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PREDESIGN SUMMARY STATEMENT

Capitol Complex Parking Predesign Report

SECTION 1

Predesign Summary Statement

The State of Minnesota’s Department of
Administration [Admin], through its Real
Estate and Construction Services [RECS]
and Plant Management Division [PMD]
have commissioned this Predesign report
as the initial stage in the planning of new,
multi-level, structured parking facilities
within the Capitol Complex. This initiative
is necessary to compensate for both the im-
minent loss of surface parking capacity and
to permit the consolidation of current park-
ing resources. This comprehensive strategy
will relocate 1,097 parking stalls within the
Capitol Complex, at an architectural level
compatible with the Capitol Area, while
maintaining present capacities.

This represents a modest increase in
the overall parking stalls of 112, however,
itis a demand deficit. Parking capacity is
increasing slightly, but at a slower rate that
parking demand.

In keeping with the Capitol Area Com-
prehensive Plan and CAAP Board input,
parking will be consolidated into structured
facilities [as opposed to surface lots]. The
replacement facilities will be located on the
sites of present surface lots [whose capacity
is replaced by the structures]. The conclu-
sion of this analysis is that the capacity is
best provided in a set of structures, rather
than a single mega-structure. It is important
to note that this is not an either-or oppor-

tunity; the construction of the identified
buildings is a coordinated approach to
providing the necessary capacity in an ap-
propriate manner.

PARKING STRATEGY RECOMMENDATION

To meet this imminent need, eight sites
on the Capitol Complex [Lots AA, C, B,
F, L, Q, U/W and Cass Gilbert Park] were
analyzed. The following sites are both in
compliance with the Comprehensive Plan
and were also determined to meet the
State’s parking needs:

[1] Lot F - 480 car ramp [between
Transportation Building and Rice St.]

[2] Lot C - 730 car ramp on the
northern portion of the lot [Rice Street
and Sherburne Avenue]

[3] Lot L - 200 car ramp with a
single deck above parking on grade
[Rev. Dr. MLK Jr. Boulevard east of Judi-
cial Center]

These numbers reflect the need to
replace existing capacity in place; the gross
capacity of 1,410 spaces equates to net
new spaces relocated to these sites totaling
1,097. To minimize disruption to the Capi-
tol Complex’s infrastructure and to em-
ployees’ work functions, it is imperative that
design work commence as soon as funding
permits with an anticipated construction
start in October 2013.
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PREDESIGN SUMMARY STATEMENT

PREFERRED SITES PrOJECT SUMMARY INFORMATION
The three thumbnail images on this page Total Project Sq. Ft.: 412,984
highlight the capacity and massing of po- Total Con. Costs: $23,650,000
tential ramps on the three preferred sites. Cost/Sq. Ft.: $58

These are not designed images. They show Cost/Stall: $16,773
proposed and viable ramp capacities, circu- Total Project Cost: $27,695,000
lation solutions, and building placement on State of MN [% of Cost]: 100%
the three preferred sites.
A key factor when determining where
to locate the ramps on their sites is the
consideration or “allowance” for future con-
struction of state buildings [office or com-
mercial space]. Of the three recommend
sites only one, Lot C, has this additional site
capacity to allow for future construction.
Consequently, the image for Lot C
shows a rectangular grey mass to the west
of the ramp. This is not proposed build-
ing structure for the current project; it is Lot C 730 Stalls
areserved setback volume for a possible Sq. Ft./Plate: 29,394; Car Count/Level: 100
future “Liner” building [a Liner building is
so named as it “lines” the street front and
serves as a visual buffer between the street
and any ramp structure behind it]. By hold-
ing back the size and location of the ramp
on Lot C, the State retains the option of
adding additional future buildings to Lot C.
Or if future parking demands increase, the
ramp may be expanded laterally to accom-
modate any increased parking demand. Lot F 480 Stalls
Below are general construction time Sq. Ft./Plate: 44,212; Car Count/Level: 125
lines and costs:

TortAL PROJECT SCHEDULE

Predesign: Completed 3,/2013

Funding: 6/2013

Schematic Design: 6 thru 7/2013

Design Development: 7 thru 8,/2013

Construction Documents: 9 thru 12/2013

Bidding: 1/2014

Construction: 10/2013 thru 6/2015 Lot L 100 Stalls

Project Completion: 6,/2015 Sq. Ft./Plate: 44,954; Car Count/Level: 100
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PREDESIGN SUMMARY STATEMENT

