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Executive Summary

Steven Pfeiffer, the Workgroup’s chair, welcomed the workgroup members to the second meeting and thanked Scott Cole for hosting the meeting at University of Central Florida.  A roll call of meeting participants was conducted and then the Chair reviewed the agenda and objectives of this meeting. The Workgroup adopted the May 23, 2008 facilitator’s meeting summary without changes and reviewed the draft work plan. The Workgroup reviewed and adopted a 2nd draft of consensus guidelines based on the discussion at the organizational session. Workgroup members then ranked, discussed a 2nd draft of nine findings on the Campus Master Plan and reached consensus on a revised set of findings.

The Chair, Steve Pfeiffer introduced the three presenters who have each worked on Florida campus master plans and on transportation elements in particular. The presenters included: Jason McGlashan, P.E., PTOE, Vice President , HDR, Whitt Blanton, The Renaissance Group and Rob Palmer, Planning Lead, Jacobs, Jacksonville.  Following their presentations they fielded questions from the Workgroup including:

· Is there an ITE standard on (University) trip generation?

· Why is the amendment process is triggered by a 10% change in land use, when it is established that Universities do not follow standard trip generation practices (for regular development)?
· What are the best methods for calculating fees based on impacts?
· Are both parties in a CDA interested in getting through the process or in achieving real world changes and solving problems?  
· How do trip generation models relate to the context area?
Following this the Workgroup agreed that they should keep in mind the kinds of changes and improvements that should be part of an updated 6C-21 vs. getting lost in the wordsmithing. Workgroup discussion areas included: 
· Reflect the Changes in Transportation Planning
· Acknowledge and facilitate movement towards multi-modal planning and fees 

· 6C-21 Should support vision planning for CMPs

· Improve the Data Used

· Clarify BOG Role in CMP

· Measuring Impacts

· Enhance Accountability for Improvements and Mitigation

· Funding Improvements in the Context Area

· Concurrency Trust Fund

· Pipelining

In terms of what should be in the transportation element of a campus master plan, the Workgroup identified the following initial thoughts:
Include/Add?

· 6C-21 Should address what data is needed and not needed.
· Is parking is one of the things that should be a separate element?
· Infrastructure inventories (including lighting) on campus
· Accident data
· Trip generation- (big data gaps exists). Encourage a re-do of 1993 study. Perhaps the Universities should be updating their trip generation numbers every 5 years. 
· Special events have to be addressed too, 
Delete?

· Campus safety plan isn’t very helpful for planning (just facts and figures)
· Roadway classifications (used for funding which campus roads aren’t available for?)
The Chair then introduced a Workgroup member panel who he had asked to offer some opening comments on their experience and suggestions regarding the future land use element of the CMP. The panel included members Barbara Donerly, Chris Testerman and Fred Goodrow. The Workgroup member discussion that followed covered the following issue areas:

· Nature of CMP Plan

· Other categories of land uses

· Environmental Impacts

· Correlation between Comp Plan and CMP

· Non-Host Local Governments and 6C-21

· “Edge” Consistency Issues

· Defining the Facilities Standard

· Public Engagement

The Chair asked each member to offer, in light of the presentations and discussion to offer what one change, from their perspective, is needed in the future land use element?  The changes included the need for more vision based planning that seeks to solve problems and acknowledges the mutual relationship; the deletion of unnecessary data requirements; better linkages with adjacent “edge” communities and urban form; and better defination of the intent of the future land use element’s function and use.
The meeting concluded with the scheduling of the next meeting at the University of Florida in Gainesville where the Workgroup will follow up on the transportation and land use element issues with input from DCA, provide information on other elements, address issues such as branch universities and community colleges, and possible presentations on urban element and architectural optional elements and on sustainability issues in CMPs
The Workgroup reviewed proposed dates for meetings #4-#7 based on the calendar forms members had submitted. The following Wednesday dates were set with the locations to be determined: Meeting 4 – December 3, 2008; Meeting 5 – January 7, 2008; Meeting 6 – February 4, 2009; Meeting 7 – March 4, 2009. The Workgroup adjourned at 3:00 p.m.
CAMPUS MASTER PLAN 6C-21 REGULATION WORKGROUP

2ND MEETING, JULY 1, 2008

DRAFT FACILITATOR’S SUMMARY

Workgroup Members present:  Steve Pfeiffer Chair, New College of Florida, Barbara Donerly, USF, Mark Bertolami, FSU, Linda Shelly, Tallahassee, Linda Dixon, UF, Chris Testerman, Orange County, Scott Cole, UCF

By phone: Fred Goodrow – Tallahassee/Leon County, Ken Ogletree, BOG, Tom Donaudy – FAU, Dave Kian, FAU
Staff: Bob Jones, FCRC, Evan Rosenberg, FCRC, Allison Stribling, FCRC

Presenters: Whit Blanton – Planner, Jason McGlashan – Planner, Rob Palmer – Planner (via phone)

Public: Renzo Nastasi, A.I.C.P. Division Manager– Transportation Planning Division, Orange County Planning Department

Workgroup Members absent: Bob Friedman, Charlie Gauthier, Vince Long, Charles Pattison

I. Opening, Introductions, Agenda and Work plan Review and Procedural Guidelines

Steven Pfeiffer, the Workgroup’s chair, welcomed the workgroup members to the second meeting and thanked Scott Cole for hosting the meeting at University of Central Florida.  A roll call of meeting participants was conducted and then the Chair reviewed with the Workgroup the objectives of this meeting:

· To review and adopt the May 23 Workgroup Summary

· To review and adopt revised consensus-building guidelines 

· To review and refine Workgroup findings 

· To receive a presentation on issues surrounding the CMP/CDA Transportation Element and identify potential findings and options for 6C-21.

· To receive a presentation on issues surrounding the CMP Future Land Use Element and identify potential findings and options for 6C-21.

· To agree on next steps including the October 1, 2008 agenda.

The Workgroup adopted the May 23, 2008 facilitator’s meeting summary without changes. The chair introduced the Workgroup’s staff including Bob Jones, the Consortium’s director and the Workgroup’s facilitator, Evan Rosenberg an analyst and researcher and Allison Stribling an associate with the Consortium.

Bob Jones reviewed the draft workplan that calls for approximately seven meetings through the Spring of 2008. The initial meetings will be devoted to trying to inform the workgroup members on the issues and their experiences with the campus master plan and campus development agreement process, producing findings and principles that can guide the workgroup in drafting recommendations for changes in the regulation.

The Chair reminded members of the discussion of consensus building and decision guidelines that were reviewed at the first meeting and asked the facilitator to review the proposed changes to those guidelines in light of the Workgroup’s discussion.  Mr. Jones noted that the BOG regulation  development process is not governed by the Chapter 120 Negotiated Rulemaking statute and rules and that the proposed guideline now calls for a goal of unanimity on substantive decisions by the workgroup but a default decision rule calling for a quorum and at least 80% of those workgroup members present and voting in the affirmative. It also provides for the documentation in the Workgroup’s report to the BOG of the discussions surrounding any propositions that receive greater than 50% but less than 80% support. The Workgroup unanimously adopted the guidelines as proposed. The Chair asked if there were any objections and noted the Workgroup had adopted their consensus guidelines rule (See Appendix #5)
II.
Review of Draft Campus Master Plan Workgroup Findings 
Workgroup members ranked and discussed draft findings from the initial Campus Master Plan Lessons Learned Report at the first meeting and reviewed and sought to build consensus of findings at the second meeting (See, Appendix #6  for the rankings, related comments and suggested revisions). The Workgroup reached consensus on the revised findings below

1. While there are exceptions, generally the current campus master planning process which includes the 2005 changes, is producing campus master plans that are consistent with the host local government comprehensive plans. However there are planning areas and issues where improvements can be made.

