fand holdings and analyzes patendial impacts o
these resources due ro implemencation of the Master Plan.

/Exlsting Conditions W e

Cal Poly is survounded by unique geologic and asiociered bidfogieal resources which enhance not only the seming
buc educadonal opporwnities for studenrs and reseagefiers s well  Pase biological investigations have been
limited to classracm ficldwark and sitespecific studipf Complered a1 parr of environmentl review. The Biological
Sciences deparment at Cal Poly i curvently acrefirpe: inventory the biclogical resources of Cal Poly lunds
This effore will idencify scusitive plants and animals and provide a larger picrre of rasources present. .Some of
this information, is already available, and is contained in the following secion. Other forthcoming informarion
will be incorpemted inw future environmental review, where applicable, and will be part of the implementazdan
of specific policias in the Master Pl )

Biclogieal resources of Cal Paly were inventoried based on reviewr of past investigations, scarches of the California
Deparmment of Fish and Game's {CDFG's) Nawural Diversity Daca Base (NDDB) and the California Narive Plang
Societys (CNPS's) fventory of Rare and Endangered Vascudar Planss of Califomia (Skinner and Pavlik, 1994).
Vegeration and habimt types were classified usiag Califermia Vegetation (Holland and Keil, 1995). Sensitive planr
and animal specigsssepddressed sepacagely iny s fnllow? the\gencral vegemrive gndynimal, despriptio:

A

Qe e
TheRTD T

: O"‘X

al Paly is within the duter Conmal Gaoast st dlon of (8 California Flocistic Province.
on cmpus consists of native, nanualized, and planced herbs, grasses, shrubs, and wees. Nonvascular planr flo

on qmptts consists of lichens, bryophytes (mosses and liverworts), and fungi (mushroams and maids). 5F

e
sl This subsection provides descriptions of cach tmajor vegemeive community type prasent ou campus. The comaran
and characrerisric plant species are provided for each.

~ Riverinie and Open Wazter. Riverine/open wam'tha main campus consists primacily of the existing

d flowing channel of Stenner Creek and Brizmolara Cre¥K, and adjacent dminages. Just south of che Chowro Creek
Raach, Chowro Creck provides open warer habitae. Strsam channels and all associated tritutaries, floadplains,
drainages and soreambianks, ace specifically addressed by the CDFG Code Sectian 16001603 (Sereambed
Alteration Agreement) and are considered Wacers of the U.S. Waters of the U.S,, including sceam channels and
weslands, fall under the jurisdiction of the Corps under Section 404 of the Clean Wacer Act,

- Valley ad Foothill Ripadian Communiries, The densicy of vegettion within riparian communities vasies fom
open (o neacly closed (Holland, 1986). These habimos are typically located within seasonally flcoded aod
sacusated ateas, of areas that am locazed close to ground wacer (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf, 1995), Dominant spedes

. within tipatian communities tequire moist, bare mincral soil for germinarion and estiblishment (Hoiland, 1986).

! Riparian communities are cansidered sensirive by GDFG and frequenty qualify as werhnd based on the USFW3

y werlind classificatlon system (Cowardin er al,, 1979). In che cumpus area, dominang aees in riparian 2eas
inchude sycamore (Plavanus racemasa) and willow (Salix spp.).

Seasonal Freshwater Marsh/Seep.  Freshwater seep communities are considered sensitive by CDFG, and are
clsified as palustrine persistent emcrgen: and temporarily 10 inreeminendy focded werknd azeording to
USFWS werland classification system (Cowardin er al., 1979), Vegetarion and flora of wer meadow/feshwatee
seep communities is dominated primasily by a variecy of kowgrawing hydrophytic ‘(wamr—lovm@ species inchuding

rushes,
1
e
. »
%TEnvmcuuenul.IMFACTREPQR? &N\M . /!
NI AVRVCRTS







[image: image155.png]SEP-20-00 WED 03:45 PM  BIO SCI CAL POLY/SLO FAX NO. 8057561419 P, 08

Cal Poly Master Plan

l Freshwater Mamsh. Freshwater massh communities eceur in slow moving, shallow freshwarer sacams, along the
periphery of ponds and lakes, and in isatared areas where the warer table is ac o ncar the ground sutface
(Holland, 1988). In the campus area, these communities occur around the perimeters of the two reservairs
‘ located in the northern portion of ampus, and in scatreced Tocations along the flowing channel of Stenper 2ad
Brizzolia Creek. Vegetton of these communiries consists primarily of bulrush (Scirpr spp.), wich some
occursence of cawail (Typha spp.). Freshwarer marsh babloacs are cousiderad sensitive habiaes by CDFG and ace
i o ified a3 werland accarding to the USFWS’ werland classification systean.

Valley Geassland. The majoriry of grassland throughout California is dominated by narusslized grasses thag were
Inrroduced from the Mediterranean region during the Spanish Colonization period. Typical nasuralized grass
species occurding within Valley Grassland include wild oat (Avena fazua), slender wild oar {Avena barbaa), soft
chess brome (Broois hordeaceus); tipgut grass (Bromus diandne), foxtail bacley (Hardgum murinum), and annual
ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum), Other domirant species may include redstem filarce (Erodium cizutarium) and crnil
fascue (Vidpia myuros), Native species present in these aveas, generally ac low density, include Hayfield arwveed
(Hemisonic congesta s5p. hectifelia), blue dicks (Dickelestemma espitasara) and dove weed (remoearpuas ssigersa).

l California Native Buneh Grasstand. Typieal dominane bunch grasses in this community are purple needlegmass
(Nassella pulchra) and rodding needlegrass Nassella comuc).  Other dominang species may include slender
needlegrass (Nassella. lepida), large necdlegrass (Achnahemam caromarum), maelic grass (Melica imperferta), desrgrass

| (Muhlenbergia igens) and theesasn (Avistida spp.).

Constal Scrub.  Ocewrring In more xeric areas, coasral scrub communiries oscupy sandstone, diaomire and - M
‘ serpenrine, relatively infertile parent materdal. The most deminanc specics in the coasal shrub are

coycte bush (Baccharis pillaris), lemonade bevry (Rhus integrifolia), coffeeberty [Rhamnus californi nd n

oak (Tieicodendron diverstlobum). Other dominant species include sugar sumac (Rhus ovaca), daurel sumar: (Malovma
1 laurina), California sagebrush (Artemisia californica) and brictlebush {Encelia farinogh '-gl rm‘ o5

Coast Live Ozk Woodland. One of the miost mesic communiries daminated by coas ive oak {Quaais agrifotia) is
the coast live o1k wondland communizy. These aress ace dense 1nd are ofren with mixed evergreen forese. Other
somcies fond ncergraded with coust live oak are Callforni Eay busel {Umbelllaria caifforniza), bigreaf magle (Acer
macrophyllum) and madvone (Arburus mengiesii). The understory of coase live cak woodland communities varies
berween grasstand species and shrube.

Encalyprus Woodland. Eucalypeus woodland is typically represented by moderutely dense srands of guin rees
{Eucabypus spp). Planm in this genus, impared primarily from Ausmralia, were originally planced in groves
rhroughout many areas of coastal California as porential sourses of lamber, for their use a3 windoreaks, and fac
their horticulrural novelyy. Jn areas shete euralyprus forms dense sands, growth of nadve plants within theiv
brmediage vicinity is usually completely inhibired.

Pastoral. Pastoral habiracs have been disturbed by grazing, Vegetation generally consists of & mix of nadve and
non-native weedy species, similar to those mentioned for grasstands.

Ocnamental Landscaping. Parking lors, building areas and other incerior porrions of cmpus ace vegerred wiha
mix of nadve and nonnative plane species, Including severa] species of Eucalyprus, Monterey pine, weskerm
sycamore, Japanese maple, watls, Peruvian pepper wee and Brazilian pepper tree.

Ruderal Habitats, Ruderal habitats ate those that have been significantly disturbed by construction, roadways or
other land<lenving activides. In the campus area, ruderal habiracs primadily occur along roadways and older
steverures, Characteristic plant Species of ruderal habitats include milk thistle [Silybum marianum), ez tobacco
(Nicotiana glaca), witd musrard (Himchfeldix incana), sweet fennel (Foeniculum wulgare), and wild radish (Raphanus

sativus). rete, >

...6
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owl {Bubo virgnianu), barn owd (Tyro albe), 2nd red-miled hawk {Buteo jamaicouish b q\b
a1 these oftea provide roosting and hunting perches for a vacicty of raprors. Portians o~
alsa be used for racsting, en occasion, by menarch butterfly (Danaws plexippus).

@ [ habitaes provide foraging area similar to that found in grsshad accas, ahove.
Oramental Landscaping. Wildlife present in hindscaped ateas is limited; rodenes and songbirds may use denser
areas for foraging. K

Ruderal Habitars, Ruderal communities typically provide lile habiar value for
such a5 western fencs lizard, as well as 2 varietyjof songbixg

A

Sensicive Species and Habitaes

Specialetamus species are planss and azim
ar California Endangered Species Acts, ot rare under the California Native Plant Protecrion Act. They may also
be considered rare (but not formally listed) by resource agencies, professional organimtions (e.g., Audubon
Saciety, CNPS, The Wildlife Sociery), and theXcientific community. For the purposes of this projecr, rpecial .
stanys species are defined as shawn in Tabl é - ﬁl

The CDFG uses the Califormia Natural Diversity Dambase (NDDB) ro document occucrences of specialsmrus

species. The NDDB also includes information ¢n a number of plant species prepated by the California Native

Planc Scciery (CNPS). To determine which specinlsratus species ave likely o ocour on campes, CMCA conducted ﬁ

a lirerucura survey and darbase search of the NDDB. Based on information obrained through the NDDB search -~

and review of existing literature, a preliminary list was compiled of sensitive plant and animal ma that are knawn

ot have porendal to occur on campus. The common and scientific names, legal srarvs, and preferred habicars of

all specrabamous plant and animal faxa with perensiabto occur on Univessitpheld knds ave preseated below tn
speciabscarus planc species and Tabl pecialsacys wildlife species. The distibution, proferred ‘;k

habifars, aad known aeeuerences of specialssaryd species that were determined to potentially occur wichia ot

fregfisenc the project site, based on the presence ¢f suimble habigae, are discussed in the following sections.

é =9 Table 64. Definitions of Special-Smms Species . ¢

T SpetialStatus Plast Spedies -7 pecial Sanis Attimil Spicies 3 -
> Planes listed or proposed for listing os thrcatened ot | > Animals liscad or proposed for listing as threatencd } g

endangered under the Federal Endangered Specics Acr or endangered under the Fedeml Endangemd
(S0 CFR 17.12 for listed plants and various notices in Species Act (50 CFR 17.11 for listed animals and
the Federal Register far proposed species). various natices in the Federal Registzr for proposed |

> Plants that are Caregory 1 candidates for passible fumure spedies). \, Q
listing as threatened or endangered uader the Federal | 3> Animals char ace Caregory 1 candidates for posaible [
Endangered Species Acr {§5 CFR 6184, February 21, furure listing os threatened or endangesed under the J{k
1990). Federal Endangered Species Act (54 CFR 554).

- Plancs thac meer the definicions of mre or endzagered | > Animals thar meer the definidons of rare ot
species under the CEQA (Swre CEQA Guidelines, endahgered species under the CEQA (Stare CEQA
Sertion 15380). Guidelines, Section 15380). i

> Planes eoasidered by the CNPS o be *mire, threatensd, | > Animals listed or praposed for listing by the Stare of |
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4 Special Status Plant Species !
o¢ endangered” in Califomia (Liss 18 and 2 in Skinner

and Pavhik, 1594}, California Endangered Species Act (14 CCR 670. 5)

> Piancs listed by CNPS as plants abour which we need | » Animal species of special cancern to the COFG
mare informazion and plnts of limiced distribution (Remsen, 1978 for birds; Willams, 1986 for
(Lisrs 3 and 4 in Skinuer and Pavlik, 1994). mammals).

> Plants listed or propased for listing by the Sraee of » Animal specics that ace fully protected in Califorria

California as theeatened or endangersd uadec the (Califernia Bish and Came Code, Scction 350l

Califorwia Endangered Species Acc {14 CCR 6705 [biccds), 4700 {mammals), and 5050 [repeles acd
S Plagms listed under the California Native Plane amphibians]. . "
Protection Act (California Fish and Game Cods 1900 c¢ > M ST ¢

seq.). - [
> Plants considered senaitive by other federal agencies (Le., W
LS. Eorest Scrvice, Buceau of Land Manageroear), stare
and loeal agencies or jurisdictions. ~ . m
[

% Pline considered scnsitive or unique by the scienrific
cammuniry ar occurring at the limirs of i patunl rmnge

Table 65. SpecialStacus Plane Species and Communistes with Porential to Qzcur ani Cal Poly
o * Lands
J‘r R Common Name Scicarific Name ... LegalSacus
()J’/) B .- : R . Federal/Stase/CNPS.
“5' Hoovers bentrass Agrostis hooveri f S A

Clubibired Mariposa Uiy Caloshorrus clavarus ssp. clavarus T /=74
San Luis mariposa iy Calachorrus obispeensis /35C/18
Cambrin Jorning((Slory Calystezia subacaulis vae, episcopalis C2/-/18
San Luis Obispo sedee Carex obispoensis ~/SSC/18
Browers spincllower Chorizanthe beeweri /S8C/1B
Charro Creek bog thistle Cirsium fontinale vax. obispoense E/E/1B

{ San Luis serpentine dudleva Dudleya abramsii ssp. betdnae /SSC/1B
San Luis dudleya Dudiera abrumsii spp. murina
Blochman's dudleys Dudleya blochmaniac ssp. blochrmaniae .
San Benito frinllary Fritillaria viridés /SSC/1B

I»Cnnedon ’s arplanic Hemizonia partyi ssp, congdonit Cl1/-/1B
Jongs layia Layia jonesit -/SSC/1B
SmallLeaved Lhmatium Lomatium mrvifolium \
PrindegJantah Perideridia pringlet /% N _ét\%
Adobe sanicle Sanicula maririma -/SSC/1B
Cuest/ Pass checkerbloom Sidalcea hickmanii ssp. anomala -/SSC/13
Rayless ragwort 1 Senccio aphanacis /2 d

-

Sengitive Habitaes/Communicies
Serpeniine Bunchgmss

Constal and Valley Freshwater Matsh.
et Mindaw/ Freshwater Seep I

Sensitive Habitt/Comeunities

Coastal and Yalley Freshwater Marsh, Frexh\varer marsh is discussed above undgr “Vegeradon,”
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Wet Meadaw/ Ereshwater Scep. Wee moadow is discussed above under *Vegetation” as wedand.

Serpentine Bunchgrass. Arcas of serpentine bunchgrass are focated east of the main and extended campus.
Vegetation Is similar 1o chat discussed under “Vegemtion™ a3 native bunch grassland. Locally, serpentine soils may
4150 support 3 range of sensisive plant species including D‘qu San Luis Obispo sedge. Species found on
such sols arc adapted to low utrient content and high levels of Trually harsh pacent matcrials.

Sensitive Plant Specics

Hoovers Eentgrass. Hoovers bengrss i percnnial grass occurming wichin dey sandy subsraces of chaparaal,
cismontane woodland,, and valley foothill grassland (Skinner and Pavlik, 1994). Hoovens bentgrass was not
documented by the NDDB 33 OccuTTing ON CAMPUS.

Club-}rﬁin:d )A’xiposa Xily is 2 bulbforming lily that preducet one or tao strapshaped green feaves in eacly
speing. These begin ta wither by che time the plane flowess in May or June, The fowers ate cupshaged with
three narcow, yellow-green sepals and three obaiangular, yellow peals rmatked by jagged, transvere purplebrawn
tands across the inner face. Each peral bears 2 rounded, depressed necary toward ‘he base surrounded by club-

10

s
B

shaped yellow taies. The anchers are karge and purple. Aftee e flowers wither the evary develops inta 2 slender, |

Jangled capsule with many dark sceds. The planc is generally complecely dry by late summer. The dry remaind
can be idearificd by the shape of the capsule. Oulythe bull: and sceds remain alive until the next growing season.

This specics s restriceed w San Luis Chispo Counry and Santa Barbara County in the wesem portion of che
Coast Ranges, mostly on soils derived from serpentinite pareat marterial. [a San Luis Obispo County, it is Imewn
fom several lomtions in the Santa Lucia and San Luis Ranges. Four ocher mre subspecics ocaur to the norch and
south af subspecies davars. lois known from several sites in the area.

San Luis /kéripnsa/ﬁ'\ly. San Luis mariposa lily generally occur swichin chaparwal habiass of San Luis Cbispa
County, buc may also be found 1n coastal scrub and valley foochill grasstund habimes within San Luis Obispo
Counry (Hickman, 1993 Skinc.er and Paviik, 1994). Wichin these habin, this species primarily accurs in dry,

serpentine soils (Fickman, serduis mariposa lily bas been documented north of the Cal Poly campus o
hillsides locared adjacent i <k (NDDB, 1996)- B yzolavd

Cambriz meming gloty &5 3 petennial herb with tailing or somerimes weakdy owining sters. {c has alermaze,
broadly miangular leaves chat are minutely hairy. The eeameolored, funnclshaped flowess are produced from
April to June. After the flawers wither, the plan develops small, dry eapsules with dack seeds. By lace summer,
the aboveground parss of the plants are completely dry and only seeds and an underground toouteck persist
through the dry seasoq. The plant is difficalt o ideatify in the dey season because the dry parts shames-

Calystegin subacanlis s5p- epuscopalis is ar present known oaly from San Luis Obispo and notchem Santa Barbarz
counties._ In San Luis Chispa County it ranges fom the Hearst Ranch in the northwestern cornes of the county
south 14 the viciniry of San Luis Obispo where it ustally occurs in grassy sifes with clayrich _soiis ofrea @

ssociation wich serpenrinite parent material. i

Swn Lusis Obispofedge. San Luis Qbispo sedge is a perenial hetd that occurs in coastal serub, valley and foothill
prasshands, cosstal praire, chaparral and closed<cone conifer forest communides. San Luis Obispo sedge is
threatened by grazing. S2a Luis Obispo sedge primarily occurs in dry, serpentinize soils (Hickmag, 1993)

Brewer's Bpineflower. Brewer's spineflower is an annual heb known from wenty occurrences in San Luis
Obispo.” This species occuts i cosstal scrub, closedcone conifer forest, chaparral and dsmonmne waodlaad
communities. Brewec's spineflower primarily occurs in dry, rerpentinice soils {Hickman, 1993},

Chorra Cresk bog thisde. Chorro Creek bog thistle 1s a perennial herb locaced in San Luis Obispo. This species
is known in fewer than ten occurrences and primarlly in serpentinice soils (Hickman, 1993). Chorre Creek bog

.---6
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thistle occurs in chapamaland cismoncane woodland communities and is threatened by grazing, development and
proposed water diversions.

San Luis serpeatine dudleya. San Luis serpentine dudleya is 2 pereanial herb lacated in chapawal, valley and
foothill grasslands and coasal scrub communities. This species s known in fewer than ten occurTences and grows
primarily in serpenrinite soils (Hickman, 1993).

San Luis Obisgo Budleya ia a succulent perznnial hetb with a chick, fleshy taproor. It produces a denac raserce of

narcow, fleshy, leves with a dull, graygreen caloration. [n late spring clusters of S-pemled, eream-<colared ra dult

purplish flowers are produced on salks arising from the roseres, The ovaries of these flowers mature 23 duseers

of small, dey Fruits that splic open and release many tiny seeds. These plants are easy to recognize during the dry
© season.

Dudlrya ebramsii ssp. murina is endemic o San Luis Obispa County and it is spparendy limited ra scany
serpentinire soils and serpendinite rack outcrops. I range is limited to the hills bordering che San Luis Valley in
the faochills of the Santa Lucia Mounmina from Chorra Creek to Cormal de Piedra Creck and in the San Luis
Hange from upper Prefumo Canyon to the Froom Ranch aad the hills south of Broad Street. ’

Blochman's dudleya. Blachman's dudleya is a perennial herb located in Las Angeles, Orange, Venturs, Sanm
Barbara and San Luis Obispe Counties. This species is known fram fewer than twenry occurrences fn Californiz
and thrives in coasal bluff scrub, valley and foothill grassland and coasral scrub communides wich rocky, chay or
serpendnice sails (Hickean, 1993)

San Benito fridllary. San Benico fitllary #s 2 persnnial hech locted in San Luis Obispo. This species Gves in
chapazzal communities and seegentinite soils (Hickman, 1993). Vehicles and expansion of mining threaven the
San Beniro fridllary.

Congdon's Tarplant. Cougdon's rrplane is aq annual herb that occurs primarily in seasonally wee grassland
connining alkaline soils (Hickman, 1993). This subspesics is documenced by the NDDB as occurting in grasslind
commauniries Jacated wichin the Chorro and Los Osos Valleys, 3nd ncar Laguna Lake. Due to the absencs of
suitable habitag, it is unlikely chat this species ccurs wichin the project sire.

Jones }ayia Jones kayia is an annual herb thac is found in chaparral ard prasslind communities. Within these
commiunities, this species oocurs primarily on open serpencine or chy slopes (Hickman, 1993). Based on review
of the NDDB, the dlosest documented oecurtences of this species to the project site are along che bases of Cervo
Romauldo and Bishop's Peak, approximately four and two miles away, tespectively (NDDB, 1996).

SmaltYeaved }Am:rium is a springflowering pecennial herb with a slender, woody rooestock. Leaves are
prodticed through beginning in March or April and flowering genemally begins in April 2nd may-continue into
June. The smooth green leaves have expanded, sheathing bases and blades divided into many segments. The
small yellow Howers are bome in facwopped clusters up w© 5 inches across. The fletened, dry fruits are often
tinged with purple and bave membranous wings. The mamure fruit clusters shatter during the sumumer 25 the
teaves wither. By mid-summer the aboveground parts of the plants are completely dry. The old fruidng stlks may
pessist in idenrifiable condition during the drought seasoa. .

Lomattum pawifolium occurs fram Sant Ceuz Counry to Sanra Bacbara Counsy ia the western portion of the
Coast Ranges, mostly on soils derived from scrpentinice pacent material It is known frem several sites fn the San
Luis Obispo area.

Adobe )/ilmpﬂ}l is a perennial herh thac asises from a deeply buried wber. In the spring, one or two basal leavss
-are praduced from the uber, The basal leaves often wither before the flower stalks are produced. Slander, cvect
flawering stems acise in lare spring or early summer. The fow leaves become progressively smaller and less divided
up the stem. The stwall white flowers are borne in a freopped cluster that is elevared above the leaves. After the

6-...
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peols have fallen, che ovaries develop inwo small, Zsecded dry fruits thae sharter when the planes dry up In
summer. Old gy fruiz clusters may occasionally be recagnizable through the dry season.

Perideridia pringlei 14 known to oecur in coastal locations from Montetcy to Los Angeles counties and in the
interior from Nevada to Kern countics. [n $an Luis Obispo County it has been documenred from a fow widely
seatcered locacions—sespensinite soils in the vicinity of San Luis Obispo, from dry hills cast of Creston, and the
summit of the Caliente Range.

Adabe ;r{::i:l:. Adobe sanicle is a perennial herb that occuss within vaciety of communiries including, chaparl,
coasal prairie, wer meadows, and valley foothill gmsstand, Within these communiries, the adobe sasicle oceues
peimarily o0 serpentinederived soils or soils wieh 1 high clay content (Skinner and Pavlik, 1994). This species is

‘also ofien found along the marging of salt marshes. Wishin the San Luis Obispo Quadrangle, the adobe sanicle is
docusmented by the NDDB as occurring on slopes associated with Cerro Romauldo, approximately 4 miles away
NDDB, 1996).

Cuesta Pass checkerbloom, Cuesta Pass checkerbloom Is 3 perenaial herb knawn from only theee accurreioes on

2%@&
[+

the Cucsta Ridge in Los Padres National Foresz, This species lives in closed¢one conifer forest and serpencinitc

sails (Hickman, 1993).

Rayless ragwort, Sanccio aphancctis ocurs in vermally moist apenings in low elevarion coasil serih on the
mainbad from Solano County south 1o nowhern Baja Californis. and on Santa Rosa, Sane Cruz, and Sana
Caulina Islands. In San Luis Obispo Counyy, it is known from the vicinity of San Luis Obispo where it oceurs
mastly on serpentinirederived sails.

