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* Comments & Themes

* Responses & Revisions

* Plan Document

= Growth

* Expansion Areas

* Building Heights

* Campus Edges

* Campus Trees & Open Spaces
Traffic & Parking®

*Com/ng soon, but not tonight



44 acres 3,443 full-time students
107 buildings 801 faculty & staff
1,227 trees 72 undergraduate majors
167 exceptional trees 131 years of education & stewardship
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PROCESS & SCHEDULE

Past 12 Months
* Reviewed comments

2
152 (SDCI) e Z  External Focus =
64 (SDOT) w1~ > Campus + Neighborhood
13 (CAC) B

26 Letters, 45 Topics (Public)
Redlines (SPU & Consultant Team)
* Responded to each comment
* Revised Preliminary Draft
* Finalized revisions

Next 3 Meetings
» September 21
External focus: general themes
* October 5
External focus: specific items

* October 19
Internal focus: general themes & specific items

Internal Focus =
Campus + Campus Buildings

Note: Traffic & Parking meeting may take place on
one of these dates.



WHAT WE HEARD & HOW WE RESPONDED

HOW & Who Item Comment Response Page

Development Program

. 1 The CAC supports SPU's desire to increase street-level activities, The University understands. N/A
[ ] P u b I | C CO m m e nt I e‘t‘te rS including retail opportunities in the area, but recommends that such
development integrate with, and build upon, the area's existing retail.
2 The CAC supports the concept of pedestrian safety and traffic Suggested pedestrian safety and traffic calming measures, including 51, 85-89

calming measures, particularly on and around Bertona Street, butis  those for W Bertona St, as potential ways to address mobility conflicts

. CAC CO | I I | | I e nt | ette r interested in learning more about the details of those measures in the 'and safety. Details are not addressed at the planning level of the
MIMP, including the changes intended to convert Bertona Streetto a  MIMP. If they become projects, the University will follow the City
"Neighborhood Yield Street." process. Details will be evaluated at the project level.

& m e et I n C O n t e nt 3 The CAC supports the proposal to create a primary, identifiable lllustrated this concept further in the Draft. 10, 11, 20,
g campus entrance at the intersection of West Cremona Street and 21,24
West Nickerson Street, with an enhanced West Cremona streetscape
design, and looks forward to seeing this concept further developed in

SDCI comment letter

Development Standards
1 The CAC supports the preservation of historic buildings and Noted all potentially eligible buildings based on age. 32
S D OT C O m m e nt | ette r structures with architecturally significant features. They enhance a
sense of history and contribute to the character of the SPU campus
and Queen Anne. While acknowledging that nomination of buildings
. and spaces for historic preservation will occur as SPU seeks each
& T I\/I P me et in gs Master Use Permit ("MUP") to implement its MIMP, the CAC
recommends that the college provide an inventory of significant
historic structures and places on the campus as part of the MIMP.
2 The CAC strongly supports retaining the density of significant and Provided inventory list and map of all trees on campus and within the Appendix

| n te rn a | S P U reV| eW mature trees on the SU campus. The high tree canopy and shading  proposed MIO.
contribute to the overall quality of the campus and neighborhood.
THe CAC recommends that SPU provide an inventory of significant
trees located near new structures that are proposed as part of the
MIMP.

3| The CAC recommends that the college provide light and shadow Provided light and shadow studies in the EIS. EIS
studies during the later MUP process for development of structures

What Themes . proposed in the MIMP. e

The CAC supports SPU's attention to the topography of the campus | Retained this idea, and provided additional detail about NE area (and
and surrounding areas and the increase in maximum height in the NE ' other area) height limits and transitions to existing neighborhood
section of the campus. fabric.

" P I a n D O C u I | | e nt 5 The CAC strongly supports SPU's decision to move proposed student Retained this idea in the Draft MIMP. 45

housing away from single-family residential areas (Ashton Hall
parking lot, and the corner of 7th Avenue West and West Dravus

n Street) to West Cremona Street. This area is at a lower elevation
rOWt than other parts of the campus and is closer to transit and other
transportation facilities.
. 6 The CAC expects to see more detailed information in the MIMP Focused on moving academic buildings south of Nickerson to 10, 11, 20,
u Ex p a n S I O n A re a S concerning enhancements to pedestrian and vehicle safety on West  minimize crossing needs. Provided recommendations for streetand 21, 48, 65-
Nickerson Street in light of frequent pedestrian crossings, and the signal improvements. Details are not known at the MIMP planning 69, 86-89
potential for mid-block crossings if future mixed-use elements that level, but would be available as project planning takes place.

draw students are located on the north side of the street.