2. Concurrency trust funding, overseen by the Board of Governors, has proven to be an essential ingredient for agreement and success between universities and their host local governments. It has also contributed to a more constructive and cooperative town-gown relationship. 

3. The existence of concurrency trust fund money for improvements has enhanced the ability of SUS campuses to negotiate campus master plans and campus development agreements with host local governments. From a local government perspective, this funding has allowed the campus and host government to collectively address the scope of the impacts and provide payment for the campus’ share of these impacts. However there are planning areas and issues related to concurrency trust funds where improvements can be made.

4. 
Transportation and off-campus housing impacts appear to have been the most prevalent areas of conflict between SUS universities and host local governments. Fire and policing, water and sewer, energy and environmental features and concerns and related special facilities issues may present future challenges.  
5. 
Constructive university/host government relationships may be grounded on engaged leadership and effective communication on many levels on both the part of the local government and university.

6. 
The quality and timeliness of University public outreach and communication on master plans and development agreements may contribute to better relationships between SUS campuses and their host local governments.

7. 
The approach taken by Universities and their host local governments for the concurrency proportionate fair share of the costs of impacts and improvements within “context areas” needs to be considered in updating the 6C-21 campus master plan and campus development agreement regulations.
8. While there is an overall statutory master plan template, there exist variations in how each SUS campus has implemented the law (e.g. how branch campuses are treated, etc.). This should be addressed by the Workgroup in considering changes to the 6C-21 regulation and potential recommendations for statutory changes.

9. The transparency of information and communication on campus master plans and development agreements and the use of open workshop formats for reviewing the plans and agreements with the public have enhanced the “town/gown” relationship and may have helped to minimize the number of challenges to the plans and development agreements.

III. 
CMP Transportation Element Presentations and Discussions
A.   Consultant Transportation Element Presentations 
The Chair, Steve Pfeiffer introduced the three presenters who have each worked on Florida campus master plans and on transportation elements in particular. The presenters included: Jason McGlashan, P.E., PTOE, Vice President , HDR, Whitt Blanton, The Renaissance Group and Rob Palmer, Planning Lead, Jacobs, Jacksonville.  For a power point presentation, see http://consensus.fsu.edu/bog-fcrc/6C-21.html
Jason McGlashan of HDR presented first and noted transportation issues he helped UCF address in the 1995 campus master plan including:

· Projecting traffic

· Establishing the study’s context area

· Defining the impact of the University
One of the key issues encountered in projecting impact on traffic is that Universities generally cause levels of impact based on changes in FTE, as opposed to changes in area (sq. ft.) of new buildings added.  

One lesson learned was that data prepared (by the University’s traffic consultants) for the CMP should be shared with and possibly coordinated with the local MPO and TPO planning efforts in the region. Standard regional models use “special generator” adjustments with standard trip purposes to estimate. By getting regional organizations to buy-in to assumptions, the process is made easier for all to accept later.
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He reviewed with the Workgroup the typical four sequential steps in CMP traffic studies:

· 1st - Trip generation study (focusing on how many trips will the change in FTE cause)

· 2nd - Trip distribution study (once the # of trips is determined, the analysis focuses on where do these trips go & where do they originate.)

· 3rd - Mode choice study (by what mode will this traffic move – bus, car, walking, etc.)

· 4th - Assignment study (analyzing what route will these trips cover)
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Whit Blanton, of the Renaissance Group presented next on his experience with campus master plans, in particular in negotiating in 1995 with the Gainesville regarding how much mitigation needs to be done by the University campus in their initial campus master plan. 
In his experience he noted that travel demand models are often based on 1970’s trip generation data. This does not reflect 30 years worth of changes in trips due to public policy, economics and consumer tastes.  He pointed out that there is little to no statutory guidance on how traffic studies should be done, or in how much degradation is/should be acceptable. He suggested the Workgroup consider the following points based on his work with CMPs:

· There needs to be a method by which cities and counties & universities can accept degraded levels of service on roads while encouraging a rise in multimodal transit.

· More municipalities are looking at multimodal to achieve concurrency, BUT campus activity only accounts for ~20% of students overall trip generation.

· Some municipalities are considering mobility fees, as opposed to transit impact fees (which are based on simply widening roads).

Rob Palmer presented next (via phone) and offer the following points for the Workgroup’s consideration:

· Multimodal is the current state of the practice in regards to Universities (students walk, bus, drive & bike). The question for traffic planners is how can we reduce the total # of trips? 

· One thing to remember is that University traffic peaks at different times, and in different ways, than ordinary city traffic.

· “Pipelining” is a practice of allowing the local government to take payments for lots of little impacts and put it all towards a large transit project (like multimodal bus transit). This works as if the University is paying one transit lump sum, and the city is free to spend it in the best possible way to reduce the total trips generated.  The Workgroup should consider how the 6C-21 regulation can better facilitate pipelining to achieve some needed multimodal outcomes. He noted that the trick is getting the local governments to agree to implementing a multimodal solution.”

B. 
Questions and Answers- Transportation Element

The Workgroup then posed questions for the planners and discussed the implications of the presentations for changes to the transportation element of the CMP

1. Is there an ITE standard on (University) trip generation?

· Yes, but the data is thin and the theory may be flawed. We must remember that students do not drive to facilities being planned; they drive to huge commuter lots. (Jason McGlashan of HDR)
· Bob Friedman’s BOR group did a study in 1992 on this issue explaining how Universities are different than generic ITE buildings. 1992 BOR BRO-52 study- trip making, length and modal split. 14 campuses included. 

· The Workgroup should consider updating this study at a select # to illustrate it is strong info to show how universities are different. (Rob Palmer)
· Developed “module” for MPO models. MPOs resistant to adding a new specific purpose to their models.

2. 
Why is the amendment process is triggered by a 10% change in land use, when it is established that Universities do not follow standard trip generation practices (for regular development)?

· Facilities don’t drive impact. Why is amendment process triggered for 10% increase density/intensity of land use? Is this appropriate standard? Borrowed this from “substantial deviation” thresholds for typical development when this isn’t one.

· Student enrollment and its allocation may be more important than trip generation. “Cars don’t go to class”

· Taking out vs adding something in to replace in the regulation?

· No model for mitigation- because of multimodal?  Road diets, lanscaping, slow down traffic only way to deal with this in the model. E.g. bus transit lane on Tennessee. Tools don’t match aspirations on multi modal aproaches

· The Chair agreed and suggested that perhaps we should be using a change in headcount as opposed to a change in built area.

· Some members want to go carefully on changes.

3. 
What are the best methods for calculating fees based on impacts?

· UF worked with the local MPO to develop a special “University trip purpose” in the MPO’s model so that fees (based on impacts) can be more appropriately calculated:

· Cautions the Workgroup on using the term “fees,” as the large scope of multimodal transit solutions implies divergent funding sources beyond the University.  Trust fund set up not to deal with fees but with mitigation. E.g. take funds and pay for sewer hookup fee. (Rob Palmer)
· Multimodal funding is a tradeoff where we look to take funding from one mode and apply to another mode in order to improve L.O.S. (Jason McGlashan)

· It is important to realize that even with special trip purposes and multimodal transit considered, many roads are maxed out regardless. (Whit Blanton)

4. 
Are both parties in a CDA interested in getting through the process or in achieving real world changes and solving problems?  