Special-Srarus Wildlife Species

Based on review of NDDB documenction, ocher pectinent liserature, and resuls of the feld surveys, che
foltowing speciabscams animals were decermined ro potentially cccnpy or frequenc the campus and mnches. The
species present are listed in Table 65. The habirass and known distribudens of the falseacus wildlife specins
identificd ayoseuting on Cal Poly propercy are deseribed bel 3

g O

f Cal Paly Lan

& 6-6. Special SmousAVildlife wich i

B r - Status -
i - Federal/State
Danaus plexippus . +/S5C
Rana aurora draytoni FI/S8C
Clemmys marmorara pallida -/$5C
©Oncozhynchus mykiss FI/85C
alco colummbering -/S8C
Ferruginous ¥ Bureg remlis T -/S5C
Cooper's Hawk Accipirer cooperi ~/S5C
Skarpshinned Hawk Accipiter srriarus +/S5C
Northern Harrier Circus cyaneus -/S5C
White-ailed Kite Elanus ceruleus
Golden Fagle AP a per
Willow Flycatcher )
Lanius ludovidanus
Agelaius rricolor
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‘Monarch Busterfly, Overwinicfing habitat for the Monarch burmerfly (Danaws plexippua) is considered sensitive by
the CDFG. Monarch Buestly ypically use dense Euealyprus stands for this purpose. ~

osttornia hdZesed Fro. The Callforna redlegaed frog (Rura arora dragtomit) prefess aquatic habitats with
ficde or no fow, the presence of surfxce water to ar lease eacly June, surfice water depths of ac lease 2.3 fees, and
the presence of fatrly sturdy underwacer suppores such as camails |Federal Regiszer 59(22): 4888} The largest

deasidies of this subspecies ace typically associated wich dense stands, ofjoverhangin o ingerpixed
fringe of sturdy emesgent vegetation {Federal Register 59(22): 4888}, 3«\9—‘&2
Southwestern Vund Z‘unle__ The southwestern pond curtle {Clemat marmanes pallids) prefees quier waters of
ponds, small lakes, sereams, and marshes. [t is found 1o Inhabit the largest and deepest pools along sreams with
large amounts of basking sites, including fallen wees and boulders. Pond curdes also congregate in areas of
\ srreams wich asbundant underwarer coves ot phaces ‘of cscape bengath the water surface such as undercur banks,
tansles of toots, and submerged fogs (Hune, 1994). 1 ) i

dhern Sceelhead, Steelhead (Oncorfmchus mokiss). are kndwn as che anadromous form of minbow woue
Steclhead have been documenced as occuring in Steaner 2ad Briziolari Creeks (CDEG, 1973). Oprimal habiat

relatively smblc scream flow {Raleigh etal, 1984) } [ ’

Merlin. The merlin {Falea cobembarius) is 4 winter igrant throughour the western parvion of the smce in grasslad to
K woodland habiwts, bug does ot breed ia California (Audubon Society, 1984). The Merlin may gceasionally oocur on
L campus in Annual Grasshad and dparian scrub habins during the winter months.

Ferruginous fawk. Wincering habiest for the ferruginous hawk (Buteo regelis) is considered sensitive by COFG- The
ferruginous fawk is an uncomman winter cesident and migranc along the Coast Ranges and in San Luis Obisgo
; County [Audubor: Socicry, L1984 This specics does breed in California. Foraging habitat for the Fermuginous hawk
‘ includes open, dry rerrain such as grasstand and scrub. This kawk may sccasionally use Annual Geassland babiryes on
campus for foraging during the wineer months.

Cooper's Jlawk. The nesting frage of the Coopers hawk (Assipier aroper) is considered sensitive by CDFG,
primnarily due to the boss of riparian nesting habire. Suitable nesting habimt is presenc along Scanner Creek. This
spedies is an uncommon transient aad wineer visitor throughout mast of San, Luis Obispo Counry. Suitable foragiag
habitar aceurs within Annual Geasstand habinam on ampus. )

Sharpshinaed Hawk. The nesting lifestage of the shavpshinned hawk (Accipiier sranc) is considered sensirive by
CDFG. This specivs is an Uhconemon wnsient and winer visitor wichin San Luis Obispo County (Audubon Sediety,
1984). Winter foraging habitat foe sharpshinned hawk may occur within Annual Grassland.

) Nnnb.erh)hm‘er. The aesting lfestige of the nordemn hasrder {Circus cyanens) is consideced sensitive by CDEC.
This speeics s 2 common trnsient and winter visicor within much of San Luis Obispo Counry {Audubon Saciety,
1984). The northexn hatsier ness on the ground near freshwater and sait magshes, Open areas, such as grasslands
and constl scrub, pravide foraging habicat for this specics. Pocential nesting hebirat for the nocthern hartier occurs
adjacent to ths two reservoirs and suirable foraging habirat occurs in grasstand communiries.

\Vl\irrnﬂ:d)(it:; The nesting lifesge of the whinstiled kice (Elanus caeruless) is considered sensitive by CDFG.
The White-ailed kire orcurs in coasral and valley fowlands, usually associared with agriculrural fands and open fields,
chraughout Califormia, Nests are typically consructed in meerops with dense foliage. This species is considered an
uncommon tesident of most of San Luis Obispo Couney. Suicblé foraging habirac accurs througheut Annual
Grassiand, while suitable nesting habimat may occur within coroawonds and other rall mees.

Golden Pagle, The nesdng lifesmge aad wintering habitat for the golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetes) i considered
sensicivie by CDEG. This species is an uncommo, permancnt resident and migrant throughour California z0d

6....
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San Luis Obispo County. Habisats include cak woodlands, cowstal serub communiries, and opea grasland.
Ness are toastrucred oa cliffs and in large mees in open aveas. Sulcble foraging hablitar for the golden eagle
l oceuts throughout Anaual Grassland.

Wiltow ,P(yc.::chcr_ The nescing lifestage of the willow flycaccher (Empidonax waillii) is considered sensisive by
CDFG. Within San Luis Obispa County, this species is documented as a rare but regular spring ransient and an

‘ oncomman fall migrane (Auduben, 1984). Appropriate habitxt fog willo fycatcher breeding, in the form of
W&\;illavdﬂmimud ripagiaq yegeratios ’ 1 ; %f\é

rrowing Owl The burrowing owl (Adume cunicularia) is documented as an UNCEMMON-C-COMMOR PErMANENE
rexident of the incerior valleys and phins of San Luis Obispo County, and an uncommon wincer visicor to the
coasral regions of the county (Auduben Saciery, 1984; Morra Group, 1994). This specics is primarily associated
' with excensive grasshind habiou and sgricultural areas, and is typically dependent on existng burrows of ather

—_—

mammals.

L;ggcxh:ad,{hrike, The loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) occurs In lowlands and foothills throughout most
of California. This species ia considered a common resident of mast of San Luis Obispo Counry {Audubon”
Sodiery, 1984). Preferted habimes foc loggerhead shrike include woodland, chaparral, coastal sage serub and
grasstand wich perches such as fences, posts, and sootered tees. This species has been observed foraging on
cammpus.

Tricolared Plackbisd, The micolored blackbird (Aglaus wicale) acaurs in flocks wichin grastinds and feshweces
mach habitts contrining careils and eulles (Robbins er al, 1983). This species is considered 3 uncoraron
cesident of San Luis Obispo County (Audubon Sodiery, 1984). Tricolored blackbieds have been observed near
Shepard and Smith Reservoirs. .

Townseads Western Blgared Bat and FallidBac, The Townsend's westemn bigreared bat (Plecorus towmsendi

toumsendii) and patlid bat (Anerazous pallidia) live in 2 variety of communisies dhroughoue California, incloding
coasral conifer and broadleaved forests, vak and conifer woodlands, and grasstands. Both Townsend's Western

bigeared bac and pallid bat typically roost in caves and scuctur forage in grasshind habicacs. Suiwmble p
- fopaging habica fic thegeyoxa ocopgs yichin g habinc, — X
Foon Mg Be3d b 7
ory Secng

Regulations and agencies gaverning biological resources in the caspus area ace describe

R —— —
Clean Water Act of 1977. Regulatory protestion far wates resources throughout the United Sares is under d‘\{l L\\m
jurizdiction of the Army Corps of Engineers: (ACOE). Secrion 404 of the Clean Water Act prohibics the
diseharge of dredged ov fill macerial into waters of the Unired Sttes withour formal consene from the ACOE. -
Delineagiciof wetlands and other warers of the Uniced States is required to determine acreage affectédby dredse d
spoil or All disposal. Impacss to biological resources are assessed as part of the permit process by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service. Policies relating o the loss of wetlands generally stress the need to compensare for wedang,

acreage losses by creating wedlands from ronwedand habiuat on ac least 20 acre-foracre basis.

Section 7 or Seetion 10 of the United States Endangered Species Act. The United States Endangered Spacifs
Act provides legislation to provect federally listed plant and snimal species. [mpacts 1o listed spacies resulm/&;
from the implemencation of & project require thar the responsible agency consult the Unired Stares Fish and
Wildlife Service (USWFS). Formal consulrations must ke plice wich the USFWS pursuaac ro Section 10 of the
Endangered Species Act, with the USFWS then making a demermination as w che extent of impacs to a parcicu
species. If the USFWS decermines thar impacts to a species would likely oceur, alrernatives and measures to avo
ot reduce impacts must be idencificd. Sccrion 7 also requires determination of environmental impaces, and
thorough biological assessment. Section 7 applies ta projects in which a federal ageacy is involved, cicher through AQ
financial suppert oc project leadership. .
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Letter 37

Dr. Roger Gambs

Biology Department

December , 2000

37-1
 Dr Gambs was requested to comment on the wildlife portion of the administrative draft of the EIR.  He identified several important omissions and errors in this early version of the document.

Response
Corrections were made to the EIR to incorporate many if not all of Dr. Gambs comments.  These were included in the public review Draft EIR and therefore need not be elaborated here. 
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Letter 38

Ms. Sarah Brown

December 4, 2000

38-1
Commenter suggests development on campus should go “up and not out” utilizing taller buildings instead of greater land area.

Response
The Master Plan has been designed to maintain a compact instructional core to reduce the need to “sprawl” into undeveloped areas of campus, or into Outdoor Teaching and Learning areas.  See specific policies and discussion in the Outdoor Teaching and Learning chapter. See Constraints and Opportunities analysis.

[image: image165.png]Public Comment on 11/30/00 by:

Scott Cooke, resident and homeowner
3490 Sequoia St
SLO, CA 93401

RE: Water Supply

As a 40-year resident of SLO, T have seen an adequate water supply for the City of SLO become so crucial
during several drought seasons that consumption had to be controlled by the city. The City Council is
currently struggling with how to address the fact that demand will exceed supply again during these
unpredictable periods. Currendly there is no construction project underway to increase the supply.

Since Cal Poly is under these same constraints, the Environmental impact Report must, in my personal
opinion, carefully address in a detailed, documented manner the adequacy of supplies to cover the student,
faculty, staff, and ancillary impacts to our local water supply. This high priority issue for the City of SLO
should be re-visited by Cal Poly before approving this Master Plan (Plan). The Plan should document the
campus actual steps to addressing a major drought.

The Plan indicates the most recent usage figure of 1,228 AF/Y (1997-1998). With the plan’s usage
estimate for the Sports Complex at 129 AF/Y, a total of 1,357 AF/Y would have been reached back then
which essentialfy equals the campus allotment of 1,384 AF/Y from Whale Rock Dam. These figures would
suggest the limit is already being approached,

1 fully support the need for Cal Poly 10 increase its student enrollment, but I do not have a background in
‘water supply management to allow me to adequately address this topic. L therefore, ask that you work
closely witl: the City’s staff on this specific issue. Also, ensure that the Plan includes a timeline for
bringing on board additional water supplics (¢.g wastewater for Sports Complex) before the enrollment
increases ocour, or Cal Poly will most assuredly suffer an image of not being a good neighbor when water
supply problems arise.

Thanks for your interest in the feedback.
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Letter 39

Scott Cooke

November 30, 2000

39-1
Commenter describes in detail concerns regarding Cal Poly’s water supply especially during drought and vis-à-vis the City’s water supply.

Response
Cal Poly derives its water from groundwater sources and through surface water entitlements.  For domestic (non-agricultural) use, the University owns entitlement to 33% of the water in Whale Rock Reservoir or approximately 13,707 acre-feet.  This amount is not available for continuous consumption because a certain level of water must be maintained in the reservoir to avoid a deficit.  

The City of San Luis Obispo, which shares the reservoir with Cal Poly, has developed a computer model that assigns allowable yearly withdrawals based on worst-case weather cycle conditions.  The model shows that during the 27-year cycle from 1942-1969, approximately 1,384 acre-feet per year (AF/Y) would have been available to the University, and would have drained Cal Poly’s allocation during that 27-year period.  This allocation does not account for losses due to sedimentation of the reservoir over time; however, this loss of capacity is relatively minor (estimated 2 AF/Y) and has not been documented.  This remains a very conservative lower limit on consumption.  The City of San Luis Obispo’s water use from Whale Rock regularly exceeds their worst-case allocation.  

Water from Whale Rock reservoir is treated at the Stenner Canyon water treatment facility owned and operated by the City of San Luis Obispo.  A portion of the entitlement is diverted prior to treatment for use in landscape and turf irrigation.  Peak treatment capacity has been recently expanded to 16 million gallons per day (mgd).  Since water is conveyed to the University through the City’s treatment plant and distribution system, the actual source of drinking water arriving at the campus may be either Whale Rock Reservoir or Salinas Reservoir.  No matter the source, Cal Poly’s allotment is still based upon its Whale Rock share.  

Agricultural operations on campus derive their water from a number of sources, depending on location.  Untreated Whale Rock water is supplied to the Sports Complex, and all agricultural operations east of Mount Bishop Road, via the reservoir system on campus.  Agricultural operations west of Mount Bishop Road are supplied by groundwater, namely two shallow wells fed by Stenner Creek.  Agricultural operations on the Chorro Creek watershed ranches are supplied by three groundwater wells.  The University’s understanding and documentation of their water supply is limited to their allocation from Whale Rock; none of the groundwater supplies have been documented.

The Sports Complex EIR placed total agricultural allocations at 900 AF/Y because it assumed 449 AF.Y of Whale Rock water was allocated specifically for irrigation and 450 AF/Y was available from other sources.  Cal Poly does not currently allocate Whale Rock water in this fashion.  Therefore, domestic and agricultural water users compete equally for Whale Rock water.  Other sources, as mentioned above, have not been documented, although the well have never run dry or hampered agricultural operations.  For the purposes of this EIR, analysis is limited to impacts on the Whale Rock supply, as it is the only known quantity.  It is strongly suggested that Cal Poly study their total agricultural water supply prior to expansion or intensification of irrigated agricultural operations.

In recent years, use of Whale Rock water has been split almost equally between agricultural and domestic users.  The following table illustrates this division.
Table 24.  Use of Water From Whale Rock

	Year
	Total AF
	Percentage/AF Domestic
	Percentage/AF Agricultural

	1999-2000
	1,130
	52%/587
	48%/544

	1998-1999
	918
	57%/525
	43%/393

	1997-1998
	824
	63%/552
	37%/272

	Source: Ed Johnson, Cal Poly Facilities Planning


Current (2000) domestic water use by the University (for non-agricultural purposes) is 587 AF/Y, and agricultural use is currently 544 AF/Y, including the sports complex.  The housing project will add 56 AF/Y, for a total of 1,187 AF/Y.  Water demand varies considerably; records have shown total consumption as high as 1,130 AF/Y (1999-2000), and as low as 792 AF/Y (1992-1993)
.  The year 1999-2000 is considered the worst-case scenario for the purposes of this analysis.

Cal Poly and the City of San Luis Obispo are currently working on a project to recycle wastewater for irrigation of the Sports Complex.  The development of this system would reduce demands on the domestic system, which is currently irrigating the Complex at a rate of approximately 73 AF/Y.

The Master Plan is expected to result in an additional 3,000 student residents and 465 additional faculty and staff.  The Plan will also result in approximately eleven acres of additional recreational fields, and approximately nine acres of green space (non-athletic turf).  Water demand factors from apartment-style housing facilities at the University of California Santa Barbara campus were used to project water demand in the residence halls.  City and County water demand factors were used to calculate staff (office) demand.  Water demand for landscape irrigation was based on current per acre usage at the University.  Total projected demand, compared with existing use and the University’s total domestic Whale Rock water allocation is summarized in Table 6.25 below.

Table 6.25: Master Plan (Current + Future) Estimated Whale Rock Water Demand 

	Use
	Number
	Water Demand Factor
	Total Water Usage (AF/Y)

	Current Usage (Agricultural, Domestic, and Sports Complex)
	1,130

	Student Housing Project
	56

	Projected Usage under the Master Plan 

	Future Resident Students (Apartments, Landscaping + Laundry)
	3,000 persons
	0.09 AF/Y
	263

	Future Staff/Faculty
	465 persons
	20 gpd
	10.4

	Future Recreation Fields
	11 acres
	1.4 AF/yr/acre
	15.4

	Future Greenspace (Lawns)
	9 acres
	1.4 AF/yr/acre
	12.6

	Future Facilities (Off campus –estimate)
	
	
	70

	Total Master Plan Demand
	1,557

	
	

	
	

	Total (Worst-case) Supply
	1,384

	Remaining Water Entitlement (Deficit)
	(173)

	Source: Ed Johnson, Utilities Coordinator, Cal Poly, 2000 and City of San Luis Obispo Water Demand Factors 


City of San Luis water supply models show that during worst-case weather cycle conditions, Cal Poly demand would exceed supply.  During normal rain years, it is likely that considerably more water would be available to Cal Poly
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MESSAGE Dated: 11/21/2000 at 17:45
Subject: Cal Poly Master Plan comments Contents: 3
Sender: Scott Steinmaus /cpslo, employeel

Item 1

TO: Bomnie J. Lowe /cpalo,employeel
FROM: Scott J. Steinmaus /cpslo,employeel

Item 2

ARPA MESSAGE HEADER

Item 3

Linda Dalton presented the lasted version of the Master Plan at our
advisory council meeting Fri Nov. 17.

1 applaud all the conderation to alternative transportation. Cal Poly is
50 close to obtaining that "college community feel™ that existed at UG
Davis (where I obtained my BS and PhD) . The automobile (and truck) has
really taken away from our campus environment. Cal Poly is currently a
commuter campus, and it does NOT have to be that way. Students [and
faculty) living within a couple of miles of campus could really boost the
quality of their lives by joining the community on bike or bus.

A couple of additional comments:

1; One hinderance for riding bicycles: too frigntening on San Luis Obispo
city streets and Cal Poly campus roadways. Too many folks driving way oo
fast for the saftey of those around them.

One solution: provide bike thoroughfares throuch campus that are isolated
from tratfic.

Another solution: reduce trafic on main campus HD-\

Yet another: facilitate a bike path that follows the railroad corridor from
Orcutt road to the Cal Poly campus.

And another: provide incentives for alternative transportation by providing
2 25 day free car parking pass for faculty who find alternatives per
quarter and the same pass for students but on a per year basis.

2. We need to preserve the neighborhoods around campus in an attempt to
keep them from becoming the "student ghettos” that Hathway/California,
sections along Grand, and the streets off Highland have become. The
malignancy is spreading. fThese neighborhoods are an absolute disgrace and
reflect directly on this campus.

Solution: push heavily to develop new student housing in the proposed
locarions, and do it quickly. The additional housing needs to accomodate
more than the projected studentbody increases. Students are CURRENTLY
having serious problems finding housing. Multistory housing near campus so
nobody needs to drive is clearly the solution.

3. Solving the parking issues on campus will likely involve developing
remote parking with shuttles. Crop Science has labs that require us to be
in the fields (Field 25, 29, vineyard at Baker's Acres) every week. Remote
parking would make it dificul: to get out to the fields.

Solution: if a shuttle system has already been developed for remote "|°'3
parking, then we could those same shuttles to help us get from main campus

to the fields. This would be a fanatastic solution because we already have

problems with too many students driving by themselves out to the field. &

shuttle system (enough to carry 50 people) running to the fields at 8am,

noon, and 3PM and running back to campus at 10:45AM, 2:45, and 5:45PM would

meet our needs perfectly.

You might think that I am an old crouchity prof. that loves complaining
about how things are not as they used to be. Yes, I am a prof and I'm
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crouchity but I am in my 30's. I have seen how college campuses have done
away with a reliance on the automobile and how they have addressed their
housing needs, and Cal Poly is not one of them...BUT IT CAN BE. I simply
want to improve the quality of life for everybody on the Cal Poly campus.

Dr. Scott J. Steinmaus

Crop Science Department

California Polytechnic State University
San Luis Obispo, CA 93407
(805)756-5142 office
ssteinma@calpoly.edu e-mail







Letter 40

Dr. Robert Steinmaus

Crop Sciences

November 21, 2000

40-1
Commenter raises concerns for the ability to commute via bicycle to campus.  He notes specifically that city streets and campus ways are unsafe for bicycles.  He suggests bike thoroughfares on campus, reducing traffic on campus, a bike path along the railroad corridor, and alternative transportation incentives.

Response
Detailed bicycle planning will be included in the implementation programs of the Master Plan.  

40-2
Commenter suggests the need to prevent “student ghettos” near campus and offers that additional housing on campus is the solution.

Response
 Cal Poly is currently developing 800 new beds on campus for current demand.  Cal Poly will develop an additional 3,000 beds on campus to house all new enrollment.  Cal Poly is in planning for the development of approximately 200-250 faculty and staff housing units to be located on Highway 1 just off campus.

40-3
Commenter suggests the utility of campus shuttles extending to aid Crop Science students accessing relatively remote labs.

Response
A shuttle program has been recognized by the College of Agriculture as a positive step towards improving the efficiency and convenience of their course offerings.
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MESSAGE Dated: 11/22/200¢ at 11:31
Subject: Campus Master Plan Pedestrian Friendly. Contents: 2

Sender: Samuel Aborne /cpslo,student2
Item 1

TO: Bonnie J. Lowe /cpslo,employeel
Item 2
Bonnie,

This is from an e-mail i recieved from Simon Robertshaw.

1. Closing one of the roads that connects perimeter road and highland.
T am inclined to argue that the road by campus market would be the

pest to shut down. I realize that those temporary parking spots would

have to be relocated, and a stop sign could be removed.... Also, it

could be quite nice to

spruce up the closed road and make it pedestrian friendly, for instance

have the

OH club turn it into a garden, or hold a campus farmer's market there on

tuesdays from 11 to noon. I see a lot of

potential for this road, should it be closed to thru traffic. I think
that this road closure would also be consistent with what I know of the
master plan. this whole notion of pedestrian friendly is rather
intriguing...

-







Letter 41

Simon Robertshaw

November 22, 2000

41-1
Commenter suggests that Via Carta from Highland to North Perimeter should be closed to all but pedestrians.  He further suggests that the area be made into a garden and hold a Farmer’s Market.  Commenter is intrigued by the notion of “pedestrian friendly.”

Response
The Master Plan (see Campus Pedestrian System in the Circulation section of chapter five) recommends just such a treatment of Via Carta from the Rec Center to Highland Drive.  The specifics of the design of this pedestrian promenade will be part of the implementation phase of the Master Plan.  See text addition on p. 182.

[image: image169.png]Bonnie Lowe /cpslo,employeel  12/6/2000 13:49 Page 1

MESSAGE Dated: 12/6/2000 at 12:29

Subject: FW: Comments on Master Plan Contents:
Creator: Linda Dalton /cpslo,employeel

Item 1
TO: Bonnie J. Lowe /cpslo,employeel

Item 2

—original Message---—-
Stephen Kaminaka

Monday, December D4, 2000 1:18 PM
To: Linda C. Dalton: rkitamur

Subject: Comnents on Master Plam

Bob, Linda:
These are a couple of thoughts that I had about the Master Plan:
A. Regarding vehicle access to the Instructional Core

(1) vehicle access to the instructional core {esp. Chumash Auditorium)
is frequently needed by outside vendors, employers, and campus people
for setup for special events, conferences, workshops, career days, etc.
When you have 50 or a hundred employers trying to unload booths,
brochures, etc. at the UU, it's a real zoo. The UU needs to be
redesigned to allcw easier vehiclular access (in and out) to the
interior auditorium areas and to avoid conflicts with pedestrian
traffic along Inner and Outer Perimeter Road.

{2) specific mention should be made about the needs of the BRAE dept.,
Arch. Engineering, and the College of Engineering for access to their
labs by large Tractor/Trailer vehicles. These vehicles require much
more maneuvering room than your usual service and emergency vehicles.

The above comments relate to the following sections: SERVICE,
EMERGENCY, AND ADA ACCESS (page 174),and to the section on CIRCULATION
(pages 155-159).

B. COST ESTIMATES FOR THE MASTER PLAN

(1) It seems like Chancellor Reed would like some cost estimates to go
along with the Master Plan. Some others I have spoken to also seem to
think that it would be a good idea.

Would some order-of-magnitude type estimates for some of the better
defined early phases of the Master Plan be a reasonable item to include
as part of the Master Plan? (I don't know what you might have already
worked up in this regard.)

Thanks, Steve Kaminaka
BioResource & Agricultural Engineering Dept.
cal Poly

Phone 756-2658
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Letter 42

Dr. Stephen Kaminaka

Biological Resources/Agriculture Engineering

December, 2000

42-1
Commenter suggests the need for improved vehicle access to the campus core for the purpose of deliveries and special events, especially at the University Union.

Response
While the Master Plan proposes the closing of Perimeter to standard automobile traffic, all interior ways will be designed to facilitate delivery and safety vehicles.

42-2
Commenter notes the need for special access consideration for BRAE, Architecture and Engineering for large vehicle.

Response
 An addition to the text has been made to clarify these access considerations.  The design of the access will occur during the implementation phase (p. 117).

43-3
Commenter suggests the need for cost estimates to be included in the Master Plan for its recommended components.

Response
Cost estimates are normally developed as part of the campus capital improvement program.  This is considered an aspect of Master Plan implementation.

[image: image170.png]Responses to Master Plan and Draft EIR November 19 2000—Steven Marx

1 believe the Master Plan is an excellent document overall, but I think there is still much
in it that needs to be disseminated, discussed and decided upon.

1 Deadline

A. [I'believe that December 5 is too tight a deadline for closing off community
input on a document that lays out a comprehensive blueprint that’s expected to q 3.\
work for 20 years. As the author of the introduction eloquently states, this

planning process is the University’s own opportunity to learn by doing (p.1). It’s
too early to close that off.

1L Updating and revising

A. Further along these lines, where is a section outlining how the plan wil be Y 3_ z
updated and revised on a regular basis?