SECTION 1.1
Project Data Sheet

Name of Project: Capitol Complex Parking Facilities
Agency/Organization: Admin, RECS/PMD
Project/Building Location: Capitol Complex surface parking Lots F, C, and L

BuiLbpinGg Occurancy TypE
Primary Space Types: S1 - Parking Decks
Type of Construction: Type 1, Cast-in-place post tensioned concrete
Number of Stories: Lot F: 2 below grade, 3 above grade
Lot C: 1 below grade, 4 above grade
Lot L: 1 above grade
Square Feet per Floor: Lot F: 44,212 sq. ft.; Lot C: 29,394 sq. ft.; Lot L: 44,954 sq. ft.
Total Square Feet: Lot F: 221,060 sq. ft.; Lot C: 146,970 sq. ft.; Lot L: 44,954 sq. ft.
Space Efficiency: Usable v. Circulation/Mechanical etc.: N/A
Office Space: Gross Sq. Ft. per person: N/A
Typical Work Station Size: N/A
Lot Size: Lot F: 60,088 sq. ft./1.33 acres
Lot C: 77,433 sq. ft./1.71 acres
Lot L: 48,119 sq. ft./1.06 acres

CONSTRUCTION DETAILS

Type (surface or structured): Net New Stalls: 1,097

Area of Parking: Structured parking decks, below, on, and above grade
Exterior Wall Type: Masonry, Stone, Cast Stone

Structural System Type: Cast-in-place post-tensioned concrete

Mechanical System Type: Ventilation in sub-grade levels and elevators only
Fire Protection Description: Dry pipe system in limited areas

Electrical System Type: Conventional

Technology Systems: Operations and Security only

Life Expectancy of New Work: 50+ years

Project CosTts

Total Project Cost: $27,695,000 Furn., Fixtures, Equip., Signs: $350,000
Predesign Cost: $99,000 Relocation Cost: N/A

Site Acquisition Cost: $0 Phasing Cost: N/A

Site Improvements Cost: $850,000 Technology Cost: $625,000

Building Cost: $18,000,000 Hazardous Materials Abatement Cost: $50,000
Parking Cost: N/A State Funding amount: $27,695,000

NOTE: Cost Estimates are based upon the information above
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ProjeEcT BACKGROUND

SECTION 2

Basis for Need - Project Background Narrative
In keeping with their responsibilities to
operate and supervise State-owned parking
facilities on the Capitol Complex as direct-
ed by Minnesota Statutes 16B.58, Admin
has initiated this Predesign effort.

This is a report and site selection strat-
egy for the design and construction of new
multi-level parking facilities within the Capi-
tol Complex. These facilities will relocate
and consolidate the existing parking supply.
In total, there will be a slight increase in the
available parking count [112 parking stalls]
in the Complex as a whole.

This need for a consolidated parking
strategy is in direct response to specific fac-
tors. Presently, the State leases 635 spaces
from a private owner west of Rice Street
[Lot X - Sears Lot]. Redevelopment plans
for this area will result in lease expiration in
August 2014 with little possibility of renew-
al. Also, increasingly unfavorable financial
terms at leased ramp locations in the down-
town core have introduced a further degree
of pressure and uncertainty to the State’s
ability to accommodate the demands for
visitor and employee parking.

As detailed in this report, the fully
realized parking facility strategy will result
in approximately 1,300 structured parking
spaces. Although there is a modest increase
in the parking capacity of the Capitol Com-
plex system, the primary benefit will be the
consolidation of various lots, accommodat-
ing displaced parkers from both the Sears
lot, and the surface lot capacity displaced by
construction of each ramp.

Present planning guidelines and
long-term strategies dealing with the Capi-
tol Area do not advocate adding overall
parking capacity, and in fact anticipate a

per-capita reduction in supply over time

as the imminent startup of LRT and other
changes to the transportation network
occur. These plans also direct that parking
supply be geographically consolidated when
development or other factors permit.

PARKING PRIORITIES

This report addresses parking supply for
employees and general public visitors. Leg-
islative parking needs are accommodated
via a separate yet parallel strategy. Parking is
available to employees on a first-come, first-
served basis with the following priorities, as
established by the Capitol Complex Com-
muter Policy:

[1] Disability

[2] Van Pool

[3] Car Pool

[4] Executive Management

[5] State Agency

[6 ]Employees

[7 TVendors or individuals with a
business need at Capitol Complex.