· From a university perspective there appears to be nothing at all that the University can do to make the city build the improvements called/paid for.

· Can the 6C-21 regulation be changed to provide more accountability for local governments to make the improvements?

· UF got the city/county to agree to partial disbursements (from trust fund) based on the city’s performance in regards to improvements called for in the CDA.

· Local governments would not necessarily be opposed to this idea as long as the disbursement conditions were reasonable.

· From a local government perspective payments from Universities are not usually enough to fund even a (simple) road-widening project.  Governments need to be able to fund the entire project before starting.

· Each University may have differing % of FTE’s and on/off campus %

· USF benchmarked with traffic counts.

· Beware, as the validity of peak hour traffic (counts). These can be “cut through” by locals at hearings.

5. 
How do trip generation models relate to the context area?

· The problem/challenge is in determining the extent of impacts off-campus (Jason McGlashan)

· UF imposed a more artificial constraint on the model; this was based on where students & staff live, before looking at the change in road usage.
C. 
Workgroup Discussion Points

In general, the Workgroup agreed that the Workgroup should keep in mind the kinds of changes and improvements that should be part of an updated 6C-21 vs. getting lost in the wordsmithing. Below are the Workgroup discussion areas and points covered following the presentations

1. 
Reflect the Changes in Transportation Planning

· Different context today. DOT District Secretary- providing “choices” and not highway capacity.

· Brevard Co monitoring- predicted gridlock- but hasn’t materialized.

· Caution- using the “regional model”- not looking at what is happening on campus or adjacent communities. 

2. 
Acknowledge and facilitate movement towards multi-modal planning and fees 

· How you defend development agreement- spend on buses and bikelanes and thereby improve traffic?  Current state is moving towards multi modal impact or fee.

· Multimodal transportation districts- concurrency exception area in JAX, performance standards basis with a fee- providing greater amenities for modes- safer and more pedestrian inducive environment. Vs. pursuing LOS that isn’t sustainable.  

· Avoid negotiating the data- need some good models for what can work.-e.g. transit with 7 minute headways with this kind of population. Get better understanding of what we save internally not building parking, good use planning. There is a danger of too much data obscuring the planning needed.

· Multi-modal used by development community to reduce net impact number on roads.  
· Still a problem with operational $$ requirements of transits- gets into farebox calculations.
· University process needs to get to net traffic impact.
· Issue in the past has begun with what you can negotiate.
· There is a need for flexibility with bigger projects having larger impacts. 
· Incentive not to take a hard line in negotiations since you have to get your CDA executed.
· Special events need to be addressed in both agreements and in managing the media coverage.
3. 
6C-21 Should support vision planning for CMPs
· Develop vision for campus environment in the context area- what qualities and amenities in area- how much willing to yield on some modes to get better service on other modes.

· CMP has followed the comp plan process model- more of a needs driven process vs. a vision based approach. 

· Vision is on what choices we are providing. 
· Not sure how confident we should be that our tools help us predict well.

· Quality of service vs. vehicle level of service?

4. Improve the Data Used

· SUS put data together and develop a measure you can use generally?

· CDA is the vehicle- determine impacts and mitigation. Data could help development mitigation strategies.
· Data used to determine impacts is old and outdated.  There are some general things true about universities in generating peak hour impacts, you could get a system study underway and then you would tweak it.

· What does a university throw off in terms of peak hour impacts.

· E.g. difference between USF/Manatee and New College- Factors considered should be the same.

· It is expensive- transportation analysis. If SUS campuses aren’t having a problem. Would it benefit the town gown dynamic. Is it limping along ok.

· 6C-21 lots of data we do nothing with. Data we need isnt there- trip generation, mode split, FTE translation.  E.g. inventory sidewalks, accident status.

· E.g. 1(a) inventory of on campus parking is relevant.

· 1(b) Off-campus parking? Why. Important piece? Purpose of data.

· Need policies that ask how will you change mentality of parking- include where you want to change that mode.

· If Universities restrict parking on campus and private developers want to build garages to address this…

· Work group should address what data is needed and not needed.
· Update data being used. Need to update 93 BOR data, transit not reflected in that data. Worked to make model work better for university purposes reflecting reality. In partnership spent UF CMP funds to help the MPO consultants work on this. Will be collecting survey, mode choice data- working with sustainability issues.
· TDM credits are not reflected well in the models- statute requires you to address reducing trips through TDM. Research and Models don’t reflect this well.  How can we reflect this.

· Both data gathered for the planning document and process  and data gathered for negotiations with local governments.
· How much are we repeating data which the counties/cities include.
· The 1993 study would be welcomed by local government.  Workgroup should recommend the update of this study? 
· Learn about multi-modal system and what kind of traffic studies are needed or used? Ask experts to respond?
5. 
Clarify BOG Role in CMP
· BOG- typically not involved except in CDA big ticket items- stadiums, hospitals, events.
· BOG has not denied funding requests- have modified or stretched out plan for payment.
·  Should the BOG constrain the kinds of things the funds could be used for?
· BOG considering how the BOG staff should be involved in negotiations? Yes but there is some staff resistance.
6. 
Measuring Impacts
· Working with FTE vs. square footage? FTE vs. head count- universiities have different proportions have to be addressed. Campus housing with resident parking- affecting peak hour or weekend trips home.

· Tried to simplify. USF benchmarked all entrances to campus- traffic counts. % of growth X the count. 

· Caution- when using traffic counts to take into account cut-thru traffic.
7. 
Enhance Accountability for Improvements and Mitigation
· Can the workgroup focus on incentives and disincentives? University can’t ask formally for an accounting.
· This incrementally is building a house of cards- when improvements aren’t made and plan is updated.

· Change in 6C- outline changes that describe the approaches for CDA for mitigation so both look at this. Was supposed to be a bigger part of plans.

· Some kind of ‘reversion” if work isn’t done. Tampa CDA- funds for off campus transit service.
· In UF CDA specify projects, ask for annual reports, keep track of projects progress. Asked BOG to withhold total payment- incremental payments.

· Performance on improvements- CDA with UCF- addressed timelines. Additonal funds for improvements on  campus. UCF wanted a contract prior to releasing $$.  Local governments want to be partners with universities- no heartburn with specifying timelines.

8. Funding Improvements in the Context Area
· Challenge- local government receives funds for improvement may not be sufficient for them. May have to create funding for rest of the project. More funding sources needed and money has to be acquired elsewhere.

· UCF 95-model looked at traffic in/out of UCF and where going to. Made estimate. Context area was defined on how far reaching are/were the impacts.  In quantifying impacts- cumulatively created, or incremental predicted based on growth planned?  Looked for where roadway impacts occurred. Where increment from UCF was 10% of LOS. Host was defined at the County line even though UCF near other county lines.

· No artificial limit imposed for context area for UCF in 95?  Used a generous “significance” test – 10% of peak hour.
· Both FSU and FAMU in middle of multi modal transportation district. Once created will be used for other than moving cars. Costs for these may be incrementally more modest.