" B u | I d I n g H e I g h tS Transportation Management Program

1 The CAC recommends that the on-campus parking supply, and the Addressed the importance of this topic in the TMP chapter (and in 114
rate charged for on-campus parking, be designed to meet the needs  response to comments from SDCI and SDOT).

[ ] C a m u S Ed e S of students and staff who drive to the campus, while also
p g encouraging students and staff to park on campus rather than in

adjacent residential neighborhoods.

2 The CAC recommends that SPU work closely with SDOT, with input  SPU is currently working with SDOT and SDCI to develop an 108
u C a m p u S Tre es & O p e n S p a Ce S from the CAC, to develop methods and parking demand aspirational, yet realistic, goal for to reduce the number of SOV trips
management strategies to reduce the number of single-occupant to campus over the life of this MIMP.
vehicle trips to campus.
- Tra -ﬁ:l C & Pa rkl n * 3 The SPU campus is adjacent to a major bicycle trail used by staff and Described how SPU currently promotes, and will continue to 110-117
g students. The CAC recommends that the TMP include the encourage, non-SOV modes of transportation among students,
development of infrastructure to accommodate and encourage faculty, and staff.

alternative modes of transportation through measures such as
designated bicycle routes, bicycle racks, showers, and seating near
transit stops.
4 While understanding that the City does not often favor street Retained recommendations for potential street vacations in these 65-67
vacations, the CAC recommends that the proposed vacations shown areas.
in the MIMP or West Emerson Street between 6th Avenue West and
West Bertona Street, and for 6th Avenue West between West Dravus
Street and West Cremona Street, in particular, be approved as
necessary enhancements for both pedestrian and vehicle safety in
those areas.

CAC Comments & SPU Responses



WHAT WE HEARD & HOW WE RESPONDED

Item

58

58

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

Page
pDraft

60

60-61

61

62-63

63

63

64
65
65
65

65

66

City Comment

How were the Existing Vehicular-Pedestrian Traffic Conflict points
identified? The text indicates these may be due to higher volumes of
pedestrians but does not specify existing safety concerns. (MH)

Differentiate public sidewalks from internal pedestrian routes. Based on the
underlying gray/white graphics (and Pedestrian Hardscaped Areas
mapped on pages 73-74), it appears not all internal pedestrian pathways
are highlighted as green. Please explain why all internal pedestrian routes
are not identified and reasons for selecting those internal routes that are
represented on the map.

Explore pedestrian and bicycle connections to the South Ship Canal Trail
along the northern boundary of the MIO.

Per SMC 23.69.030.E .4.c, identify private streets. Note, the maps are titled
Existing and Proposed Vehicular Access; however, the maps depict the
network of roadways rather than points of vehicular access. Identify
vehicular access points to parking lots/structures, loading docks, service
uses, etc.

The Proposed Primary Campus Entrances include transit stop pairs that
are nearby or in the same location as the point shown on the vehicular
access map. Consider broadening these campus entry points to be more
inclusive of all commuters to and from campus. (MH)

Consider establishing Design Guidelines for Proposed Campus Gateways
and Proposed Primary Campus Entrances.

Include table of existing parking inventory. Table should be consistent with
counts inside and outside of MIO shown in the map on page 65.

Define “Restricted Parking”. Confirm is “Restricted Parking” also surface
parking, if not labelled “Structured/Restricted Parking”.

Consider relabeling “Parking” to “Private Parking Within MIO” — it appears
the only instance of this type of parking is associated with the church.

Label number of parking spaces associated with surface lot to the east of
the MIO, north of Nickerson.

How does the location of parking areas inform the circulation maps on the
preceding pages? How will the access points be designed to preserve
safety for all travelers? (MH)

Confirm reference to page number 103. Please explain which Guidelines
will “ensure that future parking both maintains and enhances the campus
setting” and how. Consider developing Development Standards or Design
Guidelines for vehicular access, screening of surface parking lots and
parking structures, etc.