II.  The Plan of the Plan

A. Ithink the document needs modifications to rationalize its structure and make
“way-finding” easier.

1. What is the speciai function of Chapter 2?7 It appears that material
there belongs in chapter 1 or Chapter §

2. Chapter 5 v} 3,3
a} Title—"Physical Pian Elements”—doesn't tell me what this
chapter is about, though subtitle does.

(1) “Physical” doesn’t include the services and support
element







[image: image171.png]b) Not till I get here do I discover that that the first four chapters
of the Master Plan are really a prelude to chapter 5, which is the
actual plan presented with its own subdivisions or “elements.”
Perhaps there should be three sections: Introduction, Plan, EIR

c} Use of terms “element” and “plan component” on p. 63 are
confusing

d) “University Land Uses” seems to be a new introduciion rather
than one of several efements, and it has its own introduction

€) “Existing conditions” was title of chapter 4—now it appears as
a heading in all the elements

f) The heading, “Issues,” in all the elements of Chapter 5 seems
to signify challenges or problems rather than a pro-con question.

g) How do “Principles” here relate to Principles on p. 47
Specifics

A. p.3 Why is the summary called “Executive” Summary? Are non- executives
not supposed to read it?

B. p. 4 on Principles

1. “The following statements...” What follow are not statements but
attributes

2. I'd like to add a principle: “ Build nothing ugly.” Thermal tower for
instance. Lets act like one of the best colieges in the country .

C. p. 4 Wording on principle 5—Substitute “A socially responsible university
that meets the needs of the public,” for parallelism and distinction from

environmentally responsible in principle 6

D. p. 4 principle 6 ... high regard for biodiversity, energy conservation and
SUSTAINABLE development”

1. Quote Executive Order of Governor D-16-00

a) Whereas a buidling’s energy water and waste disposal costs are
computed over a twenty five year period, or for the life of the
building, and far exceed the first cost of design and construction;
and

“43-3
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[image: image172.png]b) Whereas an opportunity exists for the State of california to
foster continued economic growth and provide environmental
leadership by incorporating sustainable practises into the state
capital outlay and buildingmanagement processes; and

©) Whereas, sustainable building practises utilize nergy, water and
materials efficiently throughout the building life cycle; enhance
indoor air quality; improve employee health comfort and
prpoductivity; incorporate environmentally preferable products;
and thereby substantailly reduce the costs and envrionmental
impacts associated with long-term building operations, without
compromising building performance or the needs of future
generations; and

d) Whereas the widespread adoption of sustainable building
principles would result in significant iong-term benefits to the
California environment, including reducitons in smog generation,
runoff of water pollutants to surface and groundwater sources, the
demand for energy water and sewage treatment services and the
fiscal and evironmental impacts resulting from the expansion of
thes infrastructures; and

©) Whereas it is critical that my administration provide leadership
to both the private and public sectors in the sustainable building
arena...

) Iestablish a state sustainable building goal...

g) ...tosite, design, deconstruct, construct, renovate, operate, and
maintain state buidlings that are models of energy, water and
materials efficiency; while providing healthy, productive and
comfortable indoor environments. ..

h) ...such an approach treats the entire building as one system and
recognizes that individual building features, such as lighting,
windows, heating and cooling systems, or control systems are not
stand-along systems.

E. p. 12 Correct website address for task force reports on:
http://www facilities calpoly edu/Facilities Planning/FPDB/mp/task_forces.htm

F. p. 58 Exhibit 4.10—why is Dairy and Poultry unit area left white?

G. p. 63 Why no mention of Valencia property in Santa Cruz—this is relevant to
stewardship as well as a teaching and learning resource.

434
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[image: image173.png]1. What are other lands managed by Foundation?

H. p. 65 Heading “Balance” doesn’t elaborate the idea of balance, but states
primary use is instructional

I p. 86 Outdoor Teaching and Learning

1. Provide more specification of the teaching and learning and research
functions using these facilities—biology classes, NRM classes, ROTC
classes, Engtish class—new for 2001—Ecolit: Reading and Writing the
Landscape, Art Classes, and interdisciplinary course new for 2002, Cal
Poly Land

J. p.127 Affordable guality of Residential communities

1. What about cost? Will the rents follow SLO market? Will scholarship
programs provide adequate help for Jow income students? Will rent
pricing be high enough to finance subsidies?

2. Danger of not filling upper division residences. Make beer and wine
available for 21 years olds; take on the burden of checking ID and of
instituting alcohol abuse and awareness programs on campus—as at
Stanford or Cal. You couldn’t have a worse alcohol situation than on this

“dry” campus
K. p. 142 Recreation

1. Heery plan referenced throughout, but not described. Why hide the
ball? Heery plan is and is not superseded. Master Plan, Heery plan,
Sports complex plan are confused.

2.. Who decides that additional 8000 seat gym is needed in addition to
Mott Gym and Rec Center?

3. Survey students, faculty and community to see how many want a new
footbal! stadium and how many want more maintained trails. Do cost and
benefit analysis of passive recreation using natural facilities vs. yet more
sports palaces.

L. p. 150 Public Facilities and Utilities

1. What does this mean? “the campus is diverting UP TO 50% of its
waste from the landfill by recycling, except for waste from construction
projects. The campus is presently being requried to divert 50% of its waste
from the landfills.”

43-8
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[image: image174.png]a) South of Poly Canyon road——close the quarry and check
erosion there. Test the former dump area directly befow it for
alleged toxic waste runoff. Check toxic wastes coming from the
dump on north side of Brizzolari creek below bull test area
M. p. 154 Thermal Eriergy Storage Tank should not be hidden as an eyesore but
designed as a landmark Centennial Clock Tower, highlighting the university’s
commitment to sustainable technology and architectural distinction. Design
should be chosen from a competition. Sandra Lakeman, professor of
Architecture, expert on towers and mother and collaborator of Pprize winning
tower designer for the university of Utah should be consultant for this project.
N. p. 181 Parking
1. What does this mean: “While Cal Poly has the most successful
program for reducing single occupancy vehicles, there is still a large
demand for parking on campus.” P. 181
O. p. 193 Ancillary activities

1. Introduction—the whole thing sounds vague and defensive. The
second sentence doesn’t make sense.

2. Good not to site any on Western Ranches
P. p. 194 “Principles for locating specific ancillary facilities should be the same
as for land use in general—that is relationship to University’s academic mission,
environmental suitability, compatibility between adjacent uses...”
1. Goldtree plan violates principles of Natural Environment element
a) Stewardship—restore and protect
b) Understand—inventory and study
¢} Conservation and Sustainability
d) Biodiversity
€) Viability-—size of habitats

f) Enhancement—stewardship and education

8) Aesthetics

Y431y
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[image: image175.png]2. This area contains three well developed stockponds and riparian areas
and an oak woodland riparian area not shown on the map. It's probably a
wildlife corridor between the Morros and Cuesta Ridge. I saw a herd of
deer there one day and nine raptors on another.

3. Aletter from the Biology Department in June 2000 signed by VL
Holland specifies many reasons why not to develop this land for non
teaching-tearning functions.
4. I¢’s leapfrog development.
Q. p. 195 “Access could be provided from Highway 1 perhaps from an improved
intersection near the site or at Stenner Creek Road) and/or internally from Mt.
Bishop Road.”

1. Very bad to increase traffic internally through agricultural and Stenner
creck areas

R. p. 195 “the area is not used heavily by the College of Agriculture”

1. 1t’s been newly fenced by Professor Rutherford as part of his sheep
and range managment program which was recently displaced from the site
of the sports complex.
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[image: image176.png]More responses to Master Plan and Draft EIR November 26 2000—Steven Marx
This is additional to my comments dated November 19 2000.

Tbelieve that the Master Plan document and procedures signal great improvements in
campus planning. But I’d like to reiterate thal the deadline for comment on this Master
Plan and EIR is too tight.

The plan is so comprehensive and raises so many issues that it is not reasonable to expect
interested members of the community to digest and consider them all within the six-week
period allotted, especially since that period is in the middle of the Fal! Quarter, the
busiest time of the year for faculty. The first public student discussion of the plan takes
place on November 28, a week before the deadline, and the plan wilt be presented to the
San Luis City Council on December 4, the announced closing date itself. Such a tight
deadline does not confirm the stated principle of welcoming and being responsible to
community input.

Y3-21

Ample time was allowed for initial reports from various Task Forces, including the
Natural Environment Task Force, which I chaired. The same people who contributed
ideas and suggestions in the preliminary stage need more time to study, evaluate and
provide alternatives to what the Plan consultants and senior administrators made of those
reports. The Task Force recommendations rejected by the drafters of the Plan’should also
be listed, and reasons should be provided for those rejections. Also the comments
received by the planning committee and responses to them should be included as an
appendix to the plan/EIR.

We are told that the Master Plan is a living, changing document whose projections are
open to further input and modification. If this is the case, the Plan should include
procedures for future revisions that guarantee such flexibility and responsiveness.

One example of the need for further study is the locations of student residences. Asa
result of feedback to the planning team’s original idea of placing 540 units in the
Brizzolara Creek floodplain, this provision was modified to the Creek restoration plan
and the relocation of those units elsewhere, a crucial improvement. The present version
of the plan needs further modification to protect the outdoor teaching and learning
laboratories and the environmental assets of Brizzolara Creek which are still
unnecessarily threatened.

Yys-212

Units H-2 and H-3 (p. 130} are sited too close to the north bank of the creek and to the
mouth of Poly Canyon Building residences here extends the central campus into what
was previously an agricultural and biological study area. Lack of adequate buffers in
these locations will adversely affect wildlife using the creek corridor, especially in its
future enhanced condition. Major impacts will be produced by from lights, noise and the
900 residents whose primary pedestrian access will be across the creek to the core







[image: image177.png]campus. In addition, the primary drainage of the slopes on the site of these units goes
directly into the creek.

I'support the alternative of siting the 900 beds of H-2 and H-3 residences in buildings
located on the large surface parking lot areas that still remain in the plan, despite its
stated principle of eliminating one-level surface parking. Parking garages can be built
under the dorms at as many levels as are deemed necessary. These surface parking areas
are not labelled in the plan, so I will describe their location on the map on p. xiii.

South of Drumm reservoir

East of Via Carta and south of the Ag Pavilion

West of Via Carta, adjoining sports complex

West of PS3

East of Q

West of K

Southwest of Grand Ave, across from Yosemite Hall

NOonAWN -

By sight on the map, the square footage of these surface parking lots exceeds the square
footage of the H2 and H-3 residence complexes. It’s not good planning to sacrifice
environmentally sensitive areas for more parking lots.

Only after all possibilities of new residential development in less sensitive areas of the
central campus are exhausted should the H-1 complex be developed. Its capacity could
be somewhat enlarged with less impact on the creek. The H-1 arez drains less steeply
and down toward Drum Reservoir and it is adequately buffered from the creek.
Pedestrian access to the central campus from the H-1 area can be directed down toward
Via Carta, atready heavy with traffic.

These infill modifications are preferable to sprawl into environmentally sensitive areas
which are used as teaching and learning facilities. They will render the Master Plan more
consistent with its own stated principles.
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Letter 43

Dr. Steven Marx

November 19 and November 26, 2000

43-1
Commenter requests more time for deliberation on the Master Plan.

Response
Cal Poly’s Master Plan team has been preparing the Master Plan for the past three years.  After public meetings during the Fall and Winter quarters of the 1998-1999 academic year, over one hundred members of the campus and community participated in task forces during Spring 1999 to develop the guiding principles for the plan.  The plan was first presented in draft form to the public in the Spring of 2000.  Numerous press releases and public meetings accompanied the release of this early version of the plan.  The formal plan and Draft EIR were presented to the community in the Fall of 2000.  The March date for the Board of Trustees presentation has been presented to the public for over three years.  For further information, please see discussion of process in Introduction and Task Forces in Chapter 2.

43-2
Commenter suggests need for a section on how plan will be updated.

Response
A section on plan monitoring, review and revision has been added to Chapter 7 explaining the role of the Campus Planning Committee and California State University system (p. 351). 

43-3
Commenter raises questions and suggestions about organization and chapter titles.

Response
Organization retained, but text clarified.  Key changes include the following:  Addition of a section in Chapter 1 explaining the organization of the document; also within each element, the section labeled "Existing Conditions" and Issues has been relabeled as "Background and Issues" to avoid confusion with Chapter 4, Existing Conditions.
43-4
Commenter suggests editing of principles in the Introduction.

Response
Text changes - statements now identified as Values to distinguish master plan principles in subsequent chapters.

43-5
Commenter indicates need to correct website address.
Response
Text correction has been made (p. 14).
43-6
Commenter seeks explanation of white space around Dairy and Poultry units on Exhibit 4.10.
Response
Map has been relabeled as “Selected Constraints Summary.”  Many white areas are simply not constrained by the environmental features shown on this exhibit. 
43-7
Commenter asks for reference to Valencia Creek property in Santa Cruz County.
Response
As the Valencia Creek properties are not used for direct support of instruction, they are noted in the footnote at the beginning of the University Land Uses element (p. 67).
43-8
Commenter requests clarification of use of the term "Balance."
Response
The text has been clarified as follows:  “This principle recognizes that all uses of Cal Poly’s lands must be balanced in support of the University’s academic mission …” (p. 65).
43-9
Commenter seeks elaboration on outdoor teaching and learning activities.
Response
Additional text provides broad language defining outdoor teaching and learning in the introduction to this element:  “Specific courses in these and other colleges, including Liberal Arts, are frequently designed to focus on different aspects of campus lands” (p. 90).  As the course numbers and titles for specific course applications change over time, a list at that level of detail would not be appropriate in the Master Plan.
43-10
Commenter expresses concerns about the affordability and marketability of student residences.
Response
See new discussion of Market Analysis added to Residential Communities element.  “Cal Poly will review and revise these market studies to inform each phase of Master Plan housing development and enrollment growth” (p. 136).
43-11
Commenter asks Cal poly to clarify references to Heery Sports Facilities Master Plan.
Response
A new note at the beginning of the Recreation element explains:  “The Heery Sports Facilities Master Plan was prepared in 1996 as the basis for the development of the Sports Complex north of Brizzolara Creek.  The Heery Plan included a range of recommendations.  Cal Poly did not adopt the entire plan, but rather used it as the basis for the Sports Complex.  The campus Master Plan also referred to the Heery analysis but supercedes the Heery Plan” (p. 145).
43-12
Commenter questions need for additional sports facilities; calls for more analysis.
Response
New text has been added explaining that, “As the Master Plan is implemented, the campus, and ASI in particular, will review and refine the kinds of recreational facilities needed to serve students, faculty and staff” (p. 150).
43-13
Commenter seeks clarification of discussion of recycling
Response
Confusing language has been deleted (p. 158).
43-14
Commenter calls for a discussion of environmental condition of quarry area.
Response
The red rock quarry is not proposed to be modified under the Master Plan.  Nevertheless, the campus will continue to work with the Regional Water Quality Control Board on this and other sites on campus.
43-15
Commenter suggests making TES a landmark.
Response
Addition to Invisibility principle in Public Facilities and Utilities element allows for "environmental aesthetic that balances beauty and function" (p. 161).
43-16
Commenter asks for clarification of statement about vehicle trip reduction.
Response
Cal Poly does have the most successful vehicle reduction program among CSU campuses; however, demand for parking continues.  Text has been clarified to this effect (p. 191).
43-17
Commenter  finds discussion of Ancillary Activities “vague and defensive.”
Response
The introduction to this element has been simplified.  Then, the Plan Components section contains an amplified discussion of likely ancillary facilities (pp. 204-206).
43-18
Commenter claims that proposed facilities near Goldtree violate environmental suitability location principles.
Response
The Environmental Suitability and Sustainability principle in the Land Use element (p. 69) calls for "limiting future development to those areas least affected by regulatory and/or high cost environmental constraints."  Compared with other areas on the Main Campus and ranches in the San Luis Obispo Creek and Chorro Creek watersheds, the Goldtree area is relatively well-suited as a satellite location.  (See the discussion in Chapter 4 regarding Constraints and Opportunities as well.)
43-19
Commenter expresses concerns about access to Goldtree area.
Response
At such a time as detailed proposals are developed, site planning and feasibility analysis will provide more detailed evaluation of access options.
43-20
Commenter indicates use of Goldtree area by sheep operations.
Response
See text addition in Outdoor Teaching and Learning element (p. 93).
43-21
Commenter suggests that comments on Preliminary Draft and responses be appended.
Response
The Master Plan and FEIR will include all comments on the October 10 publication, plus a matrix showing changes from both the May 1 and October 10 publications.
43-22
Commenter expresses continuing concerns about student housing north of Brizzolara Creek

Response
The DEIR addresses impacts.  Housing units are conceptual, but in general are located 150 feet or more from the channel, a greater distance than existing feedlots.  Drainage mitigation is required; pedestrian and light control is required; refer to the text for additional mitigation and analysis.
43-23 Commenter asks for consideration of more intense student housing, including use of existing parking lots (specific sites listed).


Response
See responses to Ashley (letter 34). The commenter is referred to the housing alternatives analysis prepared in the EIR that directs housing siting and design.  The goals of the Master Plan are to locate housing within proximity to the campus instructional core and create a community for student living without compromising the function.
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Dear Mr. Lowe, FACILITIES PLANNING
My name is Tyson Carroll and currently a student here al CATPOIy T the
Landscape Architecture Dept. During the course of the quarter we have had a site
analysis class, of which our site was the area located by the reservoir. During this process
of analysis we have continued to ask ourselves what is our sitc eventually going to be
used as and we keep coming back to dorms or classroom expansion. But when we
received a copy of the Cal Poly Master Plan we were shocked to see the dorms being
placed right at the mouth of Poly Canyon. when we researched it even further we found
that there has not been any environmental impact report to state out the dorms and future
parking will bave on the creck? Why have they encouraged more parking instead of
pushing for more mass transit? Why is it that we are building out instead of up? Instead
of increasing enroliment why not limit it encoura, ging transfers? These are questions and

concemns that I have which have not been razed or been even mentioned 1o the students or
the pubtic.

Sincerely,
Tysen Carroll

[ 44y
| 442
1443
| 4y-y
Iyu-g







[image: image179.png]B10| THE TRIBUNE

Letters and Commentary from Central Coast Readers

EVOICE

San Luts Omseo County, Chur.

VIEWPOINT

Poly’s plan for housing

By Linpa C. Datxon

ven if you have not read Cal

EPnly‘s proposed campus Master
Plani — in print, on CD or on the

Web — I'am sure you have at least
heard about it. In"short, it is an ef
fort to present the University’s vi-
sion for itself during the next 20
years. It addresses 2 wide variety of
issues, not the Jeast of which areen-
rollment growth and housing.
! I mention enrollment growth
‘and housing because these are the
two issues that the San Luis Obis-"
Po communiky is most concerned
with — and for good reason. Let's
be candid: there is a shortage of
suitable housing in our communi-
ty and it seems to be getting
worse, We hear stories about stu-
dents engaged in birding wars for
available apertments, students
crowded into offcampus homes
and apartments, and companies
looking to San Luis Obispo asa
possible location voicing concerns
about the lack of affortable hous-
ing in our area.

‘While Cal Poly’'s student popula-
tion makes a very real impact on
San Luis Obispo County, itis not
the only factor in the bousing
shortage equation. Cal Poly’s en-
Toliment today is about 900 stu-
dents less than in fall 1990, when
it reached 17,758 students. Dus-
ing the 19905, Cal Poly deliberate-

Iy cut enroliment when state fund-.

ing was reduced, Since then, our
enrollment has been slowly build-
ing back, but qur growth ratc has
been slower than that of the City
of San Luis Obispo; In 1970, the
California State University system
set our preseiit enrollment cap at
15,000 fulltime equivalent stu-
dents, whichi translates into a fall
student headceunt of about
17,900, In the next decadc the Cat-
ifornia State University system ex-
pects enrollments o increase by
37 perdent, and it has asked Cal
Poly to consider an equivalent lev-
e} of growth. However, the analy- ;
‘sis at Cal Poly suggesis a more
‘modest growth rate in order to
sustain acadernic quality, ensure
orderly change, and address im-
pacts both on and off campus.
"Thus, the Master Pla calls for
adding an additional 3,000 stu-
‘dents {and about 465 Eacully and
istaff) over the next 20 years. With
‘the enrollment growth we project
for the future, Cal Poly will not

"The Master Plan, which is cur-

‘rently under public review and dis-

cussion, takes the housing situa-
tion into account and proposes
measures that will help alleviate a
portion of . The Master Plan calls
for adding student housing to ac-
comarodate all new enroliment
growth. The campus will be break-
ing ground in spring 2001 to baild
‘apartmentstyle housing for 800
students. This faciity is scheduted
to be readfor ocoupancy in fali
2002. The next phase will hause
from 1,150 to 1,300 additional stu-
dents by 2004 or 2005. In sum, Cal

. Poly.will add 1,950 ta 2,00 stu-
“dent beds in the next five years,

bt oty sbout 1,250 sddition] te-
et durin it s L per

Ra:cngmnng the critical impar-
tance of student housing to the
university and the community, Cal
Poly will make an additional com-
mitment in the Master Plan. Look-
ing beyand 2005, we wil continue
10 provide shident housing-for all
new enroliments. This will iz,
crease the proportion af students
who live on camipus fror about 17
percent today to over 30 percent
in the future.

Further, we will monitor the lo-
cal market closely, and, if continu-
ing siudents are not able to find.
suitable housing, we will develop a
strategy to house a larger propor-
tior: of atr students in the future.

In addition to student housing,
it is important to know that the
university has conducted several
studies regarding faculty and staff
housing and ts now moving for-
ward with plans to help faculty and
staif finance housing and to creale
new housing. These residences,
which will be localed on property
currently owned by Cal Poly on
the wesL side of Highway 1, will be
m two complexes consisting of ap-

250 new unis.

PR shert Cal Poly’s Master Plan
follows an integratcd and collzbo-
tafive approach 1o academic plan-
ning, carollment growth and phys-
ical development that seeks to
make sense — for everyone. With
its spring 2001 submittal of the
Master Plas to the California State
University Board of Truslees, Cal
Poly will take the crifical next step
toward meeting its obligations to
‘both the Stale of California and
our local commaity, namely, to
grow in a measared, responsibie
way, :

Linda C. Dalto, Ph.0L, AICP,
i vice provost for institutional
Blanning at Cal Poix

MoNDAY, NOVEMBER 27, 3000







Letter 44

Tyson Carroll

December , 2000

44-1
Commenter is concerned about placement of housing at the “mouth” of Poly Canyon.

Response
The housing proposed near Poly Canyon has been situated to avoid the sensitive resources in that area.  The Ecological Study Area and Botanical Preserve will be protected.  Housing will be designed to encourage students to move towards campus, rather than up the canyon.  Numerous measures will be instituted to protect the sensitive resources of the canyon. DEIR addresses impacts

44-2
Commenter states there is no analysis of impacts to the creeks from housing in the EIR.

Response
 The EIR identifies numerous policies, design elements, and mitigation measures – including the University’s Water Quality Management Plan – that will reduce impacts to the Brizzolara Creek and other natural resources on campus. 

44-3
Commenter asks why the Master Plan encourages more parking instead of promoting mass transit.

Response
The Master Plan is promoting many measures to reduce the demand for parking and increase alternative transportation.  Specifically, the plan calls for a reduction in demand of 2,000 parking spaces.  This is to be achieved through many measures identified in the Alternative Transportation section of the Master Plan. See Alternative Transportation element. and plans for reduction in parking demand.

44-4
Commenter asks why the Master Plan encourages building “out instead of up.”

Response
The Master Plan has been designed to maximize the land use of the campus instructional core, rather than spreading into the Natural Environment or Outdoor Teaching and Learning areas. See Constraints and Opportunities analysis

44-5
Commenter suggests the Master Plan should encourage transfer students instead of increasing enrollment.

Response
The reader is referred to Chapter 3 of the Master Plan entitled “Long-Range Enrollment Scenarios” for a detailed explanation of Cal Poly’s approach to growth and its response to California’s need for higher education. See Chapter 3.
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MESSAGE Dated: 12/6/2000 at 12:29
Subject: FW: No subject was specified. Contents: 5
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES AND GOALS FOR THE CAL POLY CREEK
MANAGEMENT AND ENHANCEMENT PLAN

4s~|

INTRODUCTION

There are a number of significant creeks and tributaries that traverse Cal Poly lands and
support biologically diverse aquatic and semi-aquatic habitats comprised of communities of
hydrophitic trees, shrubs, herbs and the associated diversity of animal life. This report
provides some guiding principles and goals that sheuld be implemented in a Creek
Management and Enhancement Plan for the Cal Poly campus.

CREEK HABITATS - AN OVERVIEW

Riparian and creek ecosystems support a diversity of plant and wildlife species. These
ecosystems are complex habitats that provide water and moist areas in otherwise arid areas
of the campus. The variety of vertical habitats created by the trees, shrubs and herbs
provide nesting and foraging sites for a diversity of animal species. These habitats are
critical for many wildlife species because they provide a rather permanent source of water
and moist microhabitats in otherwise dry environments.

Many riparian and wetland plants and animals are restricted to the creek channel, banks,
and/or flood plains of waterways; others integrate with the riparian community from
adjacent upland areas. Sometimes the riparian trees are tall and dense forming a forest-like
community, and at other times the trees form more open woodland. The lateral extent of
the riparian vegetation depends on the size and nature of the creek banks and flood plain of
the creek, the amount of water carried by the creek and on the depth and lateral extent of
subterranean aquifers. Additionally historical patterns of land use and human impacts often
determine the actual extent of the existing riparian and stream corridor, an important
consideration on Cal Poly lands. The extent of the riparian and wetland communities vary
depending on the interaction of the above factors, as well as others not listed.