PARKING NEEDS

Presently there is sufficient parking capacity
in the complex, as a whole. However, there
are waiting lists for parkers looking to move
to preferred locations, typically closer to
their place of employment. All facilities cur-
rently have waiting lists, except Lot X.

All parking is allocated on a first-come,
firstserved basis. As a strategy, The Depart-
ment of Administration oversells 5 to 50%
of capacity to help ensure high utilization.
This range is dictated by size and use of
facility. January through May are the busiest
parking months.

Parking demand is seldom impacted
by normal departmental personnel changes
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ProjeEcT BACKGROUND

[i.e. “churn”] due to normal cycle-in/cycle-
out nature of the employment reservoir.
Relocations of entire State departments are
rare.

FUNDING STRATEGIES

The Department of Administration is obli-
gated to secure funding/payment for ramps
via user fees. It is anticipated that any new
structured parking solution will be funded
by an assessment raising costs for all con-
tract parkers in the system, rather than be
borne only by those using the facility.

The Department of Administration
has indicated that employees have been
willing to pay somewhat more for parking
convenience. History has also shown that
proximity to work location is of greater
importance for parkers than price. Obvi-
ously, at some point a pricing threshold is
reached.

PLANNING PARAMETERS AND OTHER FACTORS
For this report, the following basic assump-
tions have been made. These represent a
“reasonable middle” and may be adjusted
for the idiosyncrasies of each site as design
proceeds.

1. Ist Level: 15™-0" floor-to-floor. This
allows flexible space for over-height vehicles
and allows possible future adaptation for
other occupancies. It is more in keeping
with the architectural theme of the Capitol
Area, and generally allows a more appro-
priate architectural scale at the street or
pedestrian level.

2. All upper levels are planned as 11™-0”
Hoor-to-floor. This allows 8-2” clear height
on each level, permitting full access for
handicap-accessible vans to all levels.

3. At least one below-grade Ievel is
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assumed for all sites to accommodate two
objectives, [1] current or future connection
to the State tunnel system, and [2] to help
reduce overall impacts of large building
masses. For the purposes of this report, be-
low-grade levels were limited to a this single
level due to the expense of constructing
and operating underground spaces, with

a two notable exceptions: two sites, Lots B
and F are assumed to have more than one
below-grade level. Lot B would be entirely
below grade, as required by Capitol Area
planning standards, due to its adjacency to
the Capitol building. Lot F would have two
below-grade levels.

Another site, Cass Gilbert Park, may
have a “terraced” parking deck solution,
set into the hillside. The levels, however,
may be partially open-air and not entirely
contained below grade. For purposes of this
report, they are not considered to be below-
grade. Soil boring findings for each site
indicate feasibility of additional below-grade
levels should they be desired.

4. Flat plate parking [typically served
by express ramps] is most desired for all
sites for aesthetic reasons. Where lot size,
geometry, or other factors constrain this,
sloped-floor parking strategies are consid-
ered. In all cases, keeping flat floor plates
on visible exterior elevations is preferred.
This is more in keeping with the architec-
tural vocabulary of the Capitol Area.

5. The project will not seek LEED
certification but will comply with State B3
parameters.

6. Storm water strategies will need to be
considered for all sites. These may include
new or supplemented sub grade [e.g.
cistern] or landscape [e.g. rain garden]
strategies as appropriate to each individual
candidate site.
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CarrtoL. CompPLEX COMMUTER PoLicy
According to Minn. Statutes 16B.58, Admin
is responsible for operating the parking
facilities in the Capitol Complex. What fol-
lows is an excerpt from the Capitol Com-
plex Commuter Policy outlining the role of
Admin in implementing Capitol Complex
parking strategies and managing parking
facilities:

1. Introduction

This policy is established by the Depart-
ment of Administration (Admin) to provide for
orderly and safe commuting for employees, ven-
dors and the public while working at or visiting
Capitol Complex buildings under the custodial
control of Admin Plant Management Division
(PMD), as well as the St. Paul Armory. For the
purpose of this policy, the Capitol Complex is
that part of the City of St. Paul defined in Min-
nesota Statutes Chapter 15B.02. For the purpose
of this policy, employees are employees of the
State Executive, Judicial and Legislative branch-
es and the St. Paul Armory whose primary work
location is in Capitol Complex buildings that
are under the custodial control of Admin PMD.