Excerpt of SDCI Comments & SPU Responses

SPU Response

Existing vehicular-pedestrian conflicts were identified by observation and
experience. Clarified type of conflict and concern in Development Program:
Existing Pedestrian Circulation.

The point of the graphic is to differentiate between existing and proposed
primary routes--not between public sidewalks and internal paths--and to
convey the importance of maintaining and reinforcing an interconnected
pedestrian network. Only primary pedestrian routes are identified (green).

Secondary routes are shown but are not called out (white). Clarified in text for

Development Program: Proposed Pedestrian Circulation.

Discussed bicycle circulation and connections to Ship Canal Trail in greater
detail in Development Program: Circulation.

Identified vacated streets, as SPU has vacated streets but does not have
private streets per SMC definition: "street, private” means a named, private
permanent access easement exceeding thirty-two (32) feet in width not

dedicated to public use but that provides a roadway at least twenty-four (24)

feet wide for internal use within a subdivision or development, and that
includes sidewalks and space for utilities and drainage. Changed title from
Access to Circulation to match the intent of the diagram.

Proposed Primary Campus Entrances (now Proposed Campus Gateways)
are for all modes; however, the purpose of showing them on the vehicular

circulation map is to convey their role in announcing campus presence and in
alleviating some vehicular pressure on the West Nickerson Street-3rd Avenue

West intersection. Edited text to describe this.

Proposed Campus Gateways indicate points of arrival defined by the
presence of buildings and/or open space enhancements. Added design
guidelines for Campus Gateways in Development Standards: Design
Guidelines.

Included existing parking inventory table in Appendix.

Changed legend to represent physical (structure, surface, below-grade) only,
and removed use type (who is eligible). Use type is not consistent over time.

Clarified the type of parking shown and counted.

Labeled parking within 6 Nickerson building. Surface lot is not in University
use.

Page
Draft

48

46, 47

50, 51

46, 51

103

Appendix
52
52

52

Described in Development Program: Proposed Parking. At the MIMP planning 53

level, parking informs the circulation diagram by shifting primary parking areas
toward campus edges and away from primary pedestrian movements in core

campus areas. The access points discussion will occur at the project level.

Removed references to page numbers. Included Design Guidelines at the end 100-103

of the Development Standards chapter.



WHAT WE HEARD & HOW WE RESPONDED
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DOCUMENT

Question / Concern Response / Revision
* Inconsistencies with names and * Edited for clarity and consistency.
numbers. - Edited for legibility, navigation, and organization.

* Missing some code requirements. * Included more detailed and comprehensive
* Typos. information.
* Requests for clarification. * Reorganized Document.

Requests for reorganization.

Investigated numbers in more detail, cross-checked
among sources.

Placed maps with existing and potential conditions
side-by-side and all potential maps on the right.

Existing Potential



DOCUMENT

Question / Concern Response / Revision
* Unclear about exactly what the * Added Executive Summary with MIMP Primer
MIMP is, why you are doing it now, section.
and what it's for. * Added explanations and rationale.

* Relocated content too specific for Introduction.
* Presented more information in charts and graphics.

Factors driving growth & change Challenge to resolve Solution

" L . " _ E f
Critical space deficiencies —— > Mismatch between existing facilities and needed program space — . xpand.square ootage tg support modern needs
in learning and student life

Growing enrollment —— > Growth up to 6,000 students in the next 20 yyars—— > Expand square footage to support growth

Increasing residential population —— > 70 percent of undergraduates to live on campus ——— > Develop more residential housing

Expansion toward W Nickerson St ———— Shift campus away from residential area toward commercial area-> Develop north and east
Pedestrian-vehicular conflict at W Nickerson St — High volumes of student pedestrians crossing major arterial ——> Relocate academic uses

Additional athletic functions on campus ————> Interbay soccer field lease expires in 2029 —— > Provide space for potential soccer field

Chart from Executive Summary



DOCUMENT

Question / Concern Response / Revision
* Would like to see much more * MIMP is high-level planning document, not a set
detailed plans for buildings and of building plans.
streets. » Clarified campus strategies and level of

information known about Planned Projects.

