WSNAC Campus Development and TPS&SR Subcommittee Joint Meeting

November 3, 2009

155 Murray-Herrick Hall

WSNAC members present.

Scott Banas, Joel Clemmer, Rina Cooper, Doug Hennes, John Hershey, John Huber, Jeanne Matross, Marc Manderscheid, Jarad Scharpen, Jim Sachs, Leo Viktora.

Participants and guests.

· Jeff Bednar & Nancy Frick, SRF; Craig Larson & Dan Young Dixon, Opus NW; Josh Williams, PED.
· Fourteen neighbor/guests signed the meeting roster form.
Joel Clemmer convened the meeting at 6:32 p.m. and introductions were made.

1. Basic review.

Mr. Clemmer introduced the EAW process, informing the group of the expected December 14 publication of the EAW and of the city-sponsored January 5, 2010 public hearing.  He explained WSNAC’s intention of providing a forum for reviewing current plans and EAW study outcomes and using the WSNAC subcommittee meeting time as a forum for listening to public comment.
Josh Williams of PED provided an overview Anderson Student Center timetable review process, including the EAW; the historic district review, which includes a public hearing before the Heritage Preservation commission; and the site plan review which includes a public hearing before the Zoning Committee of the Planning Commission. He explained that the city is utilizing the WSNAC process to provide additional review and to seek public input.
Mr. Williams distributed a general summary sheet detailing a series of methods for addressing specifically expressed concerns regarding pedestrian/bike traffic, vehicular traffic, historic district issues and campus events.  He shared his contact information and invited interested people to contact him.  Phone: 651-266-6659.  E-mail: Josh.Williams@ci.stpaul.mn.us
2. Opus student center presentation.
Dan Young Dixon provided a general overview and description of the proposed Anderson Student Center plan, including reworked renderings and elevations done in response to a March 2009 WSNAC presentation and after review by the St. Thomas Board of Trustees. He explained the Opus response to expressed concerns about pedestrian circulation and described the basic external pedestrian design to funnel foot-traffic to the Arches crossing or to the Summit/Cretin corner.

Mr. Young Dixon showed:

· an aerial view of the design plan, explaining that Aquinas and the student center are similar in height and setbacks from Summit,

· a “massing comparison” overview of the three Summit buildings: Aquinas, Roach and the student center, and

· a “screening plan” for masking the service area components on the west side of the student center. (In his comments about the service area, Mr. Young Dixon noted that the garage door entrance is approximately four feet lower than street level.)

Mr. Young Dixon described the plan to manage service vehicle and drop-off/pick-up traffic on the west side of the building. Though service vehicles will be limited to “right out only” restrictions, a determination has not yet been made with regard to outbound non-service vehicles. The university estimates 12-14—primarily food-service related—deliveries per day.  The book store operation will remain in Murray-Herrick and will not use the student center to receive wares and goods.
Bus stop locations. The bus stop for the 21, 63 and 134 MTC routes is expected to remain on Summit near the Cretin intersection.
· A question arose about not moving the campus bus service from Summit to Cretin. Mr. Young Dixon stated that the site on the west side of the building does not provide adequate space to relocate the UST circulator bus there.

· In a related item, Leo Viktora suggested moving the UST bus further west on Summit, allowing it to make a u-turn at the Summit/Finn intersection, rather than at the Cleveland/Summit intersection.

Stadium event traffic. A concern was expressed about the management of stadium event traffic and resulting traffic backup. SRF responded that it estimates minimal traffic disruption because larger stadium events typically do not coincide with rush hour traffic and occurs on the weekends or in the evenings. 
Below-grade parking. Doug Hennes reported that the university has reduced the amount of below-grade student center parking to 30 spaces due to cost constraints. He explained that the new parking ramp still creates a net of approximately 110-120 spaces when compared with pre-construction levels. The reduction of parking spaces greatly reduces the need for traffic control and management at the Anderson site. 
Building heights. With respect to building height, the city measures required building heights to the mid-slope of the roof. The student center plan calls for a 58-foot mid-slope height with a peak level of 69’5”. The adjacent Aquinas mid-slope measures 55’3” and a peak level of 64’6”.  However, the drop in slope elevation from Aquinas proceeding west to the Cretin/Summit corner reduces the visual impact of the difference to two to three feet.
Cretin Avenue parking. A question was raised whether the EAW will include an evaluation of the existing parking on the east side of Cretin near the stadium. SRF’s Nancy Frick explained that the issue will be addressed as a part of the larger context of the study and will be considered.

Sidewalk widths. A concern was also expressed over the need to increase sidewalk widths to more efficiently accommodate pedestrian movement and circulation. A request was made for Opus, the university and the EAW to consider this issue.
Traffic management. A suggestion was made for St. Thomas to deploy public safety officers to manage the Cretin/Summit pedestrian intersection during class changes several times a day to provide for smoother, safer traffic flow and to reduce the amount of jaywalking or crossing against the lights.

3. SRF preliminary EAW presentation.

Nancy Frick provided an overall concept review of the purpose and scope of the EAW process, stating that an EAW is always specific to the project but also considers the broader context of neighborhood/environmental impacts. She described the EAW as “an information document” which informs the city study for its evaluation and approval process. The EAW will be published on December 14, 2009, followed by a 30-day public comment period.
Ms. Frick provided an overview of the project description, evaluating student center impact, removal of parking lot H and the placement of a building on that site. Her comment prompted a question about making sure to include the evaluation of the impact of the athletic and recreation center as a part of the project in order to conform with the sentiment outlined in the December 2008 Memorandum of Understanding that eliminated the need for a separate EAW for the athletic complex. Ms. Frick asserted that the athletic complex construction is being included as a part of the study.
Ms. Frick reviewed the principal impact issues of interest that have emerged from the study and concentrated her comments on two issues. 
· The impact on historic properties. There is a preliminary determination is that O’Shaughnessy Hall is not a contributing building in the historic district and that the replacement of a parking lot with a building is more consistent with historic district design.

· Traffic and pedestrian circulation and safety study. SRF has taken preliminary turn counts and pedestrian crossing counts. It plans to conduct through-traffic counts on November 4, now that Cretin is open. The change in parking location by re-distributes vehicle trips and alters foot traffic patterns. 

Preliminary SRF recommendations include recommendations for:
· traffic signal improvements at the Cretin/Summit and Cretin/Grand intersections to enhance the level of service.  Concerns were expressed for SRF to provide more than “a level of service evaluation” in lieu of finding “the best solution for intersection improvements” such as requiring the presence of traffic officers;
· providing larger staging areas for pedestrian gathering areas, continuing to evaluate pedestrian control issues and including a “travel-demand management plan” as a part of the site plan review.

After SRF completes its traffic counts, it plans to make more detailed recommendations.

5. Adjourn.

The meeting adjourned at 8:28 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

John Hershey