The Commissioner of Administration will
annually review and, if necessary, adjust rates to

ensure the recovery of anticipated expenditures.

A. Parking Facilities

In accordance with Minn. Statutes 16B.58,
the Commissioner of Administration shall oper-
ate and supervise state-owned parking facilities
that are under the custodial control of Admin.

1. Parking facilities administered by Admin
include Lot AA, Lot C, Lot E, Lot G, Lot H, Lot
I, Lot], Lot K, Lot Q, Lot U, Lot W, Lot X, Park
Street Lot, 14th Street Ramp, Admin Ramp,
Cedar Street [Andersen] Ramp, and Centennial
Ramp and facilities leased by Admin.

2. Parking facilities not administered by

Admin include Lot B, Lot D, Lot L, Lot N, Lot
0, Aurora Street, State Office Building Ramp,
Judicial Garage and Transportation Garage. Fa-
cilities not administered by Admin are exempt

from the Parking Assignment Priorities of this
policy.

The full Capitol Complex Commuter
Policyis included in Section 8.F of the Ap-
pendix.

RESOURCES AND RESEARCH

The scope of this Predesign report includes
the study and analysis of the following lots:
Lots AA, B, G, F, L, Q, U/W, and Cass Gil-
bert Park. Currently, all sites are located on
the Capitol Complex and serve as surface
parking lots, with the exception of Cass Gil-
bert Park, which is has an upper level park/
viewing area and a lower, terraced hillside.

EMPLOYEE SURVEY

As part of this study, a survey of Capitol
Complex contract parkers was conducted
to better understand employees’ parking
preferences, commuting patterns [origina-
tion and destination], Capitol Complex
workplace distribution, and potential LRT/
multi-modal impact. It was distributed only
to contract parkers who use the parking
facilities of the Capitol Complex.

A total of 5,449 employees were que-
ried with 2,858 responding [52%]. The re-
sults of the survey were helpful in both con-
firming existing information and providing
a general sense of needs and variation of
habits within the parking population.

This assessment [summarized in the
Appendix] gave clear data on many aspects
of vehicle use and parking habits in the
area. Base information verified by this effort
included:
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ProjeEcT BACKGROUND

1. Most Capitol Area employees leave
work between 3:30 and 5:00, with peak exit-
ing occurring at approximately 4:00.

2. Employee arrival at work is spread
over a wider time frame.

3. While staft members live broadly
throughout the metro area (and beyond), a
majority of the employees depart to destina-
tions in the north and east metro area. Most
of the auto traffic leaving the area travels via
the interstates and their respective feeder
systems. This provides information regard-
ing likely traffic issues on the streets sur-
rounding planned new parking facilities.

In most cases, the limiting factors for
parking strategies are not in the facility
proper, but in the streets outside and their
ability to absorb new traffic. Any parking
solution must be able to accommodate
this late-day “surge” with adequate internal
magazine and street/intersection queuing
space.

SoiL BORINGS
To aid in the physical findings of this re-
port, soil borings were conducted. A single,
51’ deep soil boring was conducted on all
candidate sites, with the exception of Lot L.
Two borings for this site were available from
the recent and ongoing LRT construction
and were provided by PMD. These borings
were deemed sufficient for the purposes
of this report, and a new boring was not
required. Note that these borings do not
extend as deep as the standard for the new
borings [31’ and 39’ vs. 51°]. Again, for the
likely use of this site this was deemed ac-
ceptable.

It was determined to be of greater and
broader benefit to do a single soil boring
on each candidate site rather than multiple
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borings on fewer sites. This allows a com-
mon level of information to be developed
and available for future reference. The soil
boring information considered in this re-
port, therefore, was not exhaustive. Pending
findings and the commencement of design,
supplemental borings may be desired to
develop a fuller picture of the underlying
soil conditions that may impact structural
considerations and the number of viable
subterranean parking levels.

The full soil boring logs, both those
provided by the State and those done as
new work for this report, are listed in full in
Section 8.B in the Appendix.

LAND SURVEY
In addition to soil borings, all candidate
sites were freshly surveyed, with the excep-
tion of Lot L, where an existing State-sup-
plied survey was used.