Residential Neighborhood

=

—  Diagram from Executive Summary

Eifd's eye view of ca 5 Lq;king Southwest fgpi\ﬁ'__ North and Introduction

KEY CAMPUS STRATEGIES

1 Establish a primary campus entrance along Cremona Street, 4 Right-size academic and student life space to meet physical
with an enhanced streetscape design that extends to and aligns and programmatic needs.

with the historic Tiffany Loop.
5 Provide more on-campus student housing to strengthen the

2 Develop with sensitivity along the Major Institution boundary on-campus community, decrease trips to campus, and reduce
and transition respectfully between campus and low-rise impacts on the number of neighborhood rental units.

residential areas and public edges. ) ) )
6 Continue to grow away from the south residential area, down the

3 Concentrate academic functions south of Nickerson Street— hill toward the north and east.
around the historic Tiffany Loop and along an enhanced
Cremona streetscape—to cluster uses and reduce pedestrian-

vehicle conflicts.



DOCUMENT

Question / Concern

What guidelines are in place to
achieve desired character and scale?

Response / Revision

Added Design Guidelines to guide decision-
making as projects become more defined.

GUIDELINES BY TOPIC AREA

A. Site Planning

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

How does the design reinforce campus form and
support future development?

How does the design provide open space opportunities
on site and/or within adjacent spaces?

How does the design reinforce existing positive
streetscape characteristics (when relevant)?

How does the design support view corridors?

How does the design locate entrances at prominent
intersections and pathways?

How are entries clearly identified?

How does the design encourage human activity on the
ground plane?

How does the design encourage and support pedestrian
and bicycle activity?

If the project is located at an intersection, how are
there clear wayfinding elements at pedestrian and
vehicular scales?

How does the site design reinforce the University’s
identity?

For projects involving parking and/or service access,
how does the design minimize parking and auto
impacts on pedestrians and adjoining property?

For projects involving parking, how does the design
discourage parking in the building setback areas
adjacent to streets?

On corner lots, for projects involving parking, how does
the design orient the building to the corner and parking
away from the corner on public street fronts?

B. Height, Bulk, and Scale

1.

How is the design consistent with the height, bulk,
and scale development standards of the most recently
adopted MIMP?

How does the design use height, bulk, and scale
to delineate internal uses, including entrances,
classrooms, stairwells, and atriums?

How does the design project an appropriate transition
to nearby, less intensive zones?

How does the design allow for flexibility in internal
programming?

If located on a slope, how does the design utilize the
topography to reduce massing?

C. Architectural Elements and Materials

1.

How does the design compliment positive existing
character and/or respond appropriately to nearby
historic structures?

While avoiding literal interpretations of historic campus
buildings, how does the design contribute to buildings
that compliment and strengthen the overall campus
appearance?

How does the design reflect the character of its
intended use and district location?

How does the design prioritize human scale and human
activity?

How does the design incorporate durable, attractive,
environmentally preferable, and well-detailed finish
materials?

For projects involving parking, how does the design
minimize garage entrances?

Excerpt from Design Guidelines




DOCUMENT

Question / Concern

Response / Revision

* The Building ID numbers are * Revised building ID numbers to match SPU
confusing and don't seem based building numbering system.

on anything.
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DOCUMENT

Question / Concern Response / Revision
* There are errors in the Long-Term * Revised Development Summary Table for
Development Summary. clarity and accuracy.
* Tied all SFs back to Development Summary
Table.

Summary of Planned & Potential Development (GSF)

n EXiSting (a)

- Planned (b1) Potential (bz) Planned (cl) Potential (cz) Planned (d1) Potential (dz)
Athletic & 82,700 0 82,700 82,700 0 388,500 305,800 388,500
Recreation

Ed(‘;z:i'g; L8 547,700 53,600 255,000 494,100 239,100 61,000 716,900 66,500 469,300 1,083,500

m 525,900 0 149,500 525,900 376,400 0 856,100 706,600 1,232,500
60,900 0 60,900 60,900 0 (60,900) 0