· UF had an “artificial limit”. Did GIS mapping where students and employees life- looked at concentration of students and employees- flagged the study area and developed the context area with the city and county.

· Projects as they are identified should be financially attainable/feasible

· City wanted to know when UF getting university’s money.
· There are no 40 mil CDAs, really in range of 3-10 million. Lends itself to lower capital cost implementation ideas. Look to get a bigger bang for the buck.

· Challenge with concurrency trust fund shortage- currently funding aspect.
· Use that to generate impacts for multi-modal funding?
· Context area- statute distinguishes between campus and off-campus. Bridging definition to allow the use of concurrency funding
9. 
Concurrency Trust Fund
· CEA- applicable to items you have concurrency element for.  Does anyone have a fire element/concurrency? Besides fire, any BOG $$ of non concurrency items?  Police, code enforcement.  “Off campus impacts” were legitimate under the statute?  Many campuses may be moving beyond stormwater and roads in next round.
· Solution to concurrency trust fund? Universities go forward without money. Per project pay as you go for concurrency. Comes out of the square footage? PECO (fixed capital) is for that. Concurrency comes from general revenue. Still need 2 sources.
· Some projects aren’t PECO funding- e.g. parking garages, etc.
· Look at statute- 1030.30-13 f 
· UF uses master plan funding to gather data for what is needed on campus.
· 1st CDA- urban interchange. Very expensive. Allowed for flexibility to spend on grid roads. $9 mil in first 7 mil in 2nd. Did it help on Alifaya Pkway? Yes.
· 2nd CDA- $4 mil- monitors for adjusting signalization. UCF was more specific about use of funds. E.g. adjusting for football traffic and even weekday travel would be valuable.
· What happened at UF following initial CMP. Learning curve at work.  Partnership between student association and funding. Over time gotten better. Doesn’t deal with it under CDA. Separately negotiated
· $900,000 contributed to intersection was not out of trust fund.
· Not being able to spend CDA money on campus? Statutory. Should this be changed?
· The BOG has not denied any payment of requested CDA funds in the past 5 years, although in some cases they have stretched out the CDA payments.
· Has any university gotten trust fund money for “non-traditional” concurrency infrastructure, such as off campus police and fire services necessitated by the University presence?  They have not, although the statute seems to say that if there is an impact on those types of services, that would be an eligible payment from the trust fund.
· Should the new regulation should address what type of impacts concurrency trust fund payments may be used for?
· Caution-- may be a good idea on the surface, but be careful not to give host local governments a “shopping list” of places to claim an impact requiring payment from the trust fund.
· Universities have an incentive to not take a hard line in the development of CDA’s, in that the University looks like it cares about the local residents when they give in and don’t fight against a claimed impact during the negotiation of a CDA.
· What happens if the CDA does actually make traffic better? E.g. UCF study showed that a new interchange was needed, but this was too expensive. Instead, the money payments from the trust fund were used on minor improvements on neighboring roads, hoping that this would alleviate some of the congestion on the main road. This strategy did make an improvement and slightly eased congestion. To make this happen, the University negotiated the CDA to where each specific minor improvement was listed separately in the CDA.

· Both local government and universities agreed that it is important that trust fund money be available for use at the interface of local and University roadways (both on and off-campus; as written now, the trust fund money cannot be used to make improvements on the on-campus side of the dividing line.
· The statute is clear on where the money can be spent, and that this sort of change may require amending the statute.
· May not be a hard amendment to convince the Legislature to enact, as the true goal is to make the condition better (i.e. – minimize congestion), not really to limit where physical changes take place. It is certainly possible for on campus spending (of trust fund money) to improve conditions off-campus.

10. Pipelining

· Have pipelining availability in statute?

· Pipelining is a practice of allowing the local government to take payments for lots of little impacts and put it all towards a large transit project (like multimodal bus transit). 
· This works as if the University is paying one transit lump sum, and the city is free to spend it in the best possible way to reduce the total trips generated.  
· The Workgroup should consider how the 6C-21 regulation can better facilitate pipelining to achieve some needed multimodal outcomes.
D. What should be in the transportation element of a campus master plan? 
Include/Add?

· 6C-21 Should address what data is needed and not needed.
· Is parking is one of the things that should be a separate element?
· Infrastructure inventories (including lighting) on campus
· Accident data
· Trip generation- (big data gaps exists). Encourage a re-do of 1993 study. Perhaps the Universities should be updating their trip generation numbers every 5 years. The suggestion of updating trip generation numbers seems important, but the question then is how to fund such a study. Why should universities get more specific with our trip generation numbers if the consultants used by the host local governments will use national standards to calculate impacts of the University?
· Special events have to be addressed too, e.g., a spike in clogged streets on FB game days equates to bad press for the University. These special event centers include stadiums, hospitals & dormitories.

Delete?

· Campus safety plan isn’t very helpful for planning (just facts and figures)
· Roadway classifications (used for funding which campus roads aren’t available for?)
Next Steps
Linda Dixon offered to flag things under consideration now that really don’t drive Universities in the planning process. This could help in considering what to take out of the analysis. E.g. off-campus parking, inventory of pedestrian sidewalks, inventory of crimes committed against pedestrians, sidewalks needed due to enrolment, lighting plans, campus safety plan and roadway classifications.

On campus parking is important to include in the support documents that goes to the host local governments. She suggested that parking should be considered in any transportation element.

The Chair suggested that the Workgroup continue to work with the experts to get their thinking on what is relevant and important to address in refining 6C-21. Mr. McGlashan, Whitman and Palmer agreed to assist.
IV. 
CMP Future Land Use Element Presentations and Discussions

A. 
Member Presentations on the Future Land Use Element
The Chair introduced a Workgroup member panel who he had asked to offer some opening comments on their experience and suggestions regarding the future land use element of the CMP.

Barbara Donerly, USF, presented first noting that this element is very redundant with lots of duplication when compared to other elements in the CMP. This should be addressed in revising 6C-21. When local government provides capacity in advance of University impacts, how should this be handled?  In an USF example with Tampa the local government felt they were penalized for being proactive. Should the host local government be compensated from the trust fund when they provide capacity ahead of the projected impacts for the University? Finally, the process to define the context area should be standardized. Need more guidance and consistency on how this is defined. Is it natural or man-made features?  Define with a radius around the university?

Chris Testerman, Orange County presented next noting that in the case of UCF, the county figured that what was inside the University’s borders was the University’s business. Is master planning for university or for the local government reviewing? E.g. what data and analysis is needed if the campus master plan for citizens and local government vs. for the university.  As a result, universities question why so many “irrelevant” requirements (i.e. – those internal to the University’s borders) included in the element? Is this requirement for the University or for the host local government? The future land use map and what is ocurring on the perimiter and what goes in or where raises what the ultimate purpose of the master plan is.

Additional questions that hinge on whether the process is for the University’s benefit of the host local’s benefit are:
· 10% impact – why is this the standard/threshold for all impacts? what does it mean, how do we measure this? E.g. stadium not an issue of 10% if doesn ‘t affect peak hour.
· As there is no true test for consistency in the statute/rule, how is it truly possible to be “in conflict” with the host local government’s comprehensive plan?
· How does or should the public participate in the CMP process?  No public hearings in front of the county for the master plan. Public hearings for CDA when none for the CMP.  How does public adequately get involved.  Open house is new “information session”. 
· Why limit the consistency requirement to only the host local government? Impacts of the University may affect other (non-host) governments, especially if the University abuts more than one municipality. E.g. UCF problems with Seminole County and Oviedo but they were not part of the host government process.
· Why does the EAR for University compliance only go to the Board of Trustees for review? Shouldn’t the host local government get at least cursory review? Host government not part of the EAR process perhaps in revising the 6C-21 regulation they should be?
· Can  mixed use = anything?