There are several creeks and drainages on the Cal Poly campus that support various forms
of riparian and wetland vegetation ranging from broad corridors of dense riparian forests to
smalli corridors of mostly aquatic and semi-aquatic shrubs and herbs. Freshwater marsh
habitats are found along creeks where permanent, slow moving pools of standing water
occur. In these areas, the riparian woodland and freshwater marsh communities overlap
and form a mosaic along the creek. Small freshwater marsh areas occur in scattered
locations along the creeks on the Cal Poly campus.
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There is seasonal fluctuation in light available to riparian understories because most of the
dominant trees are deciduous. When the trees are in their winter-dormant leafless
condition, direct sunlight can reach the ground or the river. Some herbaceous species and
shrubs actively grow and flower while the trees are leafless. When deciduous trees are in
full leaf, the can cast dense shade reducing the light energy that reaches the ground or water
and moderates of temperature fluctuation. Daytime temperatures beneath the tree canopy
are often several degrees lower than temperatures in full sunlight. The tree cover also
decreases wind velocity and relative humidity is increased. The moisture evaporated from
the soil and river through evapotranspiration can significantly raise the humidity in a
riparian corridor. The evaporation also tends to decrease the temperature. Overall, the
environment within a riparian woodland or forest is more mesic than that in adjacent areas,
The presence of more mesic conditions along streams permits some plants from adjacent
communities to grow as riparian species in areas that are otherwise outside their limits of
drought tolerance. For example, Quercus agrifolia (coast live oak) and Umbellularia
californica (Califoraia bay-laurel), which occur in upland woodlands, are common in many
riparian areas on Cal Poly lands.

Unlike the plants of many other communities of California, riparian dominants are
summer-active and winter-dormant. Many of the understory plants are similarly summer
growing species. The availability of either surface water or shallow subsurface water in a
riparian corridor allows the plants to remain metabolically active at times of the year when
moisture stress is extreme in adjacent upland areas. Most of the riparian dominants,
however, lose their leaves during the winter when active growth is taking place among the
members of many lowland communities. Consequently the riparian plants often seem out
of phase with the surrounding vegetation.

Riparian areas are very important as wildlife habitats. The multilayered canopy provided
by the assorted trees, shrubs and herbs provides a diversity of nesting and feeding sites for
birds and mammals. Riparian areas are productive habitats, especially at times when plants
of other communities are dormant. The moisture of the stream is an important summer
water source in the dry California landscape. The nutrients added to the stream and the
alternating shaded and sunny zones of the patchy vegetation are important in stream
ecology. The vegetation is an important component of the habitat for fish and other aquatic
animals as well as terrestrial species.

Riparian woodland vegetation influences fish habitats by moderating the temperature and
providing cover and food. Loss of riparian trees and shrubs and undercut banks can
decrease the amount of suitable habit reducing creek productivity and decreasing fish
populations. Riparian vegetation is also an important source of fish food and nutrients.
Small fish use slower water along margins of larger rivers and depend on terrestrial
organisms such as insects that live in the riparian vegetation for food because most aguatic
other organisms escape them,

River flow velocity, water depth, and riparian cover are important factors that affect fish
populations. In general, vegetation cover slows the water velocity providing resting areas
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Riparian vegetation provides hiding places for both adult fish and fry to escape predation
and may also provide increased substrate for fish food and for egg attachment.

Riparian vegetation decreases erosion from stream banks and adjacent uplands, which
important in maintaining stream purity and decreased sedimentation. This is very
important because streams that are inundated by heavy silt loads become useless as fish and
invertebrate habitat.

RIPARIAN AND FRESHWATER MARSHES ARE SENSITIVE HABITATS

Over half of the wetland and riparian vegetation in the coterminous 48 States and over 90%
of the wetlands in California have been destroyed and few remaining riparian and wetland
areas have not been adversely impacted. Because of their location in floodplains,
destruction of riparian ecosystems is largely associated with human's activities, especially
clearing for agriculture, building structures and paving in flood plains, stream-channel
modifications, water impoundments, mining, and urbanization. Even recreational
development can destroy natural plant diversity and structure, lead to soil compaction and
erosion, and disturb wildlife.

Wise management of remaining riparian ecosystems and restoration of disturbed riparian
areas is extremely important because of their high value as fish and wildlife habitat as well
as important values to humans and human existence. Riparian ecosystems generally
compose a minor proportion of surrounding areas, but typically are more structurally
diverse and more productive in plant and animal biomass than adjacent upland areas.
Riparian areas supply food, cover, and water (especially important in arid regions) for a
large diversity of animals, and serve as migration routes and forest connectors between
habitats for a variety of wildlife.

The area occupied by riparian communities in California has decreased over 90 percent in
the past 100 years.. There has been a similar decrease in area occupied by freshwater
marshes. With the loss of these wetland communities has come a comparable decrease in
the habitat avaitable for various types of wildlife, particularly resident and migratory birds.
Today riparian communities occupy less than one percent of Californiz, but in pre-colonial
times these communities occupied considerably larger areas.

Much of the decrease in riparian and freshwater wetlands has been incremental — a little
bit here, a little bit there. Individually these changes are minor. Collectively they represent
a serious loss of wetland habitats. Freshwater marshes, riparian and other wetland areas are
important wildlife habitats. They are particularly important to migratory birds of the
Pacific Flyway. The piecemeal draining of marsh areas and removal of riparian woodlands
throughout California along with the massive draining of marshlands in some areas of
California such as the Central Valley have reduced the overall area covered by marshes by
over 90 percent. Still other areas of marshland are threatened by pollution. Loss of these
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even more significant.

The original riparian forests in California covered several million acres. Today they are
measured in thousands and many of the remaining riparian ecosystems have been degraded
as a result of human activities. Prior to 1960 few people showed any concern for the
demise of California’s Riparian Woodlands and very little biological data was collected.
Today many scientists and governmental agencies are expressing concem that has led to
several symposia and workshops dealing with the ecology and conservation of riparian
communities in California. California Department of Fish and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service considers Riparian and freshwater marsh communities sensitive. The sensitivity of
riparian woodlands and marshlands make it extremely important that Cal Poly take a
leadership role in addressing the proper management, enhancement, and protection of these
habitats on the Cal Poly lands.

CAL POLY STREAMS AND HABITATS

Several of the largest tributaries i the San Luis Obispo Creek and Chorro Creek
watersheds traverse significant sections of Cal Poly lands. The survival and sustainability
of the diversity of riparian, aquatic, and semi-aquatic biota found along these creeks depend
upon Cal Poly's proper management, protection, and enhancement of the stream and
streamside habitats.” Protection of these sensitive wetland habitats, including the special
status species they support, must involve creating and maintaining high quality water in the
creeks, sufficient water to support the aquatic and semi-aquatic plant and animal life, and
high quality riparian habitats along these creeks large enough to protect the creek and
provide essential wildlife habitats. This will require developing a comprehensive Creek
Management and Enhancement Plan based on wise, science-based land and water use
decisions by Cal Poly. This plan should develop acceptable management and enhancement
goals and guidelines for the creek systems that are found on Cal Poly lands.

As a leading institution of higher education, Cal Poly must be able to acknowledge and
address the regional impacts the campus may have on the creek systems that traverse our
lands. We must acknowledge and address how activities on our campus effect aquatic
habitats downstream in the both the City and the County of San Luis Obispo and in the
Morro Bay. The potential impacts to the Morro Bay estuary from Chorro Creek and the
marine environment near Avila Beach from San Luis Creek must be evaluated. Thus, the
sensitive riparian and aquatic habitats found on Cal Poly lands must be addressed not only
as sensitive creek habitats that support rare, threatened, and endangered species but also
because they provide a diversity of educational opportunities for our students, staff, faculty,
and the community.

GOALS AND GUIDELINES FOR THE CAL POLY CREEK MANAGEMENT AND
ENHANCEMENT PLAN
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following management and enhancement goals and guidelines for the creek systems that
are found on Cal Poly land. These provide the guiding principles and philosophy for more
specific recommendations for the creeks as they might affect all present and future projects
undertaken by Cal Poly near the creek ecosystems.

1. Identify all structures, concrete, pavement, etc. that affect the stream and riparian
ecosystems. Obstacles to proper management and/or enhancement shall be removed
from designated creek corridors.

2. Protect the streams, stream channels, and adjacent banks, ficod plains, and riparian
habitats on campus and be consistent with sound, long-term hydrology principles.

3. Maintain and/or create stream and riparian corridors that provide adequate buffer zones
that protect habitats for the riparian and aquatic plant and animal species.

4. Essential habitat features within the stream and riparian ecosystem shall be maintained
and/or created including the hydrology, water quality, water flow, water temperature,
and complex vertical and horizontal plant cover.

5. Reestablish natural flood plain areas for flood control purposes while protecting the
Instructional Campus Core.

6. Provide habitat for the special status species known to occur or likely to occur in the
stream and riparian ecosystem.

7. Provide access areas for the public as well as well as designated wildlife areas with
limited human access.

8. Passive recreation shall be restricted to designated trails.
9. Reduce point and nenpoint sources of pollution to ensure that oaly high quzlity water
enters the stream and riparian ecosystem in accordance with best management practices

developed in the Cal Poly Water Quality Management Plan.

10. Identify and control stream bank and upland area soil erosion that may contaminate or
add sediments to the stream and riparian system.

i1, Provide student access to and from the housing units on designated paths, which are
designed to reduce the impact on the stream and riparian ecosystem.

12. Maximize the use of the stream and riparian ecosystem as a living laboratory and
educational rescurce.

13. Develop a maintenance program as part of the Cal Poly Creek Enhancement and
Management Plan,
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SUMMARY

A Cal Poly Creek Enhancement and Management Plan shall be prepared that addresses
methods to protect, restore, manage, and enhance the biodiversity and stability to the creek
and riparian corridor on the campus. Protection of existing riparian and creek ecosystems
from impact by creating adequate riparian and buffer zones should be of utmost
importance.

All disturbed sections of the creeks shall be restored and enhanced as directed by the plan.
One of the main problems when restoring disturbed creek and riparian ecosystems to their
pre-disturbance condition is that the historica! conditions of creeks is not well known.
Investigations of relatively undisturbed sections of the creek near the restoration and
enhancement areas may be useful in gaining some knowledge of predisturbance conditions
of the creeks.

The plan shall address methods to restore riparian habitat diversity and stability to the creek
corridors an shall provide methods and procedures to manage, restore, and enhance
vatuable biological habitats that will support a diversity of plant and animal species,
including sensitive species. The plan shall also create public trails and lookouts in
appropriate but restricted areas that will provide resource-based recreation for the campus
residents and visitors to the site, such as bird watching and hiking. The plan, once
implemented will be monitored and the area managed to make sure the goals of the plan are
achieved. Success of the plan will be evaluated regutarly.

Restoration involves returning the ecosystem to as near predisturbance conditions as
possible and involves revegetation and removing exotic, invasive vegetation. Enhancement
of riparian ecosystems consists of improving existing conditions to increase habitat values.
This is usually accomplished by increasing plant or community diversity for plants,
wildlife, fish, and other animal life. Managing riparian and creek ecosystems typically
involves enhancement techniques as well as proper management and monitoring. However,
in some areas creation and restoration projects may involve use of techniques considered
more management-oriented (e.g,, land shaping and fencing until planted vegetation of the
created or restored wetland is established).
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Page 78 - Principles

The intro paragraph should state that the principles are action statements and should direct the principles
towards the implementation.

Page 78 - Stewardship

Note the word "restore” has been used.

Use more consistent verbiage principles and actions vs. practices.

Discuss the impact of Stenner and Brizzotara Creek on SLO Creek and the marine environment.
Page 78 - Understanding

No changes

Page 79 - Conservation and Sustainability

Change Cal Poly can to Cal Poly will or should

Discuss air, water, energy and the impact of these resouroes on the global environment.
Conserving natural resources on campus

Meation conservation and/or sustainability

Reconsider the wording in general

Page 79 - Biodiversity

Biodiversity should not be hyphenated

Change plant to native biotic communities.

This feature is recognized and addressed in this document

Sensitive habitats need long-term protection.

Lacking discussion for utilization for educational purposes.

Typically these sites are of value or interest because of their educationat and research value in resources
management...

Page 79 - Viability
Definition needs to state that the campus will pursuc the viability of the natural environment.
Page 79 - Enhancement

MNo changes

|us-2
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Jus-s
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No changes

Page 80 - Access

Page 97 - Brizzolara Creek Enhancement Project

Feedmill is one word.
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Letter 45

Dr. V. L. Holland

Chair, Department of Biology

December 6, 2000

45-1
Dr. Holland has prepared a report entitled “Guiding Principles and Goals for the Cal Poly Creek Management and Enhancement Plan.”    

Response
The report is part of the implementation of the Brizzolara Enhancement Project, and applies as well to other riparian areas of Cal Poly.  It is incorporated into the Master Plan as an implementing report as Appendix F.  See text addition.

45-2
Commenter wants paragraph to state "action" statements.
Response
See text addition page 82, indicating “Implementation of the Master Plan provides Cal Poly with a unique opportunity to maintain and improve its leadership role as a steward of the land.”
45-3
Commenter suggests more consistent use of verbiage; Change Cal Poly “can” to Cal Poly “will” or “should”; Discuss global air, water and energy impacts.
Response 
Text clarification on p. 83.  Global effects of the plan are difficult to quantify and are dependent upon too many factors and variables to be considered in the EIR.  CEQA requires analysis of “reasonably foreseeable impacts;” global effects of the plan are not considered to fall under this designation.  Regional air and water issues are discussed; energy usage is reduced by policies in the plan, which provide conservation options for buildings.
45-4
Change plant to native biotic communities; Biodiversity should not be hyphenated.
Response 
The text has been corrected at page 83.
45-5
Commenter suggests expanding Biodiversity discussion.
Response 
See text addition page 83.
45-6
Commenter suggests rewording the definition of Viability.
Response
 See text addition page 83.
45-7
Commenter suggests that “Feedmill” is one word.
Response
Dictionaries differ regarding spelling.  
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Letter 46

Yasman Okano

December , 2000

46-1
Commenter suggests Cal Poly’s new housing be built using principles of sustainability.

Response
The following has been added to the Master Plan (pp. 162-163):  Site selection, site planning and building design should account for solar exposure, prevailing wind direction, and patterns of light and shade to minimize energy requirements and enhance the quality of outdoor space.  Design guidelines and processes for implementing the Master Plan should encourage energy efficient building design and resource conservation.  The campus landscape plan should consider the impact of vegetation and water use on the resource efficiency of facilities and the creation of comfortable and functional outdoor space.  

Design for renovation of existing buildings and new construction should consider ways to maximize energy efficiency and take advantage of the mild climate in San Luis Obispo.  Alternative, renewable energy sources should be used to the greatest extent possible to offset growth in demand.  As costs escalate for traditional energy sources, other options to consider include integrated photovoltaics and solar generation for electricity, passive and low energy cooling strategies for buildings (including materials, solar control, natural ventilation, thermal mass), passive solar space and water heating, and effective use of day lighting.  New buildings should be well ventilated using natural ventilation, and existing buildings should be retrofitted where feasible to make them usable and livable during the summer without requiring air conditioning.

Consistent with Cal Poly’s mission, the campus should explore an integrated approach to sustainable, or “green” design for research, education and operational applications in new and renovated buildings and in the campus landscape treatment.  In addition to the energy conservation measures noted above, these efforts should address water conservation and reclamation, re-use of materials and products, and life cycle costing in general.  Several opportunities for resource recovery projects with educational and research potential as well as operational value include water supply and waste treatment for animal facilities, enhancement of Brizzolara Creek and the construction of new student residential communities.
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Letter 47

Anonymous

December , 2000

47-1
Commenter asks if San Luis Obispo can support increased enrollment and still maintain its unique aura. 

Response
With careful planning, elegant execution, and a sensitive handling of the details of Master Plan implementation, we believe it can. See Chapter 3.  DEIR addresses impacts.
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ACTION's feedback about the Cal Poly Master Plan’s housing element can be
summed up in two words: totally inadequate.

Right now, without any increases in students, faculty or staffing at all, Cal Poly’s
impact on housing in the city and county of San Luis Obispo is a major cause in
what ACTION’s members consi%{lg%lth and economic crisis. People are
going without food, clothing and in order to pay for housing costs. The
homeless shelters” population of women and children has risen dramatically. Cal
Poly’s higher wages and student’s subsidized income allows Cal Poly to displace
lower-income workers and special needs populations from the area where they
receive services, reducing diversity and impacting employers and transportation.
Employers—Cal Poly among them—cite housing as a major weakness in
aitracting and retaining employees at every income level. The pressure on the City
of SLO for housing, as well as increasing pressure for growing room on outlying
cities and the county, have grave environmental and economic implications.
Preservation of natural resources that draw tourists and add to our quality of life,
conservation of prime agricultural land, and the impacts on air quality as 17,000
people commute into SLO every day—all are threatened by the pressures to solve
the housing crisis.

Cal Poly has a major role in contributing to these problems, and ACTION feels it
should accept a major role in contributing to the solution. Cal Poly’s Master Plan
must address the impact its enrollment has and will continue to have on housing
availability and affordability in the city and county of San Luis Obispo. It must
aggressively commit fiscal and land resources fo building much more housing, and
much sooner, than stated in the current Plan “IF Cal Poly increases student
enroliment and staffing withewtsbeing able to fully house the increase, then it must
also publicly commit to working pro-actively to ensure that the community is
addressing affordable housing. It must be involved in education, advocacy and
mitigation planning in order to demonstrate that it accepts responsibility for
current and future impacts of its growth.

Cal Poly is a vital and essential community member, providing educatioral,
cultural and economic enrichment to the entire county. However, as ACTION
surveys the impact’s of Cal Poly’s growth on our workers, our poor, our families,
our environment, our quality of life, we know that the Master Plan can do much
better at addressing the housing impacts of the college. ACTION invites and
encourages—insists—the school to join the community in addressing this issue
now. We ask you to partner with ACTION and many other organizations in
contributing to finding solutions to this problem.

!
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ACTION for Healthy Communities is a large collaborative of county-wide and SLO City organizations and
individuals with a mission to “develop a comprehensive planning approach to identify and address
community needs and assets through collaborative efforts with community pariners to implement effective
programs that improve community health and well-being.

Shelter, along with food, clothing and healthcare, is usually identified as one of humanity’s “basic needs”.
What happens when one basic need, housing, is not being met? What SLO County finds is that other basic
needs suffer too. Housing is not just about more housing or less expensive housing anymore. It is a major
health and econouic issue in SLO County, and ACTION feels that Cal Poly has a major responsibility for
this situation and a major role to play in addressing it.

Housing is a health issue as well as an economic issue when people go without clothing, food, or healthcare ﬂ s - L
to pay their housing costs, and when companies cannot hire employees because there is nowhere for them to

live. Lack of affordable housing affects an individual’s or family’s ability to sustain jobs, get an education,

feed children and pay for basic healthcare. In SLO County now, people forsake other basic needs in order to

pay housing costs, or may accept unsafe or substandard housing in exchange for lower housing costs.

The Economic Vitality Corporation of SLO County’s “Business Retention and Expansion Plan Final Report”
for 1999-2000 identified “lack of affordable housing” as a major weakness for doing business in the county.

A new HUD report, “The Widening Gap: New Findings on Housing Affordability in America”, notes:
¢ The housing stock affordable to struggling families continues to shrink.
* Rents are rising at twice the rate of general inflation

* The gap between the number of struggling Americans and the mumber of rental units affordable to
them is growing.

The relationship of housing to a healthy community was highlighted by the 1999 ACTION for Heaithy
Communities Data Report, with indicators such as Basic Needs (#45), Homeless Shelter (#48), and
Affordable Housing (#64A-D). The survey ranked “more affordable housing” as the fourth most important
change needed to improve the quality of life in San Luis Obispo County. (Indicator 50D) When coupled
with answers to questions about why healthcare needs were not met {#1C) and data on income levels based
on jobs or assistance (#58, #62, #63), a picture emerges of a County where higher housing costs combined
with our lower income levels affect many health, economic and overall quality-of-life issues. (See attached.)

The ACTION Housing Initiative Committee, representing the collaborative in its effort to fulfill its mission,

has formulated several initial steps to encourage housing solutions in the County:

1. Insist that Cal Poly address the impact it1, increasing enroliment has and will continue to have on
housing availability and affordability in the entire county. Commit  fiscal and land resources to the
building of more housing for students as well as for staff and faculty.ﬁ’ffCal Poly increases I,‘ ‘ _1
enrollment and staffing withomt being able to fully house the increase, as currently planned, then it
nust work pro-actively to ensure that the commmity is addressing affordable housing. It must be
involved in education, advocacy and mitigation planning in order to demonstrate that it accepts
responsibility for the current and future impacts of it’s growth.

2. Encourage and support low-income and special needs housing funding and solutions whenever possible.
This includes the Housing Consortium’s efforts to establish a Housing Trust Fund in the County, as well
as the use of CDBG, HOME, ESG and other funds for development of housing to benefit low-income
families, the homeless and other “special needs” populations.

3. Require good planning and environmental sensitivity in every effort to increase the number of housing
units. This includes following General Plan and zouing regulations, preserving agricultural land and
open space greenbelts, exploring increased density in selected areas in order to reduce sprawl elsewhere,
and location of housing nzar jobs to decrease transportation and air quality problems.
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INDICATOR 45

Basic Needs

974
w0
Mincome less than $15,000
7 DSeniors §5+
BLatino
°

Yes (n=42) No {n=500)

= Telephone Survey Results

In any given month, do you have to go withont basic needs such as food, clothing,
childeare, housing or health care?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERcEm“
Yes a2 77
No 500 9023
Total 542 100.0

Source: 1999 Action for Healthy Commnities, Telgphone Survey.

B Responses, by Respandent Type

RESPONDENT YES No
Respondents with income 246 754
{ess than $15,000
Seniors 55 and older 26 97.4
Latino 14.1 85.9

Source: 1999 Action for Healthy Communities, Telsphone Suruey.
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INDICATOR 45

Basic Needs, continued

‘B Telephone Survey Results

If yes, what do_you go without? (Top 3 responses)

RESPONSE NumsEr PERCERT
Health Care (including prescriptions) 20 51.3
Food 14 359
Clothing 5 128

‘® Responses, by Respondent Type

RESPONDENT. Fooo HEALTH CARE CLOTHING
Respondents with income 18.2 63.6 18.2
less than $15,000
Seniors 55 and older (n= 2) 00 50.0 500
Latino 30.0 60.0 10.0

Source: 1999 Astion for Healthy Communities, Teliphone Survey.
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INDICATOR 48

Homeless Shelter

Shelter Occupants, by Background

EOC EMERGENCY SHELTER (SLO) 1998
Domestic Violence 32%
Chronic Substance Abuse 50%
Mentally ifl 45%
HIVI AIDS 4%
Elderly 7%
Total Shelter Occupants 883

Note: Pervents do not total, as accupants may fulfil more than one category.

Shelter Over capacity
EOC HOMELESS SERVICES 1998
15T Quarter- Jan-March 43
2™ Quarter- April-June 351
3" Quarter- July —Sept. 430
4™ Quarter- Oct-Dec. (partial) 290
Total Over capacity 1,114

Note: Ouver aapacity refers to the member of individinals seeking shelter that exceed the mumber of available beds i the sbebter.

Clients placed in Permanent Housing

EOC HOMELESS SERVICES 1998
Number of Single Aduits 33
Number of Families 54
Number of Parents 73
Number of Children 98
% children 48.0

Number of clients permanently
housed 204

Sourer: Tironomic Opportunity Commission (EOC) Homeless Sheler, 1999,
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INDICATOR 64

Affordable Housing

Fair Market Rents - HUD

98-99

NUMBER OF BEDROOMS 1887 1998 1993 % CHANGE
Studio $491 $498 $507 1.8
1 $555 $563 $573 1.8

2 $704 $714 $727 1.8

3 $978 $991 $1,009 18

4 $1,155 $1.171 $1,192 1.8

Sosree: Department of Housing and Urban Development.

Note: Fair Marker Rent standards are issued by the Department of Housing and Urban Development, thus establishing the
mascimuns the Housing Authority can pay for rental units. According 1o the Housing Authority, actual rents ave qpproxamaely 7
— 15 pervent kigher than Fair Marker Value. As of April, 1999, the Housing Autbority had 1,552 section 8 wnits ir Sar Luis
Obispo Cournty and 169 Pablic Housing Units in the City of San Lacis Obispo. Numbers ave sun a yeor bebind the local morket

and are also arbisrarily adjusted 20 meet federal budget needs.

Average Apartment Rents— San Luis Obispo City

NUMBER OF BEDROOMS Unirs 1998
Studio 269 $520
1 Bedroom, 1 Bath 57 $628
2 Bedroom, 1 Bath 73 $762
2 Bedroom, 2 Bath 49 $794
3 Bedroom, 2 Bath 21 $ 980
2 Bedroom Townhouse 144 $ 815

Sourre: Real Data, in UCSB Economic Farecast Project, 1999,
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Affordable Housing

Percent of iIncome Spent on Rent

ANNUAL INCOME

LCONOMIC ISSUES

$10,000 - $20,000 - $35,000 - $50,000
$HCOME SPENT ON RENT < $10,000 $19,999 $34,998 $49,999  anp OvER
< 20% of income spent on rent 11 43 10.0 28.1 61.8
20-24% of income spent on rent 4.0 55 126 229 228
25-29% of income spent on rent 6.9 5.1 178 226 82
30-34% of income spent on sent 5.0 9.0 15.7 1.0 53
35% and over spent on rent 721 725 40.6 14.0 03
Not computed 10.5 3.6 3.4 1.3 17
Total number of renters 5,558 6,638 9,128 5,873 5482

Source: LS. Census Bareau, 1990.