Mixed Use & pugpRas 0 11,500 11,500 0 237,100 225,600 237,100
Commercial

Future Additional

To be Demolished (b) To be Retained (c) New Development (d) Leased Space * Net New (e) Total Campus (f)

Total
Summary 1,228,700 53,600 559,600 1,175,100 615,500 61,000 2,198,600 66,500 1,646,400 2,941,600
GSF:

To be Retained:Planned (c,) = a - b, Revised Development Summary Table

To be Retained:Potential (c,) = c,-b,

Net New (e) = d, + d,- b,- b,

Total Campus Sq ft (f)=a+d, +d,-b, - b,

Existing Area numbers include Leased Space (30,800)

Existing Area numbers include Capstone rental properties (23,500)
*Church not included in the Additional Future Leased Space



CONTENT

Themes Approach
= Growth * Think in Systems-Level Layers
* Expansion Areas Balance Competing Priorities
Building Heights Meet Program Need
» Campus Edges Meet City Requirements

* Open Spaces & Trees * Minimize Impact on Neighborhood
- Traffic & Parking
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GROWTH

Question / Concern Response / Revision
* Why does SPU want to grow? * SPU needs to grow to:
1. Support long-term enrollment growth

* Why is SPU expanding when aspirations.

enrollment is declining? 2. Match space types and sizes with current and
future pedagogies.

* Why is SPU expanding during a 3. Remain competitive with other institutions in the
pandemic? higher education landscape.

» Why aren't you switching to * Anticipate an initial enrollment decline followed by
remote learning? steady increase.

* Pandemic reinforced the importance of on-campus, in-
person education model.

- MIMP has decades-long planning horizon. Anticipate
COVID-19 will not meaningfully affect the potential

development program.

* Addressed all above topics in revised document.



EXPANSION AREAS

Question / Concern Response / Revision
* Why is no development shown in * Need to prepare for unknown historic designation,
the expansion areas? which could prevent reusing existing campus
buildings.

* Need to provide space for soccer field in case City
does not extend Interbay lease.

* Can establish ownership predictability and access
for neighbors (SPU already owns and occupies
properties in expansion areas).

* Existing buildings are good match for SPU program,

so new buildings not needed in expansion areas.
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EXPANSION AREAS

Question / Concern Response / Revision
* Why is no development shown in * Need to prepare for unknown historic designation,
expansion areas? which could prevent reusing existing campus
buildings.

* Need to provide space for soccer field in case City
does not extend Interbay lease.

* Can establish ownership predictability and access for

neighbors (SPU already owns and occupies properties

in expansion areas).

* Existing buildings are good match for SPU program,

so new buildings not needed in expansion areas.
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BUILDING HEIGHTS

Question / Concern
* How are proposed heights and
other standards different from
underlying zoning?

Response / Revision
* Revised map includes underlying
zoning and proposed MIO height
designations.

* New modifications table shows
difference between underlying
standards and proposed
modifications.

Proposed Zoning
Diagram

Modifications Table
from Appendix

P e JSRR—
ooy | smg ot B — o s
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g cusing o cning o xning o
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% e o Ko 06 S o -
oo oo v o'
. : . s, 2 xekasontr bty oo
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‘Campus core. Allow for greater floor-to-floor heights to meet. "
. : ; S prese T —
3a NC2:55 (M) MIO-37 MIO-65 Yes 55 37 65 Yes 10 University program needs and mixed-use potential along somecases | some casss 2,18 Yes Increase ‘space, 15'at 6th to mirimize height impact,
‘Campus core. Allow for greater floor-to-floor heights to meet 2 at Nickerson for ped activity wistreetscape
® [hmssm wosm  wows | v | s | e e 0 Gt aamey ™ [t wmon Yoo | v e e e v
e}
o |woresoa| mow | mow | o | m | @ | @ | e | o |soTcrmissimtnsmmcpmmane Ui Uperosn SO0 tesevpment
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e S
% [ wos  woss  ves | @ s e | ve | ws  Comovecers Mlwlrgrsterfooriofoor hoghs and 7 B e 1510 mininize o mpac.
e
6| emy  mos  woss e | 4 s s Yes | ez Cmmuscore Alowiorgresterfaortofoorhehs s 57 Yeso | o ke, i e apryapy, and suppo
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BUILDING HEIGHTS

Question / Concern Response / Revision
» Building height information is in several » Added new MIO height limit map and
places and should be in one. reference table.
* Consolidated height discussion.