Fred Goodrow, Tallahassee/Leon, presented next noting that the 10% threshold for square feet added is truly irrelevant to host local governments, who really want to look towards actual impacts of (any) growth of the University. He suggested that stadiums and hospitals may be issues that are not consistent with the educational goals of the University and that there needs to be a different way to analyze their impacts.  We shouldn’t lump these in as a change in the plan and ignore the sometimes drastic impacts they can have. 

Border areas/edge issues between University and host-local governments always cause trouble when redevelopment of the area occurs.  How can we have a process that doesn’t produce inconsistencies that lead to conflicts?

How early should elected officials in the host local government be involved with the CMP process (notwithstanding that elected officials want to be involved early)? Elected may want more opportunity to comment and make recommendations during the CMP development.
B. 
Workgroup Member Discussion

The Workgroup member discussion points are grouped together below in issue areas for ease of review.

1. 
Nature of CMP Plan

· Plan 10 year horizon- with student growth. What impact on county. Head count is an easy standard to enforce. For some schools head count might be appropriate number especially for transportation.

2. 
Other categories of land uses
· Other categories of land uses? Housing and research parks. Often foundation run and providing own income. This is an area of growth in the future. E.g. a university engaged commercial development (bio-mass conversion plant).

· Housing should become a credit. University has more mixed use facilities- difficult.

· Could define in the rule- X number of dorms, stadium, research parks - define as a certain magnitude. 

· How to treat sub-leased property on campus to other entities? The University should write into contracts that the impacts of subleased property on campus are to be borne by those sublessees
3. 
Environmental Impacts
· Impacts and effects can go often beyond local governments- e.g. water management district, DEP etc. 10% may be related more to environmental impacts?  E.g. Wekiva- interchange land use study. 
· Should DEP and other agencies should be involved regarding the environmental effects of campus planning?

4. 
Correlation between Comp Plan and CMP
· Should there be a local government reciprocal plan to correlate to the comp plans?

· Why does the consistency requirement not work both ways. Why doesn’t the local government’s comprehensive plan have to be reciprocally consistent with CMP’s?

· Use a “sector plan” approach? Look at UF e.g.

· Local government should be encouraged to do sector planning studies/planning.
5. 
Non-Host Local Governments and 6C-21
· What about local governments that are not “hosts” but impact and are in context areas?  What should be done about context areas that include other than host local governments?
· UF dealing with urban encroachment.  Interaction in “holding the line”

· Does the statute allows funds to be spent on off site improvements in obvious place not in the host.  Didn’t anticipate this?  Location- intent was to rely on host dealing with extra jurisdictional impacts.

· BOG Release funds in CDA if Orange agreed to support Seminole County?  Wastewater treatment issue in past. Didn’t use concurrency funds, used some other funds.
· Why is there no CDA trust fund payments to neighboring but non-host local governments who abut the University?
· Spending CDA trust fund payments outside the host local government is not forbidden by the statute. If there was no prohibition, and the host local government agreed, could you spend trust fund money on the non-host county?
· The statute seems to target only the host local impacts.

· The process does not lend itself to such a payment, even if the statute does not forbid it.
· Historically, everyone expected host local governments to work out extra-jurisdictional impacts on their own.
· The BOG would probably release trust fund money to extra-local impacts if the host local government agreed to it.

6. 
“Edge” Consistency Issues
· Edge conditions- city recognized FSU edge issues and worked together. Work on Gaines street.

· “Not in conflict” standard wrong? Maybe not for local government but for an affected party challenging a plan amendment. If looking at boundary- look at the edges.
· Is the “not in conflict” standard insurmountable?  Perhaps a better standard would be to require “consistency at the edge?”

· Issue is what University does in the future in terms of edge issues.

· In leases- provide that concurrency impacts borne by the lessee? Is there a need for different types of categories/ treatments?

7. 
Defining the Facilities Standard
· 10% facilities standard- define what the threshold is measuring. Could be students not facilities.  Need a measure/threshold and some test.

· There are three criteria in statute- difficult to figure out what you are measuring.

· Intensity and density is not very relevant for campuses.
· Can the final 6C-21 recommended regulation define more clearly what constitutes a “substantial change.”
· What are the local government issues with the 10% threshold? It needs to be defined more clearly what the 10% measures. What if the 10% measured change in FTE (headcount)? FTE is an easy and understood measure. Fred Goodrow noted he does not agree with using FTE, but does agree that some sort of a threshold is necessary.  Perhaps for some schools FTE might be appropriate?

· 10% is too ambiguous a measure, and further comments that intensity/density does not make sense as the right metric.
· BOG noted that 10% is used by both sides (Universities & host locals) in their arguments for and against payment from the trust fund. As such, the new regulation should either clarify the threshold or drop the idea of a hard line threshold entirely.
8. 
Public Engagement
· Community meetings- public engagement. Representative is the county commissioner representing the district but the process doesn’t exist.

· Consider a procedure related to CMP? Vs. CDA involving vetting by 
C. 
What Should Be in the Future Land Use Element?

The Chair asked each member to offer, in light of the presentations and discussion to offer what one change, from their perspective, is needed in the future land use element?  This can be the most frustrating area that needs correction or most needed revision. Below are the member responses grouped together where appropriate:

· Stiltifying- future land use element should be something that guides universities to a vibrant plan. “Vibrancy” needed. More like an urban development plan. Plans elsewhere- more of vision and rendering of images.
· This is not vision based. Suffers from what Comp Plans experienced. Put more into planning issues not useless data requirement. Looking for quality planning issues such as projections not the data collection. Planning is not seen as solving problems- more like a checklist exercise. Guidelines have become so burdensome in terms of DCA comments.
· Need a community based vision for the university in which citizens particpate in. Plan more with a vision in mind. The vision thing- address.

· Better linkage in the element with the adjacent communities and urban form. How can we help all to deal with “edge” issues a little better. Good consistency along the edges.

· Repetition, repetion repetition. Unnecessary data collection requirement should be eliminated. 

· Define more clearly the intent of the future land use element’s function and use.

V. Conclusion and Next Steps
The Chair announced that Linda Dixon had offered to host the next meeting on October 1, 2008 in Gainesville at the University of Florida. He thanked her. The Workgroup then discussed what should be on the agenda for the October meeting in addition to following up on the transportation and land use element issues identified in the meeting.  The Workgroup asked the Chair and staff to consider including information and/or presentations on:

· DCA perspectives

· Review and Information on other elements

· How community colleges should be considered in terms of campus master planning.
· Branch universities- medical schools in DRIs

· Review of Ken’s list of CDAs in a matrix? (generic menu of types of facilities that have been funded through CDA)
· Presentation on urban element and architectural optional elements

· Presentation on Sustainability issues in CMPs
The Chair offered and the Workgroup agreed that he could take the lead on developing an initial set of draft guiding principles for revising 6C-21 based on the Workgroup’s discussions to date.
The Workgroup reviewed proposed dates for meetings #4-#7 based on the calendar forms members had submitted. The following Wednesday dates were set with the locations to be determined:

· Meeting 4 – December 3, 2008

· Meeting 5 – January 7, 2008

· Meeting 6 – February 4, 2009

· Meeting 7 – March 4, 2009

The Workgroup adjourned at 3:00 p.m.