Note: 13,380 or 40.9% of total rewiers spend 35% or more of their income on rens. 16,625 or 50.8% of total renters gpend 30%

ar more of their income on rext.

Percent of income Spent on Home Costs by Owners

ANNUAL INCOME.
$10000-  $20000-  $35000-  $50,000
IyCOME SPENT ON Home CosTs < $10,000 §19,998 $34,999 $49,999  aND OVER
< 20% of income spent on home 106 47.2 456 41.3 454
©osts
20-24% of income spent on 9.2 10.2 7.2 85 166
home costs
25-29% of income spent on 71 43 57 86 1386
‘home costs
30-34% of income spent on 31 43 6.8 96 104
‘home costs
35% and over spent on home 57.2 333 34.6 319 14.1
costs
Not compuled 12.9 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.2
Total number of cwners 2,084 3,163 9,128 7,357 19,350

Sosrce: U.S. Census Burea, 1990.

Nots: 8,857 o 23.5% spend 35% or more of beir incoms o bos casts and 12,973 ar 31.6% spend 30% or more of their

sncome on Bowme costs.
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INDICATOR 64B

Affordable Housing

Median Sales Price

97-98
CouNTY 1997 1998 % CHANGE
San Diego $184,976  §207,577 12.2
Orange $226,917  $259,917 14.2
Los Angeles $173515  $191,144 10.2
Monterey $258,202  $283,066 9.6
Riverside / San Bernadino $113,868  $120,830 6.1
Ventura $216,200  $233,504 8.0
Santa Barbara $236,937  $246,474 4.0
San Luis Obispo $177.975  $181,268 19
California $184,427  $201,966 8.5
National $120,000  $129,000 7.5
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Source: National Association of Homs Builders, 1998.

@M A AR AR AEANMATERTREERE RN R BETB R R W T,

&







[image: image201.png]INDICATOR 64C

Affordable Housing

8 Least Affordable Areas in the Nation-1999

ECONOMIC ISSUZ5

Percent of Homes Median Median
Affordable for Family Income Sales Price
Area Median income (1st Qtr1998) {1st Qtr1299} National Rank
San Francisco, CA PMSA 21.3 $ 72,400 $ 366,000 181
Santa Gruz-Watsonville, CA 320 $ 61,000 $ 273,000 180
Eugene-Springfield, OR MSA 37.8 $ 41,200 $ 128,000 179
Laredo, TX MSA 406 $ 30,200 §$ 104,000 177
Safinas, CA MSA 413 $ 49,400 $ 195,000 175
Portland-Vancouver, OR-WA 426 $ 52,400 §$ 158,000 174
San Luis Obispo-Atascadero- 428 $ 48,000 $ 180,000 173
Paso Robles, CA. MSA
San Diego, CA MSA 45.3 $ 52,500 $ 196,000 172

Source: National Association of Horme Builders, 1995.

Nose: The Housing Opportunisy Indesc is baced on the median furnily incoms, interest rates, and the price distribuctions of horses sold
Jor each market in a paniicular quarter of @ year. The price of homs sold is collested from actual court reords by First Amerisan
"Real Estate Solusions, a ruarketing company. The median Jamify income for eack marieet is calowlaied by the Department of

Housing and Urban Deseloprent (FUD).

“Metropokitan Area ic one of  large population nuckws, togetber wish adjacent compmunities that bave a bigh degree of ewnomtic and
sorial integration with that muckns.. MSASs are relatively free standing and are nof clsely associated with other motvopoliian areas.
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INDICATOR 64D

Affordable Housing, continued

= Telephone Survey Results

One-third of income ta One-half of income to
housing housing

Does one-hird or more of your income g0 to housing?

1899
RESPONSE NumBER PERCEHT
Yes 291 545
No 243 45.5
Total 534 100.0

Source: 1999 Acion for Healthy Gommumisies, Telgphone Surrey,

Does one-baff or more of your income go to housing?

1999
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 108 376
No 179 624
Total 287 100.0

Souree: 1999 Action for Healsly Communivies, Telspisone Swrvey.
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INDICATOR 50D

Quality of Life, continued

it Community Survey Resuits

If you conid make one major change locally, what would it be?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Restrict growth/development 348 131
More opportunities for youth 257 87
Better employment / broader economic base 208 7.8
More affordable housing 190 72
Better traffic and roadways management 180 6.8
Affordable / accessible / complete heaithcare 158 6.0
Public transportation 167 59
More general social and educational services 124 47
More opportunities for family entertainment 111 42
More business establishments 109 4.1
Improve local government 107 4.0
Stop crime / gangs 94 35
Nothing @ 3.4
Senior services g5 32
Full range of services for the homeless 73 28
Increase wages 66 25
More cultural diversity / racial diversity 63 24
Better schools 50 19
Lower overall cost of living 47 1.8
Address drug issue 38 14
Align friendly industry and jobs 35 13
Eliminate chain stores 35 13
Create affordable / quality child care 3 1.2
Stronger police force (quantity) 24 0.9
Change law enforcement attitude {quality) 20 08
Wheelchair accessibility to ADA guidelines 18 0.7
Ensure stable supply of water 16 0.6
Don't Know 65 25
Other 321 12.1

Mulsiple response question with 2,650 respondenis afiring 3,121 regponses.

Soures: 1999 Action for Healthy Communities, Community Sarogy.
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INDICATOR 1C i

Access to Health Care, continued ‘

Yes (r=54) No fn=489)

‘@ Telephone Survey Results

Have you or a member of your household needed bealth care in the past year and
been unable 1o receive 1£7

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 54 9.9
No 489 90.1
Total 543 100.0

‘& Responses, by Respondent Type

RESPONDENT YES No

Respondents with income less than $15,000 123 877
Seniors §5 and older 62 938
Latino 16.8 831

10 ¢
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INDICATOR 1C
Access to Health Care, continued
Ifyes, why conldn’t you recesve it?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Couidn't afford it 11 21.2
Insurance wouldn’t cover it 9 173
No insurance 17 327
Medi-Cal {problems) 4 77
Not available locally 2 38
Too expensive / No money 1 1.8
Limitations of insurance 3 58
Desired care not available in the area 1 19
Other 4 77
Total 52 100.¢

Source: 1999 Action for Healtby Cormunites, Telephone Survey.
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INDICATOR 58

Average Salaries

Annual Average Salary, by Selected industry

INDUSTRY 1995 1996 1997 1998 % l:nﬂmgg
Agriculture $15.833 $15.406 $15.847 $17.560 97
Mining $35,702 $40,070 $50,454 $56375 108
<Conslruction $26,345 $31.234 $30.444 $31.206 24
Manufacturing $25,530 $29,170 $30,005 $31,588 51
Transportation / Utilities $42,018 $46,280 $46,203 $48,105 37
Wholesale Trade $233% $24,356 $25.405 $26.703 48
Retail Trade $12,856 $13,199 $13911 $14,606 a7
Finance / insurance  Real Estate $23.569 $26,113 $26,707 $20433 92
Services $24,423 $25.021 $27,525 $28,836 45
Govermment 31,11 $30,752 $34,984 $35,442 12
Total $23,037 $24,029 $25,580 $26,626 39

Sonee: Calfornia Emplaymaent Develgprent Dapariroeat, Labor Market Informasion Disisor, 1995.
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INDICATOR 62

Household Income

Per Capita Personal Income

1994 1895 1996 1987 96.97
INCOME % CHANGE
San Luis Obispo County $19.645  $20,244 321412 $22,568 54
State $23,024 $23983  $25142 $26,314 47
National $22,186  $23,059  $24,164 $25,288 47

Sourve: U.S. Department of Conmercs, Burean of Esonomic Analysis, Survey of Current Business, 1999,

Note: Per capia personal income (PCPI) it caleulated by dividing the total personal income &y the total population for a givw
coungy. Population figures sed for this caloulation are derived from the Census Bureau midyear estimates.

Median Family income

INCOME FY 1936 FY 1987 FY 1988 % cu?z:::
San Luis Obispo County $43,300  $43,600  $46,200 5.1
State §$53,750  $55700  $58,500 47
National $51405  $53,400  $55,200 3.2

Source: US. Department of Housing and Urbon Develgpment, 1998.

Note: Median farnfy incomne estimaies are caloulated for each metropolitan and non-metrupofisan area using be Faiv Market Rent
(FMR, area definitions applied in the Section 8 Housing Ascistance Payment progrom. The ectimates are based on 1950 Census

edicn family income estimnates updated 1o 1998 with  corbination of Burean of Labor Statistizs earnings and employment data
and Censas Divisional P-GO medsan family income dat,
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INDICATOR 63

N . .

' Poverty Guidelines

»

> Federal Guidelines, 1996-1999

[ ANNUAL INCOME

. 9899

» FAMILY SIZE 1996 1997 1998 1999 %% CHANGE
1 $7,740 $7,890 $8,050 $8,240 23

v 2 $10,360 $10,610 $10,850 $11,060 18

[ 1 3 $12,980 $13,330 $13,650 $13,880 1.6

[ 4 $15,600 $16,050 $16,450 $16,700 15

) 5 $18,220 $18,770 $19,250 $19,52¢ 14

i 6 $20,840 $21,490 $22,050 $22,340 13

» 7 $23,460 $24,210 $24,850 $25,160 1.2

) 8 $25,080 $26,930 $27,650 $27,980 11

Y

Sourve: Department of Health and Human Services, Poverty Guidelins, 1995.

Nite: Poverty income guridelines are for ail states except Alaska and Hawais. For 1996 add $2,600 for each additionel member;
Jor 1997 dd $2,720 for tach additiona! member; i 1998 add §2,800, and in 1999 add §2,620.

self-sufficiency Income Standards ~ San Luis Obispo County, 1996

ApULT ADULT + 2 SCHOOLAGE Two ADULTS + 2
CHILDREN SCHOOLAGE CHILDREN
Housing $544.00 $680.00 $690.00
| Child Care 0.00 $340.00 $340.00
Food $125.00 $355.90 $488.00
Transportation $114.16 $117.81 $231.97
Medical Care $77.35 $157.68 $206.35
Miscellaneous $86.05 $166.14 $196.63
Taxes $194.81 $290.85 $386.92
Earned Income Tax Credit {-) 0.00 { $89.22) 0.00
Child Gare Tax Credit (-} 0.00 {$78.20) $68.00
Moy Sel Sufficiency Wage $1,984.37 $1,950.96 $2,481 .87
Hourly Self Sufficiency Wage $6.49 $11.08 $7.05
per adult

Sourve: Wider Opportunitiss For Women, 1956.

Note: The Self-Sufficiency standard is a measure of how roich soney vorking aduits nesd to meet their famity's basic needds for
housing, child care, food, transport, medical care and Yaxes, witheut axy public subsidies. Otberwise stated, it is the minimum wage
natded 20 becarvs indapendent of welfare o otber subsidies.
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Letter 48

Ms. Carlyn Christianson

ACTION for Healthy Communities

Not dated

48-1
Commenter suggests that Cal Poly, especially because of its higher wage earners and subsidized students, is displacing lower wage earners from area housing.

Response
 Cal Poly recognizes these issues and has added text to the Residential Communities element to the following effect (p. 129-130):  The San Luis Obispo area has the dubious distinction of being one of the least affordable housing markets in the United States.  The 1999 Regional Profile published by the San Luis Obispo Council of Governments showed a median selling price in 1999 of $184,300 in the county and $231,500 in the City of San Luis Obispo for single-family homes.  The Profile also revealed that 6.5 percent of the housing units in the City of San Luis Obispo are considered over crowded.  The 2000 San Luis Obispo County Economic Outlook showed a vacancy rate of only 0.3 percent for rental apartments in the City of San Luis Obispo in September 1999.  

Thus, there is a shortage of suitable housing in our community and it seems to be getting worse.  Cal Poly faculty and staff hear stories about students engaged in bidding wars for available apartments and students crowded into off-campus homes and apartments.  Companies looking to San Luis Obispo as a possible location indicate concerns about the lack of affordable housing in our area.  Cal Poly recognizes that housing impacts are a major community concern related to enrollment growth.

While Cal Poly’s student population makes a very real impact on San Luis Obispo County, it is not the only factor contributing to the local housing shortage.  Cal Poly’s enrollment in Fall 2000 is about 900 students below in Fall 1990, when it reached 17,758 students.  During the 1990’s Cal Poly deliberately cut enrollment when State funding was reduced.  Since then enrollment has been slowly building back, but Cal Poly’s growth rate has been slower than that of the City of San Luis Obispo.  Cuesta College’s Student Characteristics and Enrollment Trends report for Fall 2000 shows that the community college’s enrollment has increased by about 5 percent annually in recent years.  Further, over 40 percent of the new students attending Cuesta’s San Luis Obispo campus come from outside the County, and about 45 percent of all students at the San Luis Obispo campus live in the City of San Luis Obispo. Thus, families and households not associated with Cal Poly represent an increasing share of the local housing market.

To exacerbate the housing situation, during the past decade housing supply has not kept pace with demand, particularly for rental housing.  The 1999 Regional Profile published by the San Luis Obispo Council of Governments indicates that multi-family units represented only 5 percent of the new housing authorized for construction in 1997 in San Luis Obispo County (as compared with about 20 percent in Monterey County and 40 percent in Santa Barbara County).  Some residential complexes formerly rented to students have been converted for other appropriate purposes, such as housing for senior citizens.  Further, the City of San Luis Obispo’s General Plan does not designate significant amounts of land for multi-family housing; and market studies have shown little near-term development potential in the area close to campus. 

48-2
Commenter suggests that the lack of housing is a major impediment to attracting employees at all income levels.

Response
  Comment is noted. Please see response to 48-1 above.

48-3
Commenter suggests that increased pressure to solve the housing deficit will have grave consequences to the natural environment and economy.

Response
 This comment is noted.  Cal Poly’s approach to addressing the housing problem will actually benefit the environment in several ways.  Providing additional on-campus and near campus housing will reduce the need for automobile commuting.  Further, all on-campus housing will be developed on non-prime soils, protecting agricultural activities on campus.

48-4
Commenter suggests that Cal Poly must play a major role in resolving the housing issue, including committing fiscal and land resources to building more housing.

Response
Please see the following new text on p. 136.  The Master Plan takes the local housing situation into account and proposes measures that will help alleviate a portion of it. The Guiding Framework of the Master Plan calls for adding student housing to accommodate all new enrollment growth.  The campus will be breaking ground in Spring 2001 to build apartment-style housing for 800 students.   This facility is scheduled to be ready for occupancy in Fall 2002.  The next phase calls for housing from 1150 to 1300 additional students by 2004 or 2005.  In sum, Cal Poly expects to add 1950 to 2100 student beds in the next five years, but only about 1250 additional students during that same time period.  Over the next two decades Cal Poly will increase the proportion of students who live on campus from about 17 percent today to over 30 percent in the future.

Further, Cal Poly will monitor the local market closely, and, if continuing students are not able to find suitable housing, the campus will develop a strategy to house a larger proportion of the University’s students in the future.  Strategies may involve working with off-campus partners to identify suitable housing locations and provide financing.  Cal Poly and Cuesta College are also exploring ways to cooperate in assuring appropriate housing for their students.  Finally, Cal Poly will participate with non-profit organizations in seeking broader solutions to community housing needs.

48-5
Commenter requests Cal Poly join ACTION in finding solutions to the housing problem.

Response
Cal Poly has sponsored two recent studies of the housing market as it affects students, faculty and staff.  In 1998, the Division of Student Affairs retained Gordon Chong and Partners and the Sedway Group to analyze the student housing market and explore the potential for new student housing on campus.  The findings from this study contributed to the University’s decision to build apartment-style units to house an additional 800 students on campus.  The Cal Poly Foundation contracted with Anderson Strickler, LLC, to investigate the need and potential for University-sponsored housing for faculty and staff.  Their 2000 Employee Housing Study found that housing cost is a significant factor in faculty recruitment and retention.  Their report is guiding the development of faculty and staff housing on two sites west of Highway 1, as identified in the Master Plan.

Cal Poly will review and revise these market studies to inform each phase of Master Plan housing development and enrollment growth.  Relevant comparative data includes vacancy rates, rents, land available for housing, financing options, and the nature and importance of amenities.  Studies will also address student housing preferences and challenges in locating suitable off-campus housing.

48-6
Commenter appends several pages addressing housing impacts in our community.

Response
This information is acknowledged and forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.  See additional sections added to Residential Communities element.

48-7
Commenter appends data on housing need in SLO area.

Response
This information is acknowledged and appreciated.
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From: Margot K. McDonald
ent: Monday, December 11, 2000 7:58 AM
© Linda C. Dalton

Subject: MP comments

Mo corments TXT
Linda,

I have made a few comments on the Master Plan to add lancuage related to
the role buildings can play in energy conservation and production. Gary
and Ed may be sendirg comments on their own. I did not find a place :n
the Master Plan to insert language on the Design Process which ensures
ccnsideration of sustainable design factors. I'm under the gun this
norning since I have a take-home exam today for one of my UCSE classes.
T will drop off my comments, as well as some additional materials (Bren
School, etc.) at your office this morning.

Margot

Margot McDenald, AZA
Bssociate Professor
Architecture Departmenc
cal Poly

San Luis Obispo, CA 93407
PH 805.756-1298

FAX 805.756-1500







Letter 49

Donna Duerk

Dept. of Architecture

December 8, 2000

49-1
Commenter suggests a number of changes to the text of the Master Plan to strengthen sustainable building practices, specifically on pages viii, 4, 48, 64, 65, and 91 (pages per the October 10, 2000 Plan).

Response
These changes have been incorporated into the plan.  None of these recommendations raise environmental issues.   See text additions on pages viii, 50, 68, 69, and 95 (January 23, 2001 Master Plan).

49-2 
Commenter suggests the need to edit the text to strengthen sustainable building practices in additional locations, specifically on pages 1, 3 and 60 (pages per the October 10, 2000 Plan).
Response 
Wording change is not suitable in this location, but the intent is captured elsewhere in the Master Plan. 

49-3 
Commenter suggests the need to edit the text to strengthen sustainable building practices in additional locations, specifically on pages 24 and 28 (pages per the October 10, 2000 Plan).

Response 
It is not appropriate to change wording in this location because the language in this section is from a report of the Deans’ Enrollment Planning Advisory Committee.

49-4 
Commenter provides editing suggestions to the Long-Range Enrollment Scenarios chapter to strengthen sustainable building practices.

Response
Wording change is not suitable in this location. –However, it is addressed in a detailed text addition to the Public Facilities and Utilities element.  See pp. 162-163.  This section begins with the statement that “Site selection, site planning and building design should account for solar exposure, prevailing wind direction, and patterns of light and shade to minimize energy requirements and enhance the quality of outdoor space.”  Further, an addition to the University Land Uses element states that “Other plan elements that involve development, such as Outdoor Teaching and Learning, Residential Communities, Parking, and Ancillary Activities and Facilities, do not repeat either these aesthetic or sustainability principles.  Nevertheless, it is the intention of the Master Plan that they be applied to all campus development” (p. 79).
49-5
Commenter suggests that Cal Poly needs to assess sustainability of existing conditions. 

Response 
This suggestion is being added to the list of implementation studies (Chapter 7).

49-6
Commenter suggests adding a discussion of water as a resource for irrigation, etc.

Response 
This is covered on the next page under Agriculture Facilities and Resources (p. 49).

49-7 
Commenter challenges sewer capacity.

Response
The sewer capacity stated is from discussions with Ed Johnson, Utilities Coordinator for Cal Poly.

49-8 
Commenter has questions about firmness of student housing sites, other land uses.

Response 
Board of Trustees will be approving land use designations and tentative future building sites; nevertheless, each project will require detailed site planning.

49-9 
Commenter suggests the need for a discussion of levels of environmental stewardship in the Natural Environment element.

Response 
This is incorporated in the Natural Environment principles (p. 82).

49-10
Commenter calls for adding discussion of sustainable planning and building in campus core.

Response 
See new integrated discussion at end of Land Use and Public Facilities and Utilities elements, as noted above (response to comment 49-4).

49-11 
Commenter recommends that the campus consider integration of energy and resource recovery facility with agricultural facilities.
Response 
Again, see new integrated discussion at end of Public Facilities and Utilities element.  It concludes:  “Several opportunities for resource recovery projects with educational and research potential as well as operational value include water supply and waste treatment for animal facilities, enhancement of Brizzolara Creek and the construction of new student residential communities” (p. 163).

49-12 
Commenter recommends that the campus consider integration of energy and resource recovery facility with student housing in Brizzolara Creek area.
Response 
Again, see new integrated discussion at end of Public Facilities and Utilities element (p. 163).
49-13
Commenter suggests adding a discussion of sustainable planning and building practices as they apply to development areas in the Campus Instructional Core.

Response 
See new integrated discussion at end of Land Use and Public Facilities and Utilities elements, as noted above (response to comment 49-4).

49-14
Commenter suggests including section views of site to show topography.

Response 
Implementation studies for the Southwest area will address topography.
49-15
Commenter asks that the campus apply environmental responsibility principles to student housing development. 

Response 
See new integrated discussion at end of Land Use and Public Facilities and Utilities elements, as noted above (response to comment 49-4).

49-16
Commenter recommends that the campus consider water recovery and recycling as part of Brizzolara Creek enhancement (repeat comment).

Response 
Again, see new integrated discussion at end of Public Facilities and Utilities element (p. 163).
49-17
Commenter indicates the need to address water quality/run-off from Sports Complex.

Response 
Cal Poly has prepared a Turf Management Plan for the Sports Complex (2000), which addresses water quality impacts from the facility and provides for long-term testing of runoff.  Please contact the Cal Poly Landscaping Department or Crawford Multari and Clark Associates for more information.
49-18 
Commenter suggests additions to infrastructure capacity and distribution section.

Response 
Wording changes are not suitable in this location - rather later in Public Facilities and Utilities element.  See new integrated discussion on pp. 162-163.
49-19 
Commenter indicates support for principles in Public Facilities and Utilities element; urges implementation.

Response 
No response required.

49-20 
Commenter seeks addition of ADA considerations to pedestrian circulation design and orientation.

Response 
See text addition and clarification to Circulation principles as follows:  “At the same time, pedestrian routes must be accessible for people with disabilities of all types and under a range of weather conditions” (p. 168).

49-21
Commenter appends material on sustainability.


Response
Acknowledged and appreciated.

[image: image212.png]California Polytechnic State
University Foundation
Administrative Offices
San Luis Obispo, CA 93407

MEMORANDUM

To: Linda Dalton Date:  December 13, 2000
Vice Provost

Academic Affairs
k File:
From: Frank A. Mumford
Executive Director / Ref:
Subject: Campus Master Plan Recommendations cc: D. Howard-Greene

B. Kitamura
D. Duerk-Williamson

At its meeting of December 8, 2000, the Foundation Board of Directors approved
recommending certain provisions for inclusion in the University’s final Campus Master
Plan docurnent.

| am attaching these recommended changes for your consideration.

The Board was appreciative of having the opportunity to comment on this important
planning document.

Attachment

{i/admstore/memoitr/MP.mfm.doc)
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Chapter 2 p.13
Principles
Question 3.f. bullet #3 — add: “...campus facilities and support services so as to mitigate....”

Chapter 2 p.14
Question 5.i. — add: “...student service programming and support and auxiliary services
concurrent with...."

Chapter 2 p.15

Question 6. — add: “Design and landscape guidelines will supplement the Master Plan to
provide detailed guidance regarding such issues as way-finding, architectural vocabulary and
open-space systems. Support and auxiliary services will reinforce this image and follow the
design guidelines.”

Chapter 2 p.15
Question 7.m. — add: “...public-private partnerships, Foundation support, enterprise
partnerships, and ‘design-build’ project development.”

Chapter 5 p.101

Principles

Line 7 — add and delete: “...create a net gain of beth instructional spaee, support, and green
space.”

Chapter 5 p.180

Coordination

-~ add: “Support services should be planned with a holistic approach, with collaborative,
interactive processes to invoive all parties delivering and receiving services. Related
services that require face-to-face interactions should be coordinated and consolidated....”

As published by the Foundation Master Plan Task Force 11.22.00

(admstoreimisctypeMPChange. doc)
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Letter 50

Frank Mumford, Executive Director

Cal Poly Foundation

December 13, 2000

50-1
The Foundation Board of Directors recommended several text amendments to the Master Plan.

Response
All of the amendments have been incorporated into the plan.  None of these recommendations raise environmental issues.  See text additions.

 50-2 
Add "and support and auxiliary services".
Response 
See text additions at page 15 and 16.
50-3
Add acknowledgement of design guidelines by support and auxiliary services.

Response 
See text addition at page 17.

50-4 
Add "Foundation support, enterprise partnerships"

Response
See text addition at page 17. 

50-5 
Add "support" space

Response 
See text addition at page 106.

50-6 
Add discussion of planning for support services

Response
See text addition at page 200.
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Paso Robles, CA 93447

Nov. 30, 2000

Mr. Kitamura
Director of Facilities Planning
Cal. Poly-San Luis Obispo

Dear Sir,

‘We are writing about the proposed Cal. Poly Master Plan and draft
Environmental Impact Report. After looking through the plan, our basic concern
with the potential environmental impacts of putting residences for aver 1600
students on the north side of Brizziolori Creek across from the campus core. We do
not feel that this is an appropriate placement because of the long term ecological
effects this project will have on this sensitive area.

As California tax paying citizens, we have invested in this riparian and
grassland habitat which is presently used as a learning resource. We strongly feel
that this should not be sacrificed for a development which is more suited for taking
place in the campus core area. The mutual creativity of your consultants, and the
Cal. Poly professors and students of architecture and urban design could surely be
harnessed to create innovative and aiternative models which would avoid such an
inapprapriate placement of this housing, and perhaps be used as a model for other
learning communities. As a result, students of bioclogy, natural resources, and
agriculture would continue to have this invaluable natural laboratory which is as

least as important a part of the university mission as the future housing of students.