Increase
2 40 50 Increase
3| &3 65 Increase
4 55) 37 Decrease
5 40 37 Decrease
6 40 65 Increase
7 37 37 None
8 50 65 Increase
A / MI0-65
9 55} 65 Increase . L T currently MID-37
10 50 65 Increase b
MI0-65
L 20 20] fione currently MIO-50
12 50 65 Increase
13 40 65 Increase
14 543 50 Decrease
15 50 37 Decrease E’
16 20 37 Decrease currently MID-50 1 =
MID-50 E
17 65 65 None 6! ) oo 3 currently £1-55 E
currenntly MI0-50 = M 2
18 37 37 None i e
14
19 40 37 Decrease MID-50° 2
20 40 50 Increase 15 currently | MI0-50
MIo-37 13 MIO-37 ;| currently C2-55 (M)
Al**  No Limit*** 65 See note currently MI0-50 MI0-65
o Ao | VL Deaiaed 12 currently MI0-37
A2 No Limit 65 See note = MID.E5
A3 45 50 Increase ] currently MI0-50
AL 55 65 Increase 5 e Y - T LT P T PETPELR. [ i *
A 55 0] [ecreas currently LR3 (M)
A6 40 37 Decrease
A7 30 37 Increase
BI1** 55) 50 Decrease
B2 55 50 Decrease
_ Cl 40 50 Increase [T R

New Building Heights Chart New Bui

ding Heights Map



BUILDING HEIGHTS

Question / Concern
» Why don't potential building heights
reach MIO height limits?

Response / Revision
» MIO heights are increments/ranges.
* SPU proposes heights based on
program need, not maximum heights.
» Different building types have
different floor-to-floor heights.

MI10-240'

MIO-65'

~ 6 Levels

MIO-50"'
~4.5 Levels

MIO-37'
~ 3.5 Levels

Cremona Apts 27'

=

Ashton Hall 56'

Alexander and Adelaide

, Hall4g’



BUILDING HEIGHTS

Question / Concern Response / Revision
= Potential building heights in proposed MIO » Adjusted heights in areas adjacent to
are not compatible with surrounding zones. surrounding zones.
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BUILDING HEIGHTS

Question / Concern Response / Revision
* Potential building heights in proposed MIO » Adjusted heights in areas adjacent to
are not compatible with surrounding zones. surrounding zones.
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CAMPUS EDGES

Question / Concern
* Height limits and development standards
for Etruria expansion area are incompatible
with surrounding neighborhood.

Response / Revision

» SPU would reuse existing buildings, not
build new.

* Changed proposed height limit to 50
(10-foot increase from underlying and
surrounding zones).

* Topography variation from north to south is
greater than 10 feet.

nmmr—

Potential reuse: W Etruria St looking northeast Hillside topography: W Etruria St looking south-southwest



a
)
o
3
>
c
©
=
T
o
T

(dred) M eny pig

uwwm,:.WwHHc
)

1972205120
LS
w

1972205178,
=

1972208305

1431060000
"]
-

OFTSOEZLET

>
)

&,
M;...Mun,mmmm

W'Dravus'St

©

9578080%30

-
600808 @5
£ g 19722051558
o
0010808456
o«
~ 197305161 (1972285160
9578080180 el =
722
95780801%% 1972205165
oL W,
>

5z 851

c,
2T

1975170

[ 18

1972205 %5

TLTSOZZLETELTSOTELE,

b Ty
1972225180 |1972205181

Built in past 15 years
Currently SPU-owned

CAMPUS EDGES

Etruria-Dravus Block
looking southwest




CAMPUS EDGES

Question / Concern

* Residential use is not an adequate
buffer.

Response / Revision

= Primary focus is on scale buffer and
use compatibility.

* SPU-owned residential is a
more accessible neighborhood

relationship than when owned by
others.

Revised Building Use Diagram



TREES & OPEN SPACE

Question / Concern
* What will happen to open spaces
at full build-out?

Response / Revision
* Open spaces are fundamental
components of campus planning.
Buildings and open spaces
together form a campus.