Appendix #1

CAMPUS MASTER PLAN 6C-21 REGULATION WORKGROUP

2nd   MEETING

University of Central Florida

Millican Hall, Room 395E

Provost Conference Room

4000 Central Florida Blvd.

Orlando, FL 32816

July 1, 2008

Proposed Meeting Objectives

· To review and adopt the May 23 Workgroup Summary

· To review and adopt revised consensus-building guidelines 

· To review and refine Workgroup findings 

· To receive a presentation on issues surrounding the CMP/CDA Transportation Element and identify potential findings and options for 6C-21.

· To receive a presentation on issues surrounding the CMP Future Land Use Element and identify potential findings and options for 6C-21.

· To agree on next steps including the October 1, 2008 agenda.

Draft Agenda

9:30
Welcome and Opening Remarks and Agenda Review and Adoption of May 23, 2008 Meeting Summary- Chair Steve Pfeiffer

9:40
Review of 6C-21 Workgroup Work Plan and Schedule

9:50
Review and Adoption of Workgroup Consensus Guidelines
10:00
Review and Refinement of Workgroup Findings

10:30
CMP/CDA Transportation Element- Lessons Learned and Methodology- Consultant Panel -- Jason McGlashan, P.E., PTOE Vice President , HDR, Whitt Blanton, The Renaissance Group, Rob Palmer, Planning Lead, Jacobs, Jacksonville
11:00
Identification of Transportation Draft Findings and Options- Workgroup and Panel Discussion
12:15
Working Lunch (On Site)


12:30
Continue Review of Transportation Options and Areas of Focus for 6C-21

1:30
Review of Experience with the Future Land Use Element- Member Panel- 

                        Chris Testerman, Fred Goodrow, Charlie Gauthier &  Barbara Donerly

2:30
Identification of Future Land Use Element Draft Findings and Options-- Workgroup and Panel Discussion
3:15
Summary, Review of October 1 Agenda, Meeting Schedule and Next Steps

3:30
Adjourn
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EVALUATION SUMMARY

CAMPUS MASTER PLAN 6C-21 R EGULATION WORKGROUP 

2nd   MEETING

University of Central Florida, Orlando, FL 32816

July 1, 2008

      Agree
   

    Disagree








CIRCLE ONE  
WERE THE MEETING OBJECTIVES MET?

5
4
3
2
1    AVG

· To review and adopt the May 23 Workgroup Summary

6
2
0
0
0     4.8
· To review and adopt revised consensus-building 


6
2
0
0
0     4.8
guidelines 

· To review and refine Workgroup findings 


6
2
0
0
0     4.8
· To receive a presentation on issues surrounding the 

7
1
0
0
0     4.9
CMP/CDA Transportation Element and identify 

potential findings and options for 6C-21.

· To receive a presentation on issues surrounding the 

4
3
1
0
0     4.4
CMP Future Land Use Element and identify potential 

findings and options for 6C-21.

· To agree on next steps including the October 1, 2008 

7
1
0
0
0     4.9
agenda.

MEETING ORGANIZATION



5
4
3
2
1  AVG


Member workbook was helpful




5
3
0
0
0     4.6
Agenda Packet was helpful




4
4
0
0
0     4.5


Plenary discussion format was effective



5
1
2
0
0     4.4


Facilitators guided participant efforts effectively


6
2
0
0
0     4.8

Participation was balanced




6
1
1
0
0     4.6

What Did You Like Best About the Meeting? 

· I thought the discussions particularly on the transportation issues the successful and the not so successful elements, as well as the lessons learned was very good.  Presentations excellent, and the quality of the ability to participate by phone was very good.

· Very experienced people in the group

· Transportation Discussion

· Discussion

What Could be Improved? 

· More Detailed Discussion

· Dynamics of discussion almost requires attendance at meeting
Other Comments 

· Is there a way to date the various iterations of the support material so we can tell which is the latest version?
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OVERVIEW OF PROJECT SCOPE AND WORKPLAN

Step 1. Establish and Organize a Campus Master Plan Regulation Development working group (Jan-April, 2008)

· Survey invited Working Group representatives on key issues and guiding principles for consideration in developing a campus master plan regulation. (April, 2008)
· Prepare agenda materials for organizational meeting (May, 2008)
Step 2. Convene the Campus Master Plan Regulation Development process (May-July, 2008) (2 meetings)

· Phase 1- Organizational Scoping of Issues, Education and Initial Findings and Drafting (2 meetings, May- July, 2008)
· FCRC Progress Report to the BOG- FY 07-08 (July, 2008)  
Step 3. Building Consensus on the Campus Master Plan  (Sept. 08- Mar. 09)

(5 meetings)

· Phase 2- Regulation Development and Drafting (September-December, 2008, 3 meetings)
· Phase 3- Consensus Building on Regulation (January, 09- March 09, 2 meetings)
Step 4. Finalize Working Group Recommendations to the Board of Governors and Staff

· Presentation of Working Recommendations to the BOR (Spring, 2009).
· Promulgation of BOR regulation (Summer, 2009).
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Workgroup Consensus Guidelines

Adopted Unanimously, July 1, 2008

The CMP 6C-21 Regulation Workgroup (Workgroup) will seek consensus on its recommendations for changes to the Campus Master Plan 6C-21 Regulation.  General consensus is a participatory process whereby, on matters of substance, the members strive for agreements which all of the members can accept, support, live with or agree not to oppose.  In instances where, after vigorously exploring possible ways to enhance the members’ support for the final package of recommendations, and the Workgroup finds that 100% acceptance or support is not achievable, final consensus recommendations will require at least 80% favorable vote of all members present and voting.  This super majority decision rule underscores the importance of actively developing consensus throughout the process on substantive issues with the participation of all members and which all can live with.  In instances where the Workgroup finds that even 80% acceptance or support is not achievable, publication of recommendations will include documentation of the differences and the options that were considered for which there is greater than 50% support from the Workgroup.

The Workgroup will develop its recommendations using consensus-building techniques with the assistance of the facilitators.  Techniques such as brainstorming, ranking and prioritizing approaches will be utilized. The Workgroup’s consensus process will be conducted as a facilitated consensus-building process.  Workgroup members and facilitators will be the only participants seated at the table. Only Workgroup members and may participate in discussions and vote on proposals and recommendations. The Chair may request specific clarification from a member of the public in order to assist the Workgroup in understanding an issue. Observers/members of the public are welcome to speak during the public comment period provided at each meeting, and all comments submitted on the public comment forms provided in the agenda packets will be included in the facilitators’ summary reports.

To enhance the possibility of constructive discussions as members educate themselves on the issues and engage in consensus-building, members agree to refrain from public statements that may prejudge the outcome of the Workgroup’s consensus process.  In discussing the Workgroup process with the media, members agree to be careful to present only their own views and not the views or statements of other participants and/or may direct such inquiries to the Workgroup Chair. In addition, in order to provide balance to the Workgroup process, members agree to represent and consult with their stakeholder interest group.