Thank you

fjohn Beccia

for Life on Planet Earth
PO Box 173
Paso Rables, CA 93347

er Earth e m am )
P.O.Box 173 MJ

ei-|





Letter 51

John Beccia

Life on Planet Earth

November 30, 2000

51-1
Commenter’s organization is concerned with the placement of housing (1,600 students) on the north side of Brizzolara Creek and the resulting environmental impacts.

Response
Concerns are noted.  The Master Plan team made extensive efforts to relocate the H-1 and H-2 housing units at a suitable distance from the creek corridor that resulted in the creation of the Brizzolara Creek Enhancement Project and the re-adsorption of units initially proposed for location along the creek (namely H-3).  The additional beds were the result of partial absorption of the H-4 housing unit that could not be relocated in its entirety elsewhere on campus. 
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December 7, 2000 RECEIVED

Mr. Robert Kitaura DEC 038 2000
Dr. Linda Dalton PROVOST AND VICE PRESIDENT
Cal Poly FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS

San Luis Obispo, Ca 93407
Dear Dr. Dalton and Mr. Kitanmra,

The following are our comments. We are submitting these comments to you within the time
extension of December 8, 2000 given at the Cal Poly Master Plan Meecting in the Cal Poly Theater
(Dalton,Clark). We also noted the clarification in Cal Poly’s presentation to the City Council on
December 5, 2000 that the Heery sports facilities concept plan referenced in the Master Plan was
never adopted.

We appreciate your consideration of our comments:

We are residents of the upper Bishop’s Peak neighborhood. We have a direct “line of sight™ to
the westemn portion of the Cal Poly Campus which was largely agricultural. Cal Poly is now
developing a sports complex there.

Our neighborhood is also directly adjacent to San Luis Obispo City’s Ferrini Open Space. The
City’s natural open space and our neighborhood share the East Slope of Bishop’s Peak. This City
natural open space area is developed with trails and is very popular. Noise and light from the
Sports Complex area which would impact our neighborhood would also impact the City’s Ferrini
Open Space.

'We have the following comments on the Cal Poly Master Plan/DEIR; |

1. We strongly support Cal Poly’s Adopted Master Plan, Neighborhood Relations Task Force
Recommendations. The two guiding principles of the Master Plan Neighborhood Relations Task
Force are:

1. “Tt shall be the guniding principle that negative impacts of new development, and/or
redevelopment (on campus) such as; noise, glare, traffic and parking shall not be borne by
residents of the established residential neighborhoods of San Luis Obispo.”

2. “New development on campus shall be designed to eliminate impacts on established
neighborhoods, rather than to create designs that generate ongoing conflicts between the
University and residential neighborhoods.”

The guiding principles and the other recommendations of the Neighborhood Relations Task
Force should be implemented especially as they apply to the Sports Complex area. These are
attached for the record.

Cal Poly should state in it’s discussion of additions to the sports complex area and its
proposed mitigations that, “new developments in the sports complex area shall be designed to
eliminate (or avoid) impacts on established neighborhoods and the City’s natural open space on
Bishop’s Peak to the greatest extent possible.
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3. The master plan, page 334, states that “Cal Poly will meet with neighbors early in the project
planning and design about projects that may affect them and have cooperative discussions on
ways to relieve possible impacts”. We strongly support Cal Poly’s commitment to this, especially
as it applies to any possible firture developments in the sports complex area.

Because the Heery concept plan was done without input from the neighbors and the general
public; without sound studies; without an EIR; and it was never adopted, it should not be used as
the basis of designing a possible new football stadium.

4. The August, 1997, Jones and Stokes Sound Study for the Cal Poly Sports Complex was done
through. a joint effort of Cal Poly and the City of San Luis Obispo. It inclnded actual sound
studies done on the Cal Poly Campus, which the 1997 Sports Complex EIR did not have. The
1997 Jones and Stokes Sound Study for the Cal Poly Sports Complex should be referenced to
help identify, examine, and mitigate possible noise impacts to the greatest extent possible. It is
attached for the record.

5. Although it has been stated that the chances of a new mustang stadium being built are remote,
Cal Poly is proposing the possibility of a different, larger football stadium . This is a then a
proposal for a new project, not merely the “relocation of the old stadium”.

6. We do not believe that the mitigations suggested for noise and light are the most effective
mitigations possible in eliminating or avoiding light, light trespass and. glare impactsto the
Bishop’s Peak area, and therefore do not follow the Neighborhood Relations Task Force’s
Guiding Principles, or avoid impacts where it is possible to do so. The most effective mitigations
should be used, rather than less effective ones.

8. We offer the following comments;

NOISE:

1. There is no proposed findings nor any evidence to support a finding that the environmentally
superior alternative of remodeling the present Mustang Stadium is infeasible.

2. It is stated that certain impacts will be mitigated by described measures, however the
nitigation measures are not tied to any performance standard, nor any standard of enforceability.
The mitigation measures should be tied to performance standards and standards of enforceability.
There should be a post construction mitigation monitoring plan for noise or light inpacts.
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3. There are additional feasible mitigation measures which should be included. They include, but
are not limited to, the following;
A The Jones and Stokes Sports Complex Sound Study Mitigation Measures are feasible
mitigation measures for a football stadium in the sports complex area. A lower sound level limit
may be required, as noted.

B. There are other feasible mitigations which have been used in other stadiums and should be
considered. These include, but are not limited to, enclosing the football stadium, partially
enclosing the football stadium, building a stadium which is significantly below ground level,
berming the stadium, orienting the stadium away from the residential neighborhood on Bishop’s
Peak, and acoustical barriers.

4. We additionally suggest that the following statement be added as a mitigation, “Cal Poly will

meet with neighbors early in project planning and design about projects that may affect them and
have cooperative discussions on ways to relieve possible impacts” (Page 334, Master Plan)

LIGHT, LIGHT TRESPASS, AND GLARE:

\_~ 1. There are no proposed findings nor any evidence to support a fmding that the environmentally
saperior alternative of remodeling the present Mustang Stadinm is infeasible.

2. Page 142 states, “In addition, any additional sports facilities, like any other facility on campus,
will be designed so as to mitigate environmental imopacts on and off campus™. That is a positive
statement. However, the proposed mitigation measures for the Parking stractures and mustang
stadium propose to avoid glare and light trespass “onto adjacent areas and onto public right-of-
way areas”. The most effective light mitigation measures for the parking structures and mustang
stadium should avoid light and glare and light trespass to adjacent areas, the public right of way,
AND THE RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD AND CITY’S OPEN SPACE ON BISHOP’S
PEAK. (These overlook the proposed project)

3. The Master Plan proposes Class II, significant residual impacts for ight and glare. We agree
with the San Luis Obispo City Council that this is nnacceptable. The project and/or mitigations
should be reexamined and modified so that the light, light trespass and glare impacts are reduced
further, The most effective mitigations should be used, rather than less effective ones.
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4. Additional feasible mitigation measures which should be considered, include, but are not
limited to, enclosing the football stadium, partially enclosing the football stadium, using horizontal
arms of lighting which extend over the field of the football stadium and aim light down rather than
vertical lights, sinking the football stadium significantly below ground level, planting rows of

trees which are tall enough to help screen the sports complex lighting, and using the lighting
which most effectively mitigates any light trespass or glare. Attached are professionally
suggested, additional feasible mitigation measures for the football stadium and the proposed

parking structure closest to the sports complex, Parking structure III (Attachments # 3 and #4 for
the record).

5. If the basketball arena is built, similar additional mitigation measures should also be
considered where appropriate.

6. Mitigation measures should be tied to performance standards and standards of enforceability.
There should be post construction mitigation monitoring plans for noise and light, light trespass
and glare. '

7. We suggest that the following statement be added as a mitigation, “Cal Poly will meet with

neighbors early in project planning and design about projects that may affect them and
cooperative discussions on. ways to relieve possible impacts”. (page 334 Cal Poly Master Plan)

\ Sincerely,

Qﬂ/wu w&%t&w







Letter 52

[neighbors]

Bishops Peak Neighborhood Association

December 8, 2000

52-1
Commenter urges implementation of guiding principles from Neighborhood Relations Task Force.

Response
 The text in the Guiding Framework now reads:  “Planning future campus facilities and support services so as to minimize and mitigate environmental impacts on and off campus to the full extent feasible as part of project design” (p. 15).

52-2
Commenter suggests specific language to mitigate impacts in sports complex area.

Response
 While the recently opened Sports Complex is not a component of the Master Plan update, there are numerous principles that apply to any further development of this type.  With respect to any future development in the area around the Sports Complex, text has been added as follows:  “Particular consideration will be given to minimizing impacts on established neighborhoods and public open space” (p. 150).

52-3
Asks that Heery plan not be used as a basis for any future football stadium location/design

Response
Although the Heery plan offers guidance the provision of future recreational facilities on campus, it does not necessarily guide design; comment is noted for future reference.  The Heery plan will not be used for the stadium design.  The location in the Heery Plan for Mustang Stadium is consistent with the Master Plan stadium alternative location, should the stadium move.  
52-4
Commenter requests reference 1997 Jones and Stokes sound study be made in EIR and plan.

Response
The Jones and Stokes study has been cited in the bibliography.  A summary of its findings have been incorporated into the discussion of the Mustang Stadium relocation alternative.  The Master Plan text has been modified to include references to the Jones and Stokes sound study as well (see pp. 150 and 152).

52-5
Commenter suggests the plan consider the possible future football stadium as new project since it is not just a relocation of same size facility.

Response 
Comment noted.  If Mustang Stadium were to move, it would require additional environmental analysis.  Note that the refurbishment of the current Mustang Stadium has been clarified in the Master Plan as the most appropriate current option (see p. 151).

52-6
Commenter suggests the need for more effective mitigation for noise.

Response 
The Jones and Stokes study has been cited in the bibliography.  A summary of its findings have been incorporated into the discussion of the Mustang Stadium relocation in the EIR.

52-7
Commenter requests the plan address feasibility of remodeling Mustang stadium (compare noise impacts.)

Response
The refurbishment of the current Mustang Stadium has been added to the Master Plan as an alternative.  The Jones and Stokes study provides the following guidance for expected noise levels at the stadium location:

“The results of the sound level projection analysis and the simulation test indicate that crowd sound and public address sound at levels anticipated from the stadia will not measurably increase A-weighted background sound levels in the neighborhoods of concern under cool, calm, weather conditions with clear skies.  They also indicate that sounds from these sources will be barely audible depending on location.  In addition, the results of the simulation test indicate that loud music (93-94 dBA and 100 feet) can be distinctly audible at locations that have a direct line of sight to the project site and can be barely audible at locations where there is intervening topography or structures.  The test results also indicate that public address announcements at a level of 84 dBA at 100 feet can be audible at locations with a direct line of sight to the project site.  The predominant winds out of the northeast will tend to increase sound transmission from the project site and could result in distinctly audible crowd and public address sound in the neighborhoods of concern.  However, these types of conditions are usually unstable, intermittent, and short term in nature.  In addition, temperature inversion conditions and the associated low cloud cover that would tend to increase sound transmission typically occur in July, August, and September and would not typically coincide with use of the stadia.”

52-8
Commenter suggests that noise and light mitigation must be monitored.

Response
CEQA requires the development of a mitigation-monitoring plan, a condition of certifying the EIR and its measures.  Future environmental work will be more specific to each project and will allow for identification of more concrete applications for mitigation measures.
52-9
Commenter recommends the Jones and Stokes and other studies for alternative noise mitigation.

Response
Although the Jones and Stokes study was designed for the Sports Complex, it will be useful for future projects.  Specific noise mitigation measures will be developed on a project-by-project basis.  The Jones and Stokes study, in conjunction with additional studies, will be used for any modifications to Mustang Stadium, or any similar facility.
52-10
Commenter suggests adding working with neighbors as a component of noise mitigation.

Response
See p. 348 where the University includes in its future communication principles that it will consult with neighbors prior to the development of any facility that could have negative impacts in their neighborhood.

52-11
Commenter suggests plan address feasibility of remodeling Mustang stadium).

Response
This recommendation has been added to the plan, noting that the refurbishment of the current Mustang Stadium is the most appropriate current option (see p. 151).

52-12
Commenter suggests adding specific language to clarify mitigation of light and glare impacts on residential areas and open space.

Response
Additional language includes the following:  “As noise and light impacts are significant concerns, the campus will conduct further studies, like the Jones and Stokes Sound Study prepared in 1997 by the City and community for the Sports Complex.”  And, further along in the same paragraph: “Particular consideration will be given to minimizing impacts on established neighborhoods and public open space” (p. 150).

52-13
Commenter calls for more effective mitigation for light and glare - Class II finding not acceptable based on proposed mitigation.

Response
Additional mitigation has been added to the EIR.  The essential change is that the Heery Plan will not necessarily be used for the design of any future facility, and certainly not for the football stadium (which is not proposed for relocation in this Master Plan).
52-14
Commenter offers suggestions for alternative, more effective mitigation of light and glare.

Response
Additional mitigation has been added to the EIR.  The essential change is that the Heery Plan will not necessarily be used for the design of any future facility, and certainly not for the football stadium (which is not proposed for relocation in this Master Plan).

52-15
Commenter suggests applying similar mitigation measures for light and glare if basketball arena is built.

Response
Any sports facility constructed on campus will be subjected to additional environmental scrutiny.  The mitigation developed in the Master Plan EIR will be applied to the Field House (basketball arena).
52-16
Commenter suggests noise and light mitigation must be monitored.

Response
CEQA requires mitigation to be monitored through the mitigation-monitoring plan, a condition of adopting the EIR and its measures.  Future environmental work will be more specific to each project and will allow for identification of more concrete applications for mitigation measures.
52-17
Commenter suggests adding working with neighbors as a component of light and glare mitigation.

Response
See p. 348 where the University will consult with neighbors prior to the development of any facility that could have negative impacts in their neighborhood.
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December 4, 2000
TO: B.Lowe
Facilities Planning
Cal Poly University
San Luis Obispo, CA 93407
Re:  Cal Poly Master Plan
The Environmental Center of San Luis Obispo (ECOSLO) appreciates this opportunity to
comment on the Cal Poly Master Plan. The Plan has many good features and attempts to address
the potential future impact of housing needs in San Luis Obispo County regarding Cal Poly’s
projected enrollment. The Environmental Center of San Luis Obispo (ECOSLO) feels that there
are some remaining areas of concern in the Plan. The purpose of this letter is to state our concern
with the placement of housing, and to bring to vour atiention certain requirements mandated by
the State of California.
Many people have commented on the placement of housing. ECOSLO is concerned with the s 3 .'

planned placement of housing in the mouth of Poly Canyon and along the Brizziolari (Brizzolara)
Creek flood plain. These areas are sensitive habitats that should not be displaced in the quest for
campus housing. A previously made recommendation by the Biclogy Department offers an
alternative to destroying the sensitive areas of Poly Canyon and Brizziolara Creek.

The proposed housing sites located behind the Brick Dorms and their parking lots,
the North Mountain Dorms, and the housing site near California Bivd. should be
built first in whatever sequence deemed desirable. Afier these sites are fully
developed, the housing needs on the campus should be re-evaluated o determine
what additional housing may be needed.

The housing built at these locations should encompass parking beneath the structure in a quantity

sufficient to accommodate the number of students housed in the unit. This would allow for a l s 3 'Z
four or five-story building that would require less ground space for its existence thus minimizing

the impact on the environment while supplying much needed housing and parking, the idea being

to build up rather than out. This idea of in-filling within the campus core could be carried out in l s 3 .3
many locations on campas and would help eliminate the need to destroy sensitive habitats to

house more students, faculty and their attendant requirements.

864 Osos Street, Suite C Tel. 805/544-1777
P.0.Box 1014 ) » Fax 805/544-1871
San Luis Obispo, California 93406 Printed on reclaimed paper e-mail ecosfo@slonet org
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ECOSLO recognizes Cal Poly’s “learn by doing” philosophy and enjoys being involved with
students and faculty. On August 2, 2000, Governor Gray Davis issued executive Order D-16-00:

“.. to site, design, deconstruet, construct, renovate, operate and maintain state buildings
that are models of energy, water, and materials efficiency; while providing healthy,
productive, and comfortable indoor environments and long term benefits to Californians.”

We think that Cal Poly should be designing the most environmentally advanced residence halls

in the world. “This is an opportunity for Cai Poly to build residence structures that provide a

unique living and learning opportunity, emphasizing resource efficiency and renewable energy. 5 3""
The new dorms should be designed with environmental considerations focusing on energy,

building materials, sustainable living practices and student invelvement in the planning process.

The McLean Environmental Living and Learning Center at Northland College in Wisconsin
achieved energy and water efficiency at a rate 50% greater than a typical building designed to
code. The systems employed by Northland included high efficiency heating, heat recovery,
advanced lighting control, natural daylighting, wind power, photovoltaic panels, and solar water
heating. Cal Poly could do the same or better. You have the opportunity in designing the new
residence halls and faculty housing to showcase Cal Poly’s environmental commitment.

Thank you for your time and consideration in committing to a sustainable future.

ﬂ Y sna bl /W)UWMTEM

Pamela Marshall Heatherington
Executive Director

Environmental Center of San Luis Obispo
864 Osos St., Suite C

San Luis Obispo. CA 93401

‘—






Letter 53

Pamela Heatherington

EcoSlo

December 4, 2000

53-1
The commenter suggests that the housing north of Brizzolara Creek should only be built after housing has been constructed at sites H-4, H-5, H-6 and H-7 (see Figure 5-9) and only if a reevaluation suggests the additional housing would be needed.  This would protect sensitive habitats.

Response
Concerns are noted.  The Master Plan team made extensive efforts to relocate the H-1 and H-2 housing units at a suitable distance from the creek corridor that resulted in the creation of the Brizzolara Creek Enhancement Project and the re-adsorption of units initially proposed for location along the creek (namely H-3).  The additional beds were the result of partial absorption of the H-4 housing unit that could not be relocated in its entirety elsewhere on campus. 

53-2
The commenter suggests that housing provide parking underneath and be built upwards of four and five stories to reduce the need for land.

Response
 Several commenters have suggested the University develop housing in a more compact form to save land, especially through the use of taller buildings – “up not out.”  Housing on campus was designed to meet several parameters.  One was to avoid the development of high-rises.  Student housing is effective when it provides an atmosphere of community.  This requires air and open recreation space, as well as a connection to everyday living patterns.  Taller structures create a disconnection from the student to the student community.  In addition, taller structures increase the risk of catastrophe from fire or seismic events.  Nevertheless, the proposals are compact, at a density equal to or greater than that elsewhere on campus.  Furthermore, a constraints analysis undertaken at the outset of the Master Plan process identified areas appropriate for housing development.  The housing proposals are consistent with that analysis. See Constraints and Opportunities analysis.  Where feasible, the Master Plan calls for “integration of parking into structures at ground level or below” (page 195).

53-3
The commenter suggests Cal Poly should adhere to principles of building sustainability in all future development, becoming a model for the community. Use infill sites for housing

Response
Additional text has been added on pp. 162-163, as follows.  Site selection, site planning and building design should account for solar exposure, prevailing wind direction, and patterns of light and shade to minimize energy requirements and enhance the quality of outdoor space.  Design guidelines and processes for implementing the Master Plan should encourage energy efficient building design and resource conservation.  The campus landscape plan should consider the impact of vegetation and water use on the resource efficiency of facilities and the creation of comfortable and functional outdoor space.  

Design for renovation of existing buildings and new construction should consider ways to maximize energy efficiency and take advantage of the mild climate in San Luis Obispo.  Alternative, renewable energy sources should be used to the greatest extent possible to offset growth in demand.  As costs escalate for traditional energy sources, other options to consider include integrated photovoltaics and solar generation for electricity, passive and low energy cooling strategies for buildings (including materials, solar control, natural ventilation, thermal mass), passive solar space and water heating, and effective use of day lighting.  New buildings should be well ventilated using natural ventilation, and existing buildings should be retrofitted where feasible to make them usable and livable during the summer without requiring air conditioning.

Consistent with Cal Poly’s mission, the campus should explore an integrated approach to sustainable, or “green” design for research, education and operational applications in new and renovated buildings and in the campus landscape treatment.  In addition to the energy conservation measures noted above, these efforts should address water conservation and reclamation, re-use of materials and products, and life-cycle costing in general.  Several opportunities for resource recovery projects with educational and research potential as well as operational value include water supply and waste treatment for animal facilities, enhancement of Brizzolara Creek and the construction of new student residential communities.

53-4
Commenter suggests becoming a model for advanced environmental design.

Response
The following text has been added to the University Land Uses element, p. 79.  Several of the plan elements contain principles and recommendations to guide future building and landscape design so as to achieve healthy, productive and comfortable indoor and outdoor environments.  The Campus Instructional Core element provides the most direction with respect to design principles such as Sense of Place, Compactness, and Visual Continuity.  It also includes a section specifying how a green space plan and a landscape plan should be developed as implementation studies.  In addition to establishing aesthetic and user-sensitive design, the Master Plan is concerned with energy efficiency and resource conservation.  The Public Facilities and Utilities element covers these characteristics of campus development.  Other plan elements that involve development, such as Outdoor Teaching and Learning, Residential Communities, Parking, and Ancillary Activities and Facilities, do not repeat either these aesthetic or sustainability principles.  Nevertheless, it is the intention of the Master Plan that they be applied to all campus development, including projects undertaken by campus auxiliaries, the Foundation and Associated Students, Inc.  As the building and landscape design guidelines are developed, they will take into account the different features of different parts of campus, particularly, the Campus Instructional Core, agricultural facilities in the extended campus, and residential communities.
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Dear Ms. Lowe,

After study and discussion in our Issues Committee and in our Legislative/Economic Action Committee,
the San Luis Obispo Chamber of Commerce would like to forward the following comments concerning
the Revised Cal Poly Master Plan and Draft EIR:

We encourage a comprehensive circulation plan which will promote pedestrian use of the campus, keep

parking on the perimeter, ease congestion by a sequencing of links in city roadways as suggested, and

provide for an effective and adequate student transit system to include a city/campus shuttle system. We ;q-|
agree with the proposal to discourage Freshman students from bringing cars to campus. We request that

you explore the possibility of a city/county/campus joint venture to tap into monies available from transit
organizations.

In the area of housing we would like to see the "new urbanism" applied to on campus apartments and to

the off campus faculty, staff, and married student housing proposed across Hwy. 1. Innovative design

with compact urban form is preferred; this is an opportunity to use creative and perhaps groundbreaking

design solutions. We would like Cal Poly to consider the following possibilities with regard to the

financing and placement of new housing: 1) forming a non-profit with the Cal Poly foundation to develoj S"l -2
housing in other areas of town in addition to those listed in the plan, 2) consider obtaining property on

the perimeter of the campus which is now owned by the local school district as a site for development of |

faculty and staff housing, 3) look into the feasibility of obtaining other properties in close proximity to

campus to be used for faculty and staff housing.

We believe that ancilliary and conference facilities would be a plus for the community at large. l S4- 3
We would like to see more services and facilities provided for students on campus; for example, full I oy~
service food markets. We like the idea of apartment style housing on campus and additional amenities will

create a more "resident friendly" culture.
We request that the privitization of housing and of commercial businesses on campus be considered. l sq '!

We very much appreciate the time, effort, and sensitivity to the community that Dr. Linda Dalton and her
team have committed to this process and we look forward to continued updates.

Sincerely,

Patricia Wilmore

Director of Governmental Affairs

San Luis Obispo Chamber of Commerce

tofl 12772000 1:49 PM







Letter 54

Ms. Patricia Wilmore

San Luis Obispo Chamber of Commerce

December 7, 2000

54-1
Commenter offers support for circulation and parking proposals.


Response
No response required; See Circulation, Alternative Transportation and Parking elements.

54-2
Commenter suggests applying "new urbanism" concepts to housing on campus.

Response
 Several of the plan elements contain principles and recommendations to guide future building and landscape design so as to achieve healthy, productive and comfortable indoor and outdoor environments.  The Campus Instructional Core element provides the most direction with respect to design principles such as Sense of Place, Compactness, and Visual Continuity.  It also includes a section specifying how a green space plan and a landscape plan should be developed as implementation studies.  In addition to establishing aesthetic and user-sensitive design, the Master Plan is concerned with energy efficiency and resource conservation.  The Public Facilities and Utilities element covers these characteristics of campus development.  Other plan elements that involve development, such as Outdoor Teaching and Learning, Residential Communities, Parking, and Ancillary Activities and Facilities, do not repeat either these aesthetic or sustainability principles.  Nevertheless, it is the intention of the Master Plan that they be applied to all campus development, including projects undertaken by campus auxiliaries, the Foundation and Associated Students, Inc.  As the building and landscape design guidelines are developed, they will take into account the different features of different parts of campus, particularly, the Campus Instructional Core, agricultural facilities in the extended campus, and residential communities.

54-3
Commenter recommends land and financing options for student, faculty and staff housing.

Response
See additional language regarding project financing on page 346:  “…to the extent possible, the University should explore a range of alternatives, such as public-private partnerships, Foundation support, enterprise partnerships and collaborative ‘design-build’ project development techniques.”
54-4
Commenter offers support for ancillary and conference facilities.

Response
No response required; see pp. 205-206.
54-5
Commenter offers support for services and facilities on campus for student residents.

Response
No response required; See also a new section on Commercial Retail Services (pp. 202-203), cited below in response to comment 54-6.
54-6
Commenter requests consideration of "privatization" of housing and commercial services on campus.