* Added diagrammatic
representation of primary,
secondary, and informal open
space typologies.

New open space diagram



TREES & OPEN SPACE

Question / Concern
* Consider making connections to
larger open spaces and South Ship
Canal Trail network.

Response / Revision
» South Ship Canal Trail connections
already exist. SPU will continue to
support connections to the trail and
other open spaces.

» Added connectivity map and
descriptive text.
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Revised Building Use Diagram

O Existing connection to be
maintained



TREES & OPEN SPACE

Question / Concern

* Concern about loss of trees,

especially exceptional trees.

Response / Revision

» Added tree inventory and map.
* SPU engages in ongoing tree
maintenance, protection, and

stewardship.

* SPU retains mature trees unless

they are safety hazard.

Excerpt of Tree Inventory Table
from Appendix

Excerpt of Tree Inventory Map
from Appendix

475 Liquidambar American sweetgum 17.1 Good Good 17 27 -
styraciflua
476 Cercidiphyllum Katsura tree 7.0 Good Fair 8 30 -
japonicum
477 Salix sp. (native) Native Willow 22.9 21.6,7.6 Good Fair 12 8 Exceptional
478 Liquidambar American sweetgum 13.9 Good Good 14 27 -
styraciflua
479 Liquidambar American sweetgum 13.7 Good Good 16 27 -
styraciflua
480 Chamaecyparis Lawson cypress 28.7 Fair Fair 12 30 -
lawsoniana
481 Chamaecyparis Lawson cypress 6.5 Good Good 4 30 -
lawsoniana
482 Quercus rubra Red oak 11.2 Good Good 13 30 -
483 Fraxinus oxycarpa Raywood ash 16.8 Good Fair 18 24 -
484 Fraxinus oxycarpa Raywood ash 13.2 Good Fair 16 24 -
485 Fraxinus oxycarpa Raywood ash 16.0 Good Fair 18 24 -
486 Fraxinus oxycarpa Raywood ash 11.1 Fair Fair 15 24 -
487 Liquidambar American sweetgum 12.1 Good Good 12 27 -
styraciflua
488 Liquidambar American sweetgum 11.8 Good Good 12 27 -
styraciflua
489 Liquidambar American sweetgum 12.4 Good Good 14 27 -
styraciflua
490 Acer macrophyllum  Bigleaf maple 24.5 10.5,7.4,10.8,8.2, Fair Fair 21 30 -
8,7,10.6,5
491 Acer macrophyllum  Bigleaf maple 11.5 6.5,4,8.6 Good Fair 12 30 -
492 Acer macrophyllum  Bigleaf maple 31.2 6.8,17, 13,15, Fair Fair 23 30 Exceptional
12,10
493 Quercus garryana Garry oak 7.6 Good Fair 21 6 Exceptional
494 Acer macrophyllum  Bigleaf maple 8.0 Good Fair 20 30 -
495 Acer macrophyllum  Bigleaf maple 17.3 10.2,14 Fair Fair 17 30 -
496 Quercus garryana Garry oak 10.7 Good Fair 22 6 Exceptional
497 Acer macrophyllum  Bigleaf maple 7.0 Poor Fair 8 30 -
498 Acer macrophyllum  Bigleaf maple 10.7 Good Fair 15 30 -
499 Acer macrophyllum  Bigleaf maple 10.1 Good Good 12 30 -
500 Acer macrophyllum  Bigleaf maple 8.6 Fair Fair 10 30 -
501 Acer macrophyllum  Bigleaf maple 9.7 Good Good 21 30 -
502 Acer macrophyllum  Bigleaf maple 23.6 12.3,13.7,10.1, Fair Fair 26 30 -
10.8
503 Acer macrophyllum  Bigleaf maple 13.9 7,8,9 Fair Poor 18 30 -
504 Acer macrophyllum  Bigleaf maple 21.2 11,14.3,11.2 Good Fair 28 30 -
505 Acer macrophyllum  Bigleaf maple 13.1 Fair Fair 26 30 -




THEMES: TRAFFIC & PARKING

Coming Soon

Traffic & Parking Comments, Questions, Responses, and Revisions
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A New Campus Entrance, looking west along an
enhanced West Cremona Street
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