Appendix #6

Draft Campus Master Plan Revised Findings Discussion Summary, July 1, 2008

Based on the rankings and comments from the 5-23 meeting, the facilitator drafted some proposed changes in the “findings.” The Workgroup members reviewed and ranked each of these statements and offered revisions to seek consensus on each finding.

1. While there are exceptions, generally the current campus master planning process which includes the 2005 changes, is producing successful campus master plans that are consistent with the host local government comprehensive plans. However there are planning areas and issues where improvements can be made.
	
	4=acceptable 
	3= minor reservations
	2=major reservations 
	1= not acceptable

	July 1  1st Ranking
	10
	1
	0
	0

	July 1 2nd Ranking
	11
	0
	0
	0

	Initial Ranking

May 23 2008
	11
	2
	0
	0


7-1- Workgroup Comment

· Fred Goodrow gave this a 3 out of 4. His minor reservations had to do with the situation at FSU and FAMU where the problem is “at the edges.” 

· The Chair suggested adding the following language: “while there are exceptions, generally the current campus …”

· With that change all members provided the statement with a “4”.

5-23 Workgroup Comment:

· 3- experience with the host local governments comp plan- LG’s not as forthcoming with University with the local comp plan.  Depend on the LG review vs. University’s review

· 3- off campus housing and traffic in Tallahassee/Leon with 2 universities. Not enough planning to deal with housing and transportation

2. Concurrency trust funding, overseen by the Board of Governors, has proven to be an essential ingredient for agreement and success between universities and their host local governments. It has also contributed to a more constructive and cooperative town-gown relationship. 

	
	4=acceptable 
	3= minor reservations
	2=major reservations 
	1= not acceptable

	July 1 Ranking
	11
	0
	0
	0

	Initial Ranking

May 23 2008
	13
	0
	0
	0


7-1 Workgroup Comments:

· None

5-23 Workgroup Comments:

· None

3. The existence of concurrency trust fund money for improvements has enhanced the ability of SUS campuses to negotiate effective campus master plans and campus development agreements with host local governments. From a local government perspective, this funding has allowed the campus and host government to collectively address the scope of the impacts and provide payment for the campus’ share of these impacts. However there are planning areas and issues related to concurrency trust funds where improvements can be made.
	
	4=acceptable 
	3= minor reservations
	2=major reservations 
	1= not acceptable

	July 1 Ranking
	11
	0
	0
	0

	Initial Ranking

May 23 2008
	11
	1
	1
	0


7-1 Workgroup Comments:

· None

5-23 Workgroup Comments:

· 2- “Blackmail” issue needs to be addressed even with the fund. Doesn’t solve the issue or make it easier to complete the CMP and CDA.

· 3- 4 towns with high numbers in terms of police, fire. Came up with own methodology. Not addressed well. Especially with branch campuses. Trust fund limitations will not cover at least initial requests. 

· UF put up 800K- fire primarily equipment for high rise buildings (ladder truck, calls on campus).  Very active campaign to address this.

· 2nd time around- LGs are looking at cuts and more aware of process and impacts.

· Credits and issues with local governments

4. Transportation related and off-campus housing impacts appear to be have been the most prevalent areas of conflict between SUS universities and host local governments. Fire and policing, water and sewer, energy and environmental features and concerns and related special facilities issues may present future challenges.  with university plans for off campus properties also a point of contention.

	
	4=acceptable 
	3= minor reservations
	2=major reservations 
	1= not acceptable

	July 1 Ranking
	9
	2
	0
	0

	July 1 2nd Ranking
	11
	0
	0
	0

	Initial Ranking

May 23 2008
	9
	3
	1
	0


7-1 Workgroup Comments

· The list should be extended in that special features/special events are also a challenge. Environmental issues (wetlands) are an example of “special features.”

· Special facilities issues_ e.g. the stadium, special events.

· Challenges- environmental areas challenged. UCF wetland area and how University developed these, 

· “Black box”? Unclear in first round what would be part of the solution. Parameters weren’t defined on what you could spend money on in terms of the CDA. What can the CDA covered.

5-23 Workgroup Comments:

· 3- stadium and lighting, noise issues- environmental issues on campus features. Is one of the keys but not the only one. (UCF)

· 3- fire and policing #s (FAU) (FSU- special events)

· Water and sewer issues (NCF)

· Off campus housing equal to transportation issues (FSU)

· Off campus housing not part of the CMP. Hot topics at UF 2000. City tightened up controls and wasn’t as big an issue in 2005.

· “Bob Nave’s black box”

· Mindset causes the difficulty. LG’s modeling transportation on trips, or square footage. Univ- it is FTEs, commuter vs. residential students etc. Reduce conflict by coming up rationale and methodology for how best to model traffic.

· UF- joint RFP process with MPO as a best practice- same planning cycle. On selection committee together. 2005- same consultant, same model. VP business affairs ex officios.

· FAU Jupiter- MPO not on same planning cycle. 

· Universities don’t act like other developers. Understood methodology is a great idea.

· Boca Raton- - traffic exempt multi modal system- exception area?

5. The best Constructive university/host government relationships appears to may be grounded on engaged leadership and effective communication on many levels on both the part of the local government and university. 

	
	4=acceptable 
	3= minor reservations
	2=major reservations 
	1= not acceptable

	July 1 Ranking
	10
	1
	0
	0

	July 1 2nd Ranking
	11
	0
	0
	0

	Initial Ranking

May 23 2008
	12
	1
	0
	0


7-1 Workgroup Comments

· Concerned that it doesn’t clarify the importance of the role of “effective communication at many levels. Add this to the statement.

5-23 Workgroup Comments:

· “Leadership”? Does this suggest BOT engaged in master plan process?  Some VPs, day to day- at staff level planners.

· One size may not fit all on this finding?

· FAU President and Mayor close relationship, and with city manager.

6. Good communication and early exchange among the planners and staff and local government and community leaders has helped to build trust and led to mutually beneficial agreements.  An example of this might be a joint workshop with the Board of Trustees and a City Commission to share and coordinate their visions and strategies. (facilitator proposed deleting this finding)
	
	4=acceptable 
	3= minor reservations
	2=major reservations 
	1= not acceptable

	5-23 Ranking
	9
	4
	0
	0


5-23 Comments:

· Put 5 and 6 together. Connect this with the leadership.

6. The quality, quantity and timeliness of University public outreach and communication on master plans and development agreements has may contributed to better relationships between SUS campuses and their host local governments.

	
	4=acceptable 
	3= minor reservations
	2=major reservations 
	1= not acceptable

	July 1 Ranking
	11
	0
	0
	0

	Initial Ranking

May 23 2008
	11
	2
	0
	0


7-1 Workgroup Comments:

· None

5-23 Workgroup Comments

· CMP perspective- public outreach in this setting is somewhat limited. Public hearing process-

· FSU- first public meeting- no comments, 30 people , more than ½ were from FSU and that shattered the record.

· Should this be happening?

· Universities are not used to public outreach. 

· If you want more citizen input- in conjunction with local government will bring people in the door. 

· Only public that cares surrounding the university

· UCF experience with stadium- meet with over 24 organizations. Opposition still set.

· UF- important step- packed house in 2000. In 2005 much fewer. But had done 18 months meeting with the public and MPOs, advisory boards, etc. If didn’t have opportunity then would feel shut out.