Response
As planning for an increased range and volume of services occurs, the campus will need to determine which it should offer directly and which might be provided through franchise or “privatization.”
The vision of the Master Plan calls for a primary campus activity center near the University Union that is focused on students.  Thus, the range of retail businesses and other activities would remain specialized and not constitute a full urban commercial center.  Cal Poly understands that there is a delicate balance in determining how much of what services will be sufficient to support the campus community and manage commuting.  Effective alternative transportation will allow students, faculty, and staff – as well as members of the broader community – to take advantage of the range of services and facilities both on and off campus without adding to traffic congestion. The Cal Poly Foundation is presently the exclusive provider of certain services – e.g., food service, vending machines and bookstore.  Other services compete for campus outlets – e.g., travel service, ATMs.  As planning for an increased range and volume of services occurs, the campus will need to determine which it should offer directly and which might be provided through franchise or “privatization.”
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December 3, 2000

Dr. Linda Daiton

Vice Provost for institutional Pianning
c/o Ms. Bonnie Lau

Califomia Polytechnic State University
San Luis Obispo, CA 93407

Dear Dr. Daltor:

your recent community presentations. The most important issue that | have as both a resident of
San Luis Obispo and a very close neighbor to the university, is the lack of trust | have in the
process Cal Poly has historically taken with development. | do not feel that Cat Paly will protect
our neighborhoods’ best interasts as 2 good neighbor and ruly follow this plan. | am unsure that
Cal Poly will not unilaterally add on or “re-develop” projects to their institutional neads that could
significamiy impact our low density neighborhoods.

1 feel it is important that Cal Poly understand and appreciate the dynamic of our two
communities’ interdependent relationship. n the past, and o a certain extent through this
current Master Pian process, Cal Poly has appeared 1o take 3 patronizing attitude toward
interested community members. This perspective is more than evident by the monologue nature
of your presentations and the absence of answers 1o questions asked. Just writing our
questions down in cryptic form on a sheet of butcher paper is not 2 “public retations savvy” SS‘Z
manner 10 demonstrate an open and interactive dialogue process. Some effort toward
answaering the questions would have placated most, and at a minimum, it would have
demonstrated some genuine interest in the concerns voiced. Additionally, an aggressive mail
campaign notifying affected residents, both tenants and owners, of the plan deveioprment would
have demonstrated an open approach 1o the process. Be that as it may, the Cal Poly Master
Plan directly affects the quality of fa of our neighborhoods and since our neighbors are your
emplovees and students, | would think that you would be more than over-cautious in designing
projects that will ultimately affect city residents.

To the guestions at hand that need significant clarificatfon:
5+

Thank you for the opportunity to respend to Cal Poly’s Master Plan and discussions from ‘

= What guarantee is there that the current open space bordering Slack St. tcolored pink on
maps indicating Anciltary Facilities) wilt not be used as building sites in the future?

o How far up the hillside is Cal Poly expecting to develop? (The notorious pink shading-ancitiary
facilities, differs with almost every map and on some maps the print-cut does not show the
entire hillside}

« Why won't Cal Poly commit that fand 10 an open space buffer and/or Ag grazing lands as
supported by the December 5, 2000 SLO City Council Agenda Report?

o Will Cal Poly re-designate and add two-way arows along the Slack St. border east of Grand ss o
Ave. indicating neighborbood impact, as supported by the December 5, 2000 SLO City
Council Agenda Report?

« How large is the proposed Visitor Center, including parking and ancillary buildings if any?
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- What is “or additional conference facilities” (pg. 195 CP Master Plan} in reference to the
Grand Avenue entrance Visltors’ Center? Use? Clientele? Additional building? Capacity/size?

« Why, all of a sudden, doas “conference facilities” appear as just a simple word addition but 59'6
wholly a new and potentially impactful entity? (This is The "trust” issue being tested between
Cal Poly and the community!}

« What are the structural/size/EIR differences between a Visitors® Center and conference

facility? .,
« What impact to traffic flow, intersection and pedestrian safety, and aesthetics will the
Visitors’ Centar have on the narrow Slack St. roadway and Pacheco Flemantary School? 5,' b
= Wil it necessitate widening the roadway or instaliing 3 traffic light- (against neighborheod -
wishes?)

» Couldn't the Visitors’ Centter be located further up Grand Ave., on campus, in the area of the l s"’
proposed 136 bad apartment complex? .

« 136 beds versus the 3,000 seems a very small percentage of beds to warrant the
disturbance and challenge of Infringing on a buffer atea. What was the criteria for placing a
136 bed spartment complex in an existing buffer area?

« Wil the complex ramain at 136 bads with a guarantee of no aexpansion SS-S

« Doesn’t this apartment complex set a precedent for possible tuturs development up the
mountain side and into the buffar arsa'with “add-ons* similar to what iz being ohsarved with
the LOVR/Madonna Home Depot-Costco development-—not trustworthy politics)

« Why can't a8 136 bad aparmment complex be included into tha Brizzolaro Creek sita since itis ' 55' [}
such a small addition rather than a completely new complax?

« What typa of substamial buffer/landscaping will be used to soften the visual and noise I s..l ]
impact of the apartment complex on tha neighboring resldential homes?

»  What lor to whorm} is the appeal process for both initial plans {inctuding EIR findings), and ‘ 6~ (1}
any changas that may supersede the Master Plan?

« Who makes the final decision on sach phase of tha plan? l s‘ -1
« How will the bordering neighborhioed be notified of final design plans, building schedules, EIR

hearings, etc.? |65'l3
« Can‘t Cat Poly and the City of SLO develop a Memorandum of Understanding that would bind

pboth entities to the prescribad/approved Mester Plan sliminating the fear of unilateral ls‘ 24|

development?

« Can the Board of Regents or whatever govering body who will ultimately approve the plan, lS" $
conduct the hearings in Sen Luis Obispo? {again it would demonstrate good falth interest in
our commuriity needs}

« How or when will | racelve answers to the aforementioned questions? l ‘s" 5

Thank you for listening to my concerns for the place | call “homea”. And thank you in
advance for taking the time to address my questions. .

Sincoraly,

Terry Elifiink

1983 Slack St.

San Luis Obispo, CA 92405
549-8560
kyken1@msn.com
Telfrink@slcusd.org

S






Letter 55

Mr. Terry Elfrink

December 8, 2000

55-1
Commenter notes his distrust of Cal Poly's planning process.

Response
Comment noted.  See discussion of process in Introduction and Task Forces in Chapter 2.

55-2
Commenter requests more notice and greater consideration of neighbors by Cal Poly.

Response 
As part of the Communication and Consultation section of Chapter 7, the Master Plan provides for early meetings with neighbors so as to design projects to relieve potential impacts.
 

55-3
Commenter seeks greater specificity of development potential at Slack and Grand.

Response
Exhibit i shows a more limited development area and adds a buffer.  The area beyond the ancillary designation will remain “Outdoor Teaching and Learning,” consistent with the grazing activities there.
55-4
Commenter makes request for recognition of potential neighborhood impacts along Slack Street.
Response
A double arrow has been moved on Exhibit 4.10 to the east of Grand Avenue to indicate potential neighborhood conflicts.
55-5
Commenter requests that the plan clarify the Visitor Center site and conference facility expectations at Grand and Slack.
Response
The building outlines are shown on Exhibit 5.7 and on a graphic at page 207.  These are only conceptual, as project designs will be developed later.  However, they do identify the relative size and scope of a visitor center.  Further, new text on page 206 provides the following clarification of expectations:

“The most commonly mentioned ancillary activities include a visitor center, conference center, and applied research park.  This section explores the nature of each briefly; however, each would require further detailed analysis at such time as a specific proposal is made.

“A visitor center would provide a facility to welcome guests to the campus.  It could include a station where visitors could obtain parking permits, campus maps, and directions to their destinations.  The visitor center could serve as the starting point for campus tours conducted by Poly Reps.  It could also include a small exhibit covering Cal Poly’s history and accomplishments. 

“No detailed program has been suggested for a conference center, yet the idea has been studied several times and continues to arise.  Presently, Cal Poly’s Conference Services use regular campus facilities during times that they are not scheduled for instruction, and house attendees in some of the residence halls during the summer.  The Master Plan calls for an expansion of alumni services near the present Alumni House, which may include small conference or retreat facilities.  In addition, the area near Grand Avenue and Slack Street has been suggested for potential conference facilities.  Cal Poly will continue to use its residence halls during the off season to support conferences.”

55-6
Commenter seeks clarification on traffic impacts of Visitor Center on Grand Avenue.

Response
A visitor center would most likely have the effect of reducing the distance existing visitors would have to travel into the campus.  Grand Avenue would have only minimal impacts from the proposed project.  Access will not be provided off of Slack Street.  Future environmental review will also address this topic.

55-7
Commenter requests the plan consider relocating Visitor Center further onto campus.
Response
A map change (Exhibit 5.7) shows a different orientation of the Visitor Center and adds a buffer.  This is an excellent site for a visitor center, an activity that should have very little effect on the neighborhood.

55-8
Commenter asks for the basis of locating 136 beds at the northeast corn of Slack Street and Grand Avenue - and is that a maximum number that may be built there?  Why not elsewhere?

Response
The site was selected because it is adjacent to existing student housing, and the tree-lined swale to the south will continue to serve as a buffer.  The number of beds represents one estimate of how many units could be built on the site; however, the specific number of students housed will depend on building type and will be determined by more detailed feasibility analysis.  Significant changes to this proposal would require a Master Plan amendment from the Board of Trustees.  This site was chosen in part to reduce the potential impacts to Brizzolara Creek.  Commenter is directed to see Land Use element - Compatibility principle on page 69, proposing buffers between residential neighborhoods and on-campus student residences.

55-9
Commenter asks why the 136-bed complex cannot be moved to the Brizzolara Creek area.

Response
The Master Plan team was presented with its greatest challenge when it sought to fulfill the policy of housing all new enrollment on campus.  The density assigned to all new housing equals or exceeds that of existing housing on campus.  The earlier draft of the plan had considerably more housing near Brizzolara Creek.  In order to allow for the enhancement of the creek, the team looked elsewhere to meet the mandate.  The area near Slack Street and Grand Avenue is relatively low quality soil, therefore not great for agriculture, is low in biological resources, and has a relatively flat gradient, all of which contribute to it being an excellent site for campus development.  However, concern with neighborhood impacts led the team to keep housing to the north of the large swale, behind a natural screen, and to limit the development near Slack Street to non-residential activities.  The revised map shows the limits of the area designated for student housing in the Master Plan.

55-10
Commenter requests information on mitigating visual and noise impacts of new student housing.

Response
A substantial buffer is currently provided for the complex by the vegetated drainage swale bisecting the site.  Additional landscaping to screen light and noise will likely be a part of the project mitigation when proposed.

55-11
Commenter asks about the review and appeal process for the plan and specific developments.

Response
The Master Plan will be forwarded to the California State University Board of Trustees for approval and EIR certification at their March 2001 meeting.  This will be conducted as a public hearing.  Appeal from their decision is to the Superior Court.  Subsequent filing to the Board will occur as the development plans are prepared and processed.

55-12
Commenter asks who makes the final decision on each phase of the plan.

Response
See response 55-11 above.  The Board of Trustees has final decision-making authority over the Master Plan and the individual projects proposed within it.

55-13
Commenter asks how notification will take place for neighbors regarding any development, EIRs, etc. near Grand Avenue and Slack Street.

Response
As part of the Communication and Consultation section of Chapter 7, the Master Plan provides for early meetings with neighbors who may be impacted by a campus project.  Chapter 7 also addresses future environmental review.

55-14
Commenter requests the City and Cal Poly enter into a Memorandum of Understanding to avoid concerns of unilateral actions.

Response
As part of the Communication and Consultation section of Chapter 7, the Master Plan includes provision for consultation with elected officials and local and regional agencies.    The University has no provision or current intent to enter into a general Memorandum of Understanding with the City to limit its authority, especially in furtherance of its academic mission.

55-15
Commenter asks if the CSU governing body can meet in SLO.

Response
The CSU Board of Trustees will hold their deliberations on the Cal Poly Master Plan as part of a much larger agenda at their March meeting, and, therefore, will not travel to San Luis Obispo for the discussion of the Plan.  

55-16
Commenter asks how will he receive answers to his questions.

Response
Responses will be included in FEIR as an appendix to Master Plan; individual commenters will receive correspondence noting responses to their concerns.
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Letter 56

Ben Fine

December 8, 2000

56-1
The commenter notes that Cal Poly is “killing San Luis Obispo.”  He is concerned about the environmental impacts of increasing enrollment. 

Response
This statement is too broad to be addressed here.  The commenter is referred to the EIR located in chapter 6 of the Master Plan for a discussion of environmental impacts from the master plan.  The comment is noted for the consideration of the decision makers. See DEIR discussion of alternatives

56-2
Commenter notes fertilizer is going to enter Brizzolara Creek from the Sports Complex.

Response
 The Sports Complex is not part of the Master Plan update.  However, for informational purposes, the Sports Complex has been designed with a number of mitigation measures to reduce the introduction of pesticides and fertilizers into Brizzolara Creek.  Furthermore, the creek will be monitored to identify changes in water quality.

56-3
Commenter would prefer new students only be admitted into vacated positions.

Response
  See Chapter 3 for a discussion of different scenarios for meeting enrollment demand.
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Letter 57

Shredder

New Times

December, 2000

57-1
Commenter notes that it was too late to comment on the Master Plan if the public did not attend the two informational meetings held in December.

Response
Commenter corrects this erroneous statement at Comment 57-9 below.

57-2
Commenter suggests the meetings were an opportunity to “stand up and be ignored.”

Response
 The purpose of the meetings was to provide information and respond to questions from the public about the Cal Poly Master Plan.

57-3
Commenter suggests that the plan is the “blueprint for the explosive growth Cal Poly expects over the next 20 years.”

Response
Cal Poly’s enrollment increase of approximately 3,000 students is half what was requested by the CSU Chancellor’s office.  Environmental constraints and a lack of housing in the community necessitated Cal Poly’s reducing that increase. See charts in Chapter 3 comparing proposed growth for Cal Poly with San Luis Obispo area, CSU and State of California.  

57-4
Commenter questions whether anyone would care about where the new students would be housed or the impacts of developing along Brizzolara and Stenner Creeks.

Response
Numerous comments were received from members of the public who showed concern about housing and impacts to riparian habitats.  For the record, development is not proposed along Stenner Creek.

57-5
Commenter questions whether anyone cares about the development of ancillary activities, such as a research park and a golf-learning center and the relocation of the football stadium.

Response
Numerous comments were received from members of the public who showed concern about these activities.  There comments are addressed above.

57-6
Commenter suggests that attending the meetings was of no value to the public because the Cal Poly “flacks” probably weren’t listening.

Response
I’m sorry,  what did you say?

57-7
Commenter suggests no one was taking notes at the meetings.

Response
A Cal Poly representative stood at a two foot by three-foot note pad located on an easel in the front of the room and wrote down every comment made by the public.  

57-8
Commenter questioned the value of attending the meeting.

Response
Attendance at the meeting was an opportunity to hear and be heard, as is the purpose of public meetings.

57-9
Commenter states that the public had until Monday, December 4th to submit written comments.

Response
The comment period was extended until Friday, December 8th at 5:00 pm.

57-10
Commenter suggests that comments made by the public may or may not be taken into consideration.

Response
Perhaps the preceding 356 pages of comment and response will suffice.
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Residents for Quahty Nelghborhoods

P.0. Box 12604 « San Luis Obispo, CA 93406

. O FERS DR ,or
December 4, 2000 — QHande vile

1 jen
Re: Comments on the Cal Poly Master Plan and Draft EIR v N et

Meeting Date: 12/05/00
Item Number: 1B

Henorabls Mayor and Gity Council Members,

Once again, we appreciate the opportunity to present to yol our written comments on
the Cal Poly Master Plan. They are attached and include the following documents:

1. Response to the City Staff repart with suggested actions. [Page 1 - 3} ISB'\
2. Response to Cal Poly Master Plan Draft EIR with suggested actions.[ Page 4 - 6]‘5'.1
3. RAN's previous Master Plan Comments. {Page 7)

As you know RGN has been actively involved with this pracess from the beginning. After
digesting three versions of the plen, we still have very serious concerns regarding the
impacts this plan will have on our neighborhaods and community as a whole.

 We, therefore, ask the council ta consider our recommendations and incorporate them
into the City's response to the Cal Poly Master Plan.

Sincerely yours,

Cpansiy ey

Cydney Holcomb
Chairpersan, RGN
RECEIVED

DEC 0 & 2008
SLO CITY COUNCIL
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R.Q.N 12/04/00 page 1

COMMENTS ON THE CAL POLY MASTER PLAN
AND
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
{October 10, 2000)

1. RGN RESPONSE TO : City of San Luis Obispo - Staff Report - 12/05/00

Pages 1B-1 & 18-2
Report in Briet: Goncepts 1-10

1. We agree.
2. We agree.
3. We sgree.
4. We agree.
5. We agree.

B. We agree. Add sentence: Housing should be provided prior to increases in |
enrofirment

7. Heery Sports Facilities'Master Plan. We disagree with citing the Heery Plan.
Please refer ta our comments to Page 189,

Jones and Stokes Noise Study A sound study for the Cal Poly Sports
complexwas done in 1997 through a joint effort of Cal Paly and the City of
San Luis Obispo. I included specific mitigations for neise from the Sports
Carnplex. The City has previously asked Cal Poly to use these mitigations in
it's Sports Complex.

We agree with citing the 1987 Jones & Stokes Sound Study and its
recommended mitigations.

Action: Change #7 to read: " Oite the Jones and Stokes Sound Study and its
recarnmended mitigstions and show their use in the evslustion and design
of 8 new Mustang Stadium. Also, list the Jones and Stokes recommended
rmitigatians as feasible mitigations in the EIR for Mustang Stadium.”
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RQ.N 12/04/00 page 2

8. We agree.
3. We agree.

10. Change to read: “ Include a definitive pracess for Plan development and
Plan smendrment, which assures garly community nofffication, invelverment
and consultation”. :

Rationale: This is especially important as Cal Poly is prapesing to defer identification
of impacts unt#l such time as specific projects are considered for development.

Page 186
Items 11 through 11

We Agree.

Page 1B-—6 & 187
Comments on the October 10, 2000, Master Plan and Draft EIR

Page 71, Campus Development Map [re: Grand//Slack Neighborhood Interface]

Action: Ve suggest that the removal of pink shading indicating "possibility of
future development” apply to any and all other raps on which it may appear
throughiout the Master Plan.

Page 189

Page 137, Introduction {re: Heery Sports Facilties Master Plan citation}

Note: The 1985 Heery Sports Facility Master Plan proposes and includes
-drawings for a new and larger footbal stadium in the Sports Complex. This
stadiumn ‘would cover four {4] of the brand new multiuse playing fields and
proposes large vertical fight towers which will face the Bishop’s Peak
Neighborhood as well as the City’s open space area.

This plan was done by Cal Poly without an EIR, without a sound study and
without input from neighborhoods and the general public. therefore, because
the council and general public have probably never read the Heery Plan it
should not be endorsed or used as a basis for future design of the football
stadium.

Action: Add the following sentences: (1) Zhe Chy Council does not endorse the
Heery Plan as a basis for futire developrment of a new Mustang Stadium. (2] If

Cs/ Paly should build 8 new footbalf stadiurn, it is the expectation of the Gity
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RQ.N 12/04/00 page 3

Council that it will be designed to_avoid noise and light impscts on established
neighborfiopds and the Dity's open space aress to the greatest extent pogsible.

[Far example: rather than designing s stadium with vertical light poles facing
the Bishop's Peak Neighborhood, Cal Poly should design a stadium which more
effectively avoids lighting impacts by utllizing horizontal arms of lights that
extend over the field and aim down an the field rather than towards an existing
neighbarhood.}

Page 138, third paragraph, last sentence (re: Mustang Stadiumn focation clarification]

The Master Plan presumes phasing of Mustang Stadium from its present
lacation to the Sports Complex The Master Plan does not discuss remodeling
of the existing Mustang Stadiumn, which is probably the enviranmentally superiar
alternative.

Action: Rernodeling should be discussed as an alternative and be subject to the
Ernwvironmental Review Process. .

Page 1B-10

Page 333, Communication and Consultation {re: Community and Neighbarhoads]

See our carnments ta page 1B-2 concept #10.
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RQ.N 12/0%/00 page 2

2. RON RESPONSE TO: Cal Poly Master Plan, Draft Environmental Impact Report

Page 210, Cal Poly Master Plan {10/10/00
Noise

Movermnent of Mustang Stadium

Action: Include the recornmended mitigations from the 1997 Jones and Stokes
Sound Study as feasible mitigations. ‘

Action: Add the following statement: "Ca/ Poly will meet with neighbors eary in
project planning_and design about grojects that may_affect them _and have
cooperative discussions on ways to relieve 2 possible impacts”, {Cal Poly Master
Plan, Page 334].

Rationale: Cal Poly has stated it wili do this, but it does nat appear in the
mitigatian.

Action: Consider other feasible mitigations that have been used for other
stadiums, such as: berms, acoustical barriers, enclosing or partially enclosing
the stadium and sinking the stadium significantly below ground level.

Page 211
Aesthetics

Third box

Guestion: Cal Poly is proposing Class |l [significant] residual impacts. Certainly,
Cal Poly is not proposing light impacts so great that they will “interfere with a
persans ability to sleep, overwhelm existing views, adversely affsct the view
shed from the Ferrini natural open space or other public viewing areas.
diminish the character of the area from the Ferrini natural open space or other
publicly accessible properties or parks, ar pose safety hazards which interfere
with a persons ability to walk, drive, or from using or enjoying their property?
{Class I, Significant Impacts])

Action: City Coungil shouid state that these Class [l significant residual impacts
are not acceptable.
&
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RN 12/04/00 page 5

Third & Fourth Box

Action:  Add the following statement: ‘Ca/ Poly will meet with neighbors early in
project_planning and design sbout projects thet may affect them and have
‘cooperative discussions on ways to relieve possible impacts.”_{Cal Poly Master
Plan, Page 334].

Rationale: Cal Pdly has stated it will do this but it does not appear in the
mitigations.

Action: Add statermnent: A fght fixtures must be fully shielded, or have internal
and external lauvers fwhich ever is rnost effective] to avoid glarg and ght spilk
over onto adjacent, and norradiacent: areas and onto public rights of way. Light
trespass shall be ayoided to all extent fegsible”.

Rationale: Fully shieided lights or lights with internal and external louvers avoid
impacts on established neighborhoods and the City's open space to a grester
extent than “hooded fights”. City open space and some neighborhoods are not
adjacent to Cal Poly.

Page 212

Mustang Stadiumn ~ secand box

Action: Change first sentence to read: “If this project were to occur, final design
shall include all feasible mitigation measures possible to avoid light trespass,
~ and light and glare visible to area residents”.

Action: Add statement: “Alf fight fixtures must have internal and external louvers
or be fully shielded (which ever is most effective] to svoid glsre and light spil’-
aver onto adiacent, and non-adiacent sreas snd onto public rights of way. Light
trespass shall be avoided to alf extent feasible”.

Rationate: Fully shielded lights or lights with internal and external louvers avoid
impacts on established neighborhaods and the City's open space to a greater
extent than “shielded lights”. Gity open space and some neighborhoods are not
adjacent to Cal Poly.

Action:  For' new parking structures, new Mustang Stadium, the Slack and
Grand area and the Goldtree area, add other feasible lighting mitigations such
as: fully shieided lighting, internal and external louvered lighting, landscaping,”
enclosing or pertiglly enclosing structures, fighting fixtures of non-reflective
materials and horizontal fighting arms which are aimed in a downward
direction. 3
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RQ.N 12/04/00 page 6

Rationsle: Cal Poly seems to be offering minimal mitigations rather than more
effective ones that would go further to avoid impacts on established
neighborhoods.

Page 210 through 212
Noise and Light impacts

Action: The Council should request that the mitigation measures should be tied
to performance standards and stendards of enforceability. There should be
post construction mitigation ronitoring plans for noise and light impacts.
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RQ.N 12/04/00 page 7

3. RON's PREVIOUS MASTER PLAN COMMENTS

On Jure B, 2000, the ity Councit forwarded RGN's comments on the Master Flan
along with their own to Cal Poly. RGN's comments freguently incorporated the
adopted Guiding Principles of Cal Poly’s own Neighborhood Relations Task Force. They
are as follows. :

e It shall be a guiding principle that negative impacts of new development,
and/ or're-tevelopment such as: noise, glare, traffic, and parking shall not be
borne by residents of the established residential neighborhoods of San Luis
Obispo.

e New development on campus shall be designed to eliminate impacts on
established neighborhoods, rather than to create designs that generate
ongoing conflicts between the University and residential neighborhoads.

Cal Paly responded positively to the City's comments, but for the most part
RGN's comments were not incorporated into the current document.

Cal Poly staff indicated ta the City Staff that they have pot adopted many of
RAN's previous recommendations ( page 1B-21 through 1828 of the City
Staff Report [12/05,/00} because Cal Poly believes "that the total elimination
of impacts on established neighborhaods is nat techicaily possible”.

Ervironmental law supperts avoidance of impacts, rether than creating impacts
and then attempting to mitigate them. This seems very similar and in the same
spirit as “designing new developments on campus to efiminate irrpacts on
established neighborhoods™

Since our original language seems to ba controversial, we suggest that Cal Paly
re-consider RBN's recommendations, substituting the word “avoid” or “minimize
to all extent feasible” in place of the word “eliminate”.

Action:  City Staff has suggested that Cal Poly re-consider RGN's previous
(6/6/00) comments We agree. Council should request that Cal Poly re-
consider RAN's previous [8/86,/00} recommendations.