· 4th cycle FSU- plans are becoming “boring”?  All the big things done. Now from design standpoint it is becoming more routine. Do go out and meet with community groups.

7. The university relationship with community appears to be more tightly linked to controversy incited by development plans, than to the quality and/or quantity of public meetings/outreach. 

	
	4=acceptable 
	3= minor reservations
	2=major reservations 
	1= not acceptable

	Initial Ranking

May 23 2008
	7
	6
	0
	0


7-1 Workgroup Comments:

· None

5-23 Workgroup Comments

· Citizens generally care about other things than this.

· Done more positive things with local governments than the few issues making headlines. Cooperative issues.

· Noise and light more contention than development plans?

· Is this finding needed?

7. 
The approach taken by Universities and their host local governments have approached for the concurrency proportionate fair share of impacts and to improvements within “context areas” needs to be considered addressed in updating the 6C-21 regulation.  in a flexible manner consistent with the intent of statute.

	
	4=acceptable 
	3= minor reservations
	2=major reservations 
	1= not acceptable

	July 1 Ranking
	8
	3
	0
	0

	Initial Ranking

May 23 2008
	7
	5
	1
	0


7-1-08 Workgroup Comments

· This is hardest part- doing something less or more? 

· Do we not agree with flexibility? Different methodologies will be used by different.

· Put in the BOG rule the local government approach. This may be overly broad. And may be “overreaching” vis a vis SUS and local government. forcing uniformity on host local governments may be too much.

· Context areas overlapping or mulitple jurisdictions with impacts affecting one raises the complexity here. 

· How is context area defined? What is going to be the cost sharing/fair share formula? (will we use the existing standard methodology, or will we promulgate a new formula?)

· This would require a statutory change-= BOG doesn’t have this authority now.

· Change “and” to “to”

· Needs to be “considered” vs. “addressed” Prompt the workgroup discussion.

· This isn’t in 6C-21 now? No

· May need to express this in the regulation for universities and consider statutory changes for local government.

· Does this address the CDA as well? 

· Could recommend that BOG pursue this

5-23 Workgroup Comments

· Not sure this is true or uniform across the system.

· Don’t think they are flexibly handling “context area”

· Use of funds that are not used in context areas. 

· Context area needs to be addressed. Context goes more than 4 blocks outside the campus.  Context area is used as a safe haven for issues.  This may be bigger than the university perspective.

· UCF context area straddles 2 counties. But all funding goes to 1 government. Way set up.

· NCF- Sarasota, Manatee, Bradenton.

· Host government can do something near campus- universities as an “affected” party- planning side- need some mechanism.

· When legislation passed- reciprocity- cultural thing- local government and the university not used to doing these together. LG has to do in the sunshine. 

· Lot of culture to be addressed here.  E.g. downtown CRA proposal with city and county. 

· Local government usually not the developer but the recipient of development proposals.

· Could be done more systematically. Master plans and Comp plans- as long as don’t collide- ok. Need policies in both plans.

· UF- lots of informal mechanism- e.g. get on list for neighborhood workshop notices of new development.

8. While there is an overall statutory master plan template, there exist variations in how each SUS campus has implemented the law, e.g. how branch campuses are treated in a master plan, or have a separate master plan, etc. This should be addressed by the Workgroup in considering changes to the 6C-21 regulation.
	
	4=acceptable 
	3= minor reservations
	2=major reservations 
	1= not acceptable

	July 1 Ranking
	10
	1
	0
	0

	Initial Ranking

May 23 2008
	12
	1
	0
	0


7-1-08 Workgroup Comments

· Are there sufficient issues with branch campuses to warrant changes? Bob J. notes that the regulation does not address the issue of branch campuses. Wonders if the end product of this group (regulation) should affirm existing practice. 

· USF and FAU. FAU treats separately.
· Articulated by location- no one has challenged.  Combined Davie and Boca and there was confusion. Separated plan.
· Leave the  main campus with discretion on whether to do one all-encompassing, or multiple CMP’s.
· Rule should provide general requirements for interaction with local governments but delegate discretion to each main campus for how to proceed
· Lots of physical sites/properties owned by Universities away from the main campus, but some are merely owned properties and would never be considered “branch campuses? “Partner campuses” BOG trying to define the term “branch campuses” now.
· Has there been enough comparative analysis and study to understand what best practices would constitute here? Need to hear what universities have paid for their fair share, methodologies used, etc.  Helpful for group to see background information?  
· CDA that have paid impacts to date. 

· B.O.G. may have a concern with each University being able to see what the other Universities are negotiating regarding trust fund disbursement without clarity of the context. Want to avoid claims that “they got X, we want X too.”

5-23 Workgroup Comments:

· Note ongoing discussions about “branch” campuses. Needs some consistency and clarity. 

· There is a BOG regulation definition that is in the process of being re-defined. E.g. Lakeland USF vs. Harbor Branch. In context of master plan review.

9. The transparency of information and communication on campus master plans and development agreements and the use of open workshop formats for reviewing the plans and agreements with the public have enhanced the “town/gown” relationship and may have helped to minimize the number of challenges to the plans and development agreements.

	
	4=acceptable 
	3= minor reservations
	2=major reservations 
	1= not acceptable

	July 1 Ranking
	11
	0
	0
	0

	Initial Ranking

May 23 2008
	10
	3
	0
	0


7-1 Workgroup Comments

· None

5-23 Workgroup Comments:

· Does this reduce challenges? Not sure it is true.

Appendix # 7

PRIORITIZING CMP ISSUE AREAS AND ELEMENTS

WORKGROUP DOT EXERCISE RESULTS

May 23, 2008

(CMP and CDA Issue Areas drawn from the member pre-meeting survey)

Campus Master Plan Issue Areas

1. Streamlining the CMP Adoption Process (9)

2. Connecting Campus Master Plans and Local Comprehensive Plans (8)

3. Construction Funding and Infrastructure Requirements (7)

· Structure of the CMP (5)

· Connecting Campus Master Plans to Communities- Public Participation (5)

· Addressing Regional and Branch Campuses (4)

· Enhancing the Planning Relationship and Quality of the Plans (3)

· Timing, Scope of Input and Role of the BOG in the CMP process (1)

· Connecting Campus Master Plans to DOE Requirements (0)

CDA Issue Areas

1.   Concurrency Funding (13)

2. Measuring Mitigation and Impacts (8)

3. Accountability for Improvements (7)

· Other Infrastructure Funding Opportunities (5)

· Cost, Length and Experience with the CDA Process (4)

· Concurrency Payments for Improvements (3)

· Coordination with Other Local Governments (3)

· Public Engagement (1)

· Managing Projects that May Be Inconsistent with the CMP of CDA (0)

· Independent Reviews (0)

MANDATORY ELEMENTS

1. Transportation Element (13)

2. Future Land Use Element (9)

3. General Infrastructure Element (7)

· Housing Element (5)

· Capital Improvements Element (4)

· Conservation Element (1)

· Intergovernmental Coordination Element (1)

· Recreation Open Space Element (0)

Optional Elements

(Not subject to review by outside agencies)
1. Urban Design Element (8)

1. Architectural Design Guidelines Element (8)

3. Support Facilities Element (6)

3. Landscape Architectural Design Guidelines Element (6)

· Academic Program Element (3)

· Academic Mission of the University Element (2)

· Facilities Maintenance Element (1)

· Coastal Management Element (0)
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