Letter 58

Residents for Quality Neighborhoods (RQN)

December 4, 2000

58-1
Commenter notes that comments have been incorporated in City of SLO correspondence.


Response
Please see responses to letter number three, John Mandeville.  Please note that the RQN comments are made a part of letter 58 for the convenience of the reader.

58-2
Commenter seeks revised wording from 6/6/00 letter urging avoidance or minimization of impacts (rather than elimination of them).

Response
Cal Poly will seek to minimize impacts to neighborhoods, in lieu of “elimination” of impacts.  As noted by the City’s comments, project impacts cannot always be eliminated.
 

58-3
Commenter requests Master Plan add "on and off campus" to provision for mitigation.

Response
Chapter 7 of the revised Master Plan identifies a process of interaction with neighbors on campus projects that may have a negative effect in their neighborhood. The text in the Guiding Framework now reads:  “Planning future campus facilities and support services so as to minimize and mitigate environmental impacts on and off campus to the full extent feasible as part of project design” (p. 15).

58-4
Commenter requests the Master Plan recognize and address current student housing shortage.

Response
See additional sections added to Residential Communities element (p. 136):  “The Master Plan takes the local housing situation into account and proposes measures that will help alleviate a portion of it. The Guiding Framework of the Master Plan calls for adding student housing to accommodate all new enrollment growth.  The campus will be breaking ground in Spring 2001 to build apartment-style housing for 800 students.   This facility is scheduled to be ready for occupancy in Fall 2002.  The next phase calls for housing from 1150 to 1300 additional students by 2004 or 2005.  In sum, Cal Poly expects to add 1950 to 2100 student beds in the next five years, but only about 1250 additional students during that same time period.  Over the next two decades Cal Poly will increase the proportion of students who live on campus from about 17 percent today to over 30 percent in the future.

Further, Cal Poly will monitor the local market closely, and, if continuing students are not able to find suitable housing, the campus will develop a strategy to house a larger proportion of the University’s students in the future.  Strategies may involve working with off-campus partners to identify suitable housing locations and provide financing.  Cal Poly and Cuesta College are also exploring ways to cooperate in assuring appropriate housing for their students.  Finally, Cal Poly will participate with non-profit organizations in seeking broader solutions to community housing needs.”

58-5 
Commenter requests Cal Poly to be proactive in implementing agreements with neighbors.
Response
The following has been added to Chapter 7:  “The Land Use and Project Review Procedures to be established to implement the Master Plan will include the following considerations.

· Establishment of a project development team that represents all affected University interests;

· Identification of responsibility for liaison with elected officials and local and regional agencies, as appropriate to the nature of the project;

· Identification of the appropriate neighborhood areas that may be affected by the project so that meetings may be held early in project planning and design regarding ways to relieve possible impacts;

· Determination of which implementation guidelines and standards are applicable to the project.”

58-6 
Commenter requests adding a commitment to mitigation of light and glare.

Response
Additional mitigation measures have been added to the EIR to address light and glare.  The Master Plan has also been amended at page 150 and 152 to address light and glare. “As noise and light impacts are significant concerns, the campus will conduct further studies, like the Jones and Stokes Sound Study prepared in 1997 by the City and community for the Sports Complex.”  And, further along in the same paragraph: “Particular consideration will be given to minimizing impacts on established neighborhoods and public open space” (p. 150).

58-7 
Commenter notes traffic impacts and mitigation.

Response
No response required.

58-8 
Commenter requests adding a commitment to mitigation of noise.

Response
The Final EIR includes additional mitigation for noise.

58-9 
Commenter suggests adding the Goldtree area to constraints map.

Response
A map has been added at page 64 depicting and analyzing the proposed ancillary designation in the Goldtree area.

58-10 
Commenter requests recognition of neighborhood impact at Grand Ave. and Slack Street.

Response
Exhibit 4.10 has been modified to identify this potential area of conflict.  A figure on page 207 depicts the proposed development in this area.

58-11 
Commenter requests adding a buffer between campus and residential neighborhoods.  They further ask that all impacts to neighborhoods be eliminated.

Response
Commenter is directed to see Land Use element - Compatibility principle on page 69, proposing buffers between residential neighborhoods and on-campus student residences.  It is not possible to eliminate all impacts to neighborhoods from proposed activities on campus, but Cal Poly is committed to minimizing these impacts.

58-12 
Commenter seeks discussion of Goldtree site.

Response
See constraints discussion on p. 64 and Ancillary Activities and Facilities element, especially pages 206 and 208.

58-13 
Commenter offers support for list of land use issues.

Response
No response required.

58-14 
Commenter requests adding language to eliminate impacts from light and glare created by proposed development at Slack Street and Grand Avenue

Response
It is not possible to eliminate all impacts to neighborhoods from proposed activities on campus, but Cal Poly is committed to minimizing these impacts.  See Environmental Consequences analysis.  Also, revised map on page 204 shows buffer adjacent to neighborhood.

58-15 
Commenter raises concerns about impacts of housing west of Highway 1.

Response
See text in Environmental Consequences discussion on pages 142-143.  It is acknowledged that this site has aesthetic sensitivity with regard to neighboring residences.  Development on the site will provide some buffers and consideration of views.  However, it is important to note that any development on site H-9 will have some impact on the views of the residences immediately to the west of the site.

58-16 
Commenter offers support for mitigation of impacts of future sports facilities.

Response
No response required.

58-17 
Commenter requests additional protection in the Master Plan for noise impacts and requests reference to the 1997 Jones and Stokes sound study.

Response
The Environmental Consequences discussion has been modified to incorporate reference to the Jones and Stokes study (p. 150 and 152).  Note also that language has been added about appropriate facility design and minimizing impacts from light and noise.  It will not be possible to “eliminate” all impacts as requested by the commenter.

58-18 
Commenter requests additional protection in the Master Plan for noise impacts and requests reference to the 1997 Jones and Stokes sound study.

Response
The Environmental Consequences discussion has been modified to incorporate reference to the Jones and Stokes study.  Note also that language has been added about appropriate facility design and minimizing impacts from light and noise.  It will not be possible to “eliminate” all impacts as requested by the commenter.


58-19 
Commenter requests additional protection in the Master Plan for neighborhood impacts.

Response
The Environmental Consequences discussion has been modified to incorporate reference to the Jones and Stokes study.  Note also that language has been added about appropriate facility design and minimizing impacts from light and noise.  It will not be possible to “eliminate” all impacts as requested by the commenter.

58-20 
Commenter suggests need to “eliminate” any light and glare impacts of future parking structures.

Response
It will not be possible to “eliminate” all impacts as requested by the commenter.  However, design of the structures can minimize these impacts.  Parking Structure I was designed to minimize impacts of its operations to nearby neighborhoods.  Lighting on that facility is muted and has lower impacts than the existing parking on Grand Avenue.  Noise is also less that experienced with the surface lots.  Air quality impacts from the structure are far below regulatory thresholds.

58-21 
Commenter raises concern about impacts of ancillary activities in general.

Response
Comment noted.  The Master Plan provides protection from neighborhoods in the development of these facilities and the EIR addresses impacts from these facilities.

58-22 
Commenter raises concern about commercial component of ancillary activities that might draw non-student clientele.

Response
The vision of the Master Plan calls for a primary campus activity center near the University Union that is focused on students.  Thus, the range of retail businesses and other activities would remain specialized and not constitute a full urban commercial center.  Cal Poly understands that there is a delicate balance in determining how much of what services will be sufficient to support the campus community and manage commuting.  Effective alternative transportation will allow students, faculty, and staff – as well as members of the broader community – to take advantage of the range of services and facilities both on and off campus without adding to traffic congestion. The Cal Poly Foundation is presently the exclusive provider of certain services – e.g., food service, vending machines and bookstore.  Other services compete for campus outlets – e.g., travel service, ATMs.  As planning for an increased range and volume of services occurs, the campus will need to determine which it should offer directly and which might be provided through franchise or “privatization.”
58-23 
Commenter raises concern about magnitude of impacts of ancillary activities.

Response
The discussion of environmental consequences for ancillary activities has been expanded on pages 207 and 208.

58-24 Commenter suggests additional language for environmental consequences of ancillary activities.

Response
The environmental consequences discussion has been expanded on pages 207 and 208, although not with the same language proposed.

Letter 59

Margot McDonald

December, 2000

59-1
Commenter provided editing suggestions on a number of pages to strengthen consciousness of environmental issues and resource requirements:  pp. viii, 2, 4, 100, 101, 102, 123, 153, and 154.

Response
Changes made on the corresponding new pages to reflect the intent of the suggestion (pp., viii, 2, 4, 106, and 107).

59-2
Commenter suggested adding additional material to Executive Summary regarding resource requirements.

Response
 See new integrated discussion at end of Land Use and Public Facilities and Utilities elements (pp. 79 and 162-163). 

59-3
Commenter suggested adding to discussion of Electricity capacity and distribution.

Response
Changes made later in Public Facilities and Utilities element as a plan component (pp. 162-163). 

59-4
Commenter suggested adding to discussion of Natural Gas capacity and distribution.

Response
Changes made later in Public Facilities and Utilities element as a plan component (pp. 162-163). 

59-5
Commenter suggested clarification to portions of the DEIR: pp. 279 and 331.

Response
These pages have been modified per the suggestion.

59-6
Commenter attached Humboldt State University Green Building Checklist

Response
Acknowledged for use in Master Plan implementation

SUMMARY NOTES

UNIVERSITY PLANNING AND BUDGET ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Meeting No. 1, 2000-01

Wednesday, October 25, 2000

10:00 A.M.

Administration 301

Members Present:  Samuel Aborne, Sema Alptekin, Bob Clover (for Jerry Hanley), Linda Dalton, Bob Detweiler, Myron Hood, Joe Jen, Beth Kaminaka, Steve Kaminaka, Frank Lebens, Bill Pendergast, Rick Ramirez, and Paul Zingg (Chair)

INTRODUCTION

On behalf of Provost Zingg, Vice Provost Linda Dalton welcomed Committee members to the first meeting of the 2000/01 academic year, and introductions were made.

Provost Zingg noted that UPBAC convenes at least once a quarter.  Its principal responsibility is the review of matters pertaining to the budget and planning dimensions of the University.  Linda Dalton is spearheading the force behind the University Master Plan effort.  Its development has been going on for several years, with the beginning of the strategic planning exercises.  Frank Lebens and Rick Ramirez are hear to provide us with information with respect to this year’s overall University budget to give you some sense of budget construction elements and some sense as to where we are.  In both of these issues, there are many layers of issues that we will be unable to master in one setting.  Other meetings that UPBAC has had have focused on education sessions in order to become more familiar and versed on the various responsibilities the Committee has.  We are advisory to the President, and a constituency-based body.  And one that connects the budget and planning at the University, which is a conscious attempt to underscore the participatory governance commitment of the University and underscore the relationship of budgeting and planning, both short and long-term.

Zingg noted that many of the Committee members will have heard some of the information in other venues of the University due to their involvement in their own respective areas.  The value, however, of this group, is this body having the entire University’s constituencies represented with all the various views provided.

1.
Master Plan Update
Linda Dalton provided a status report on the Master Plan process.  She indicated that the campus has accomplished a process of developing a Plan that addresses enrollment and academic questions, and facility master plan implications for the facilities and properties as a whole.  Building from the campus strategic plans and analyses, task forces were developed, and the first drafts of the Master Plan were developed.  There is a Master Plan professional team, the President, and various groups on campus that had stakes in the Plan’s development, i.e., the College of Agriculture (agricultural land), ASI, etc.

In May 2000, we distributed the preliminary Plan very widely across the campus and community.  This was not to meet a legal requirement, but to get information and responses back from anyone that chose to provide some input.  A great deal of input was provided, including the City, County, and other agencies in our vicinity.  Over the summer, the team responded to these recommendations, and made a number of changes. Then, the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared.  Now we have the October 2000 Master Plan Report with the EIR.  This is a legal step in the process.  There are public announcements as part of the Plan, allowing for a specified review timeframe.

The Plan is large, is in CD-ROM format, as well as on the Web.  An excerpt from the larger document was distributed to Committee members, and Dalton provided highlights as well as changes from the preliminary draft.

Points highlighted were:

· The executive summary is the same as the preliminary draft, showing colored land use within the campus and close vicinity.

· Changes from preliminary draft:  The Plan only refers to Santa Cruz property in the overview portion of the Plan; a later document will be more inclusive of the Swanton Pacific Ranch, but all principals still apply.

· The preliminary draft included four long-range enrollment scenarios that were built from DEPAC recommendations, without building physical capacity.  It did not include how some academic disciplines would grow.  There is now a new chapter, developed in September, which is included in this new draft.

· Regarding changes that interrelate, i.e., land use reflecting the outdoor lands that relate to instruction, is the Brizzolara Creek enhancement area.  The Team looked at the Creek area to provide opportunities for ways to protect the natural environment, but to also create some teaching and learning opportunities (Creek enhancement opportunities).  Preliminary plans put student housing in that area, but housing has now been replaced to other areas.

· The instructional core area has been expanded for use and has been modified to add a different structure.  One significant piece is the work of the UU planning effort which occurred in Spring 2000 that contributed an ASI perspective as to student services and activities.  These are integrated into the document.  Diagrams are not intended to be “footprints” but just illustrations as to where a cluster of buildings could occur.

· Regarding circulation and alternative transportation issues, at the Grand Avenue corner, a visitor’s center is envisioned to provide a welcoming activity for visitors.  At the NW end of campus, i.e., the Gold Tree area, an applied research park area site as been identified.  

· Implementation chapter at the end of the Plan focuses on what still needs to be done after it is approved in principal.  

Zingg noted that Dalton mentioned and the report makes clear, that this is very much an effort that attempts to achieve a golden mean between bottom up and top down.  Top down is the educational mission and the principal context for any planning, policies, and practices of the institution, which creates a broad umbrella.  Several points in the document mention this and the implications of the name of Cal Poly.  The bottom up is the fact that this whole effort started with academic strategic planning, the work of the colleges and the UCTE, in looking at their sense of directions and environmental scanning that involved engaging hundreds of on-campus and off-campus folks to provide perspectives to contribute to framing these documents.  This is critical to program developing, enrollment implications of program developing, and making critical choices.  This is what a master plan is all about, and being able to define and choose the future of the institution and how it defines itself.  If a Plan is not in place, someone else will tell us what to do.  There will always be some of this, however.  But we need to think about what our optimum future is, taking our mission, our membership in the CSU, and the public responsibility roles we play as stewards of our resources (higher education) and an agent for eliciting our constituencies’ trust and confidence.

Discussion occurred on the issue of enrollment growth, the lack of adequate State funding allocations (marginal cost differences), and how the Plan addresses this issue.  Dalton indicated that the Academic Senate and DEPAC were very concerned about the operational budget issues, and there is mention in the Plan on the need for capital budget resources and operating resources in order to accommodate growth.  The Plan addresses the principles, but not the operational issues.  Zingg acknowledged that the first step toward this need, and the commitment of the CSU, is the Workforce Initiative.  The commitment from the Chancellor’s Office is to not only making the $10M one-time allocation this year a permanent one, but to triple this amount over the next several years.  Growth needs to be contingent upon working these issues out.   The solutions are not defined in the Plan, but it is not intended to do this.  It was also noted that the State Legislature is unsympathetic and feels the CSU should reallocate from within for the workforce issue.  The CSU seems to be recognizing this.  Once recognizing differential costs, the next issue is whether we can open the door more fully to have a more differential funding formula adopted.  This is part of the long-range strategy to make this case and the extent to which the argument has been recognized within the compact permanent allocation.  Regarding the method of new funding, the CSU has never gone to a new funding formula since mode and level was abandoned in early 90’s.  We need to get back to something that gets back to relative cost.  Zingg reminded Committee members of the “Future of the University” piece that President Baker had done on our distinction as a polytechnic university, and that this distinction is in jeopardy without the resources to continue this distinction.

The $1.78M Workforce Initiative allocation will need to be exclusively addressed to the workforce disciplines noted, with apparently very little flexibility. Discussion occurred on the principle of keeping the restricted workforce funds to those disciplines, vs. flexibility in funding with emphasis of the campus’ outcomes.  

Lebens noted the need to get another State bond issue, since the current capital bond runs out.  Detweiler acknowledged that he felt it would be unwise not to consider physical growth in the wake of growth/no growth.  The State’s economy is good now, so now is the time to seek new funding.

Sam Aborne voiced his disagreement on two of the Master Plan principles:  1) increase in student progress; and 2) unit load.  He disagreed with the 15-unit courseload assumption (due to courses becoming 4 units, with full-time status then being at 16 units).  He was also concerned about the summer quarter enrollment possibly going to 40% of the AY FTES.  He does not believe that our campus could support 40% based on our mission, emphasis on co-ops and internships, etc.  Opportunities for co-ops and internships could significantly impact students’ abilities to take courses in the summer.

In closing, Zingg acknowledged that the above observations are critical to get on the table and brought to the attention of Dr. Dalton and the Master Plan Team during this review phase.

He proposed that we try at the next session to continue any additional comments and observations with respect to the Master Plan.  However, in the meantime, Committee members should not hesitate to express individual observations and concerns to Bonnie Lowe, in Facilities Planning.  

Due to the lack of time at today’s meeting, most of the next meeting will be spent at looking at the 2000-01 Budget.  At that time, the campus may have a better clarification of the $1.78M Workforce Initiative funding.  More information may also be available on one-time funds allocated, i.e., excess Lottery funds designed for faculty development and technology, etc.

Frank Lebens and Rick Ramirez distributed the Sources and Uses budget document, and indicated budget information was also available on the Web, but will be discussed at the next meeting.

SUMMARY NOTES

UNIVERSITY PLANNING AND BUDGET ADVISORY COMMITTEE

MEETING NO. 2, 2000-01

Wednesday, December 06, 2000

8:30 A.M.

Administration 409

Present: 
Preston Allen (for Bob Detweiler), Frank Lebens, Bob Clover (for Jerry Hanley), Joe Jen, Bill Pendergast, Myron Hood, Sema Alptekin, Sam Aborne, Beth Kaminaka, Linda Dalton, Bonnie Long, and Paul Zingg (Chair)

1. CONTINUED DISCUSSION OF THE MASTER PLAN

Vice Provost Linda Dalton continued the discussion of the campus draft Master Plan.  She indicated that last evening was the last presentation of the Plan at a public setting—the San Luis Obispo City Council, and that she would comment on the County and City presentations and the issues that came up during those presentations.

Dalton indicated that the draft plan and EIR have been out since October 10, and that comments are due by December 8.   She described the general reactions as being very constructive.  Even though there may have been criticisms, they have been constructive suggestions.  The Master Plan team’s outreach efforts have been appreciated.  They would like to see this continued into the implementation phase.  Specific areas of criticism from outside have been different than the campus’ criticisms.  Most of the comments have been related to student housing.  The Plan made the commitment to cover housing for new student enrollment, and the Team also agreed to speed up the timeline.  Discussions have also started with Cuesta College.  People do understand the fiscal obligations we are faced with, however.

Some of the other issues from an off-campus perspective were:  concern that we follow through on commitment to alternative transportation, and the lighting adjustments on the sports complex.  On campus the largest concern was about the physical development where the student housing sites will be placed (environmental sensitivities).  The Team is working with the Landscape Advisory Committee and the Biological Sciences Advisory Committee in this regard, and it feels that the Plan can continue to meet the needs of all.  Many comments are continuing to come in, and the Team is making sure that students needs are addressed, i.e., Foundation and food service concerns (an operational issue).  When we get to the policy level approval, we will need to review the associated operational issues.

Discussion:

· Sam Aborne noted that it seemed that with the College of Business’ quality improvement (recent Orfalea gift), we haven’t heard much about growth within the College, i.e., facilities to support that College’s growth.  Dalton responded that we are not designating disciplinary terms in the Master Plan.  We have used vague terms.  The Team does have to deal with how much space each particular area needs.  Provost Zingg also indicated that the Plan emphasizes the core of the campus being used for instruction.  The possible use of Crandall Gym as a desired space due to its architectural style and being in the historical district of campus has been discussed for some time as a likely prospect for supporting programs that now occur in Buildings 2 and 3.  The College’s own long-range enrollment calls for it having a 14-15% share of the University’s enrollment.  Dean Pendergast indicated that he has been thinking about this, because some of the activities that have been involved in the Orfalea gift have included a need for space—part of this are matching funds for endowed faculty chairs.  The Dean also noted his interested in programmatic activity for entrepreneurships that have credit bearing activity.  There is also some interest in a Technology Management program.  There are a number of future interests that will imply a growth for the College.

· Zingg indicated that the physical growth component of the Plan is approximately $20B over the next 20 years!  The Chancellor will need to understand the physical realities of this campus in relation to the amount of agricultural land the campus has.  The Chancellor also has as an issue on whether or not new buildings will be used year-round.  

· Frank Lebens acknowledged that the Plan has focused on the planning, but we have timing issues as well, since we are already into the implementation phase (student housing and some other instructional facilities plans have already started).  Zingg also acknowledged the interest for increased bus service and parking.

· Dean Jen questioned whether the Plan is flexible enough to answer the possible issue of future gifts that may require new buildings.  Lebens indicated that we do have the ability to further amend the Master Plan (one major revision a year is allowed).  Dalton also pointed out the Plan accounts for enough physical space for the increased enrollment, plus some.

· Sam Aborne also noted that students are interested in how we service the bottom end of campus, and creating environments for students beyond 5:00 pm.  The University Union will need to expand beyond where it is now.  Aborne indicated that he is also interested in looking at summer enrollment numbers.

Dalton noted that the 15,000 FTE physical capacity will not be met for about 3-4 years, since that number does not include non-traditional instruction, i.e. senior project, off-campus instruction (London Study), student teaching, etc.  

2. 2000-01 BUDGET—SOURCES AND USES

Provost Zingg began by emphasizing that the 2000/01 FY budget it is based on conservative revenue estimates.  That is purposeful and appropriate, and is true with this year’s budget.

The campus is looking at a shortfall on enrollment of 1.2%.  This still exceeds last year’s enrollment by approximately 300, but falls short of the mandated target.  We are closing this gap based on strong registration figures for Winter Quarter (may be as much as halved).  This will affect institutional revenues, of course.

Frank Lebens provided an overview of the sources and uses document, and indicated that there are three major demands on our budget at this time (not unlike other campuses):  1) enrollment growth pressures; 2) technology pressure-need to update technologies in classrooms and administratively; and 3) the issue of new initiatives-facility implications and other operating cost pressures.  We have tried to accommodate this in the face of the Capital Campaign.  There are college priorities, all of which have operating cost implications.  We have tried to address some of these priorities in these budget-planning efforts.  We have challenges, and we deal with high levels of uncertainty.  We have been given warnings by the Chancellor that the impacted campuses having no leeway on enrollments.  Zingg acknowledged that the Chancellor has indicated there is no leeway—currently 4 campuses are on impacted status.  Utility cost increases are also making an impact on the budget.  

Zingg reminded Committee members of the actions taken by the University in the early 90’s to deal with on-going commitments utilizing one-time funding.  Over the last three years, the University corrected this problem, which meant we had to tighten our belt to correct the disequilibria (not a deficit but a problem).  This is why units and college budgets have not grown even with the press indicating that budgets have grown.

Enrollment growth funds will be targeted for unanticipated increased revenues
The other big unknown this year is what will happen with the utility costs.  The multi-media classrooms on the ITS list are funded by Lottery revenues, and implementation of Student Administrative System investment on Degree Audit will also be funded through the Lottery.  

Letter 60

University Planning And Budget Advisory Committee

Paul Zingg, Chair

October 25 and December 6, 2000

The two UPBAC meetings were an opportunity for Dr. Linda Dalton to present the findings of the Master Plan effort.  Several comments were made by various members of the committee.    

60-1
Sam Aborne voiced his disagreement on two of the Master Plan principles:  1) increase in student progress; and 2) unit load.  He disagreed with the 15-unit courseload assumption (due to courses becoming 4 units, with full-time status then being at 16 units).  He was also concerned about the summer quarter enrollment possibly going to 40% of the AY FTES.  He does not believe that our campus could support 40% based on our mission, emphasis on co-ops and internships, etc. 
Response
Comments are acknowledged.  Achieving the Master Plan goals of increased student progress and enhancing summer quarter will be significant challenges for the University.  These will require increased resources for teaching and administration, and a change in the culture of the campus, which is one of taking the summer off.

60-2 Dean Jen questioned whether the Plan is flexible enough to answer the possible issue of future gifts that may require new buildings.

Response
 Vice President Lebens indicated that Cal Poly does have the ability to further amend the Master Plan (one major revision a year is allowed).  According to Vice Provost Dalton, the Plan accounts for enough physical space for the increased enrollment, plus some.

60-3
Sam Aborne also noted that students are interested in how we service the bottom end of campus, and creating environments for students beyond 5:00 pm.  The University Union will need to expand beyond where it is now.
Response
The Master Plan proposes a number of new facilities on campus that will enhance the community environment for the soon to be 6,000 plus students living on campus.  This includes greatly expanded activities and services in the area of the current UU as well as a distribution of conveniences and services throughout campus.  An example can be seen in the newly remodeled campus store on Via Carta.  Food service will be added to several locations.  El Corral will likely expand services to the western portion of the campus instructional core, reducing the need to “climb the hill” in order to acquire needed supplies, especially for the specialty needs of students in agriculture, architecture and engineering.
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� These last two figures were adjusted to include the anticipated 129 AF/Y from the Sports Complex, which was under construction at the time of this analysis, and the Student Housing Project, which was being permitted.  





Page 357 of 357