Land Survey information for each
candidate site is in Section 8.A in the Ap-
pendix.

PARKING DEMAND AND CONSOLIDATION

Lot X - SkArs

The primary and key component affecting
the parking situation at the Capitol Com-
plex is the expiring lease of the surface lot
at Sears [Lot X]. The potential for future
lease agreements has been made tenuous
due to Sears’s ongoing efforts to redevelop
the property for alternative, non-parking
uses.

For many years, the State has provided
approximately 11% of the total parking
capacity of the Capitol Complex under a
series of long term [five year] leases with
Sears [Lot X]. These leases were recently
amended to extend for a term of only one
year [expiring in Fall of 2014], and at a sub-



ProjeEcT BACKGROUND

stantial increase in cost. Effective 9/1/11,
the monthly rent is $29.75 per stall plus
$2,700 per month for security. Monthly
rent was $17.75 per stall plus $1,700 per
month for security. Sears can terminate this
lease upon 90 days’ notice in the event that
Sears sells, leases, or assigns the property in
its entirety, which appears increasingly like-
ly. The State can terminate upon 90 days’
notice for any reason, except the rental of
other premises for the same use.

This change in position by Sears is
an indication that the ability to negotiate
future extensions to the parking lease is at
risk, due principally to their interest in pur-
suing development opportunities, for which
the Central Corridor Light Rail project is a
significant catalyst.

The current Capitol Complex popu-
lation is approximately 6,800 employees,
with an additional 566 contract workers. As
of March 2013, monthly contract volume
is 6,673. Of this number, however, 302 are
vendor contracts and 707 are Agency con-
tracts, which leaves a total of 5,664 contracts
for employees. Therefore, approximately
83% of Complex employees have parking
contracts [5,664 of 6,800]. There are also
446 participants in PMD’s MetroPass bus
program.

There continues to be a strong de-
mand for contract parking and the more
popular parking ramps/lots routinely have
a waiting list. The prospect of losing 635
parking spaces without replacement would
reduce the State’s inventory of spaces avail-
able for employee contracts to 5,029. Based
on an average over-sale factor of 15%, this
would limit monthly contracts to 5,783.

Therefore, without replacement of
the Sears parking, 712 current employee
contract parkers would not be able to park

in State facilities or 12.9% of current, year-
round employees.

The impact of the Central Corridor
Light Rail operation on demand for ve-
hicular parking on the Capitol Complex is
difficult to quantify until operations begin.
However, employee survey responses indi-
cate that LRT is not an alternative for the
majority of Capitol Complex staff due to
geographic factors — they simply do not live
in the service area of the new line. It is un-
likely that it could represent an alternative
for over 700 employees not already using
other forms of public transportation.

Although Sears has indicated that the
number of leased parking spaces may be
gradually reduced in the short term rather
than eliminated immediately, the State for
planning purposes assumes the loss of all
leased space at the Sears lot at the end of
the current lease agreement.

Another component of the proposed
Sears redevelopment affecting Capitol
area parking capacity is a proposed office
building with a +/-550 car ramp. This ramp
would be for both the new apartments as
well as to serve the additional retail capacity
of the redevelopment. It would not be avail-
able to State employees. This ramp would
be part of Phase 2 of the planned work and
would be located near Lot AA. Planning for
Lot AA must be mindful of traffic impacts
of this facility.

Publicly available information on
Sears’ redevelopment plans gathered from
the Pioneer Press website is in Section 8.C
in the Appendix for reference.

SITE-SPECIFIC DISPLACED PARKING

In addition to the potential loss of parking
capacity at the Sears lot, redevelopment of
any present surface lot will by default cause
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the loss of a substantial number of exist-
ing parking spaces. Each of the potential
sites identified for a new structured park-
ing facility currently serves as a surface lot.
Therefore, a ramp at any of the potential
sites will displace between 135-220 existing
parking spaces.

Brock 19 MunicipAL Ramp

Currently the State is leasing 350 parking
spaces in the City of St. Paul’s Block 19
municipal ramp. Located in the downtown
core outside the Capitol Complex at 7th &
Jackson Street. Additionally, each monthly
parking contract operates at a net loss to
the State [due to the differential between
State standard contract rates and the cur-
rent lease cost] of approximately $25 per
stall per month.

Additionally, development pressure in
downtown St. Paul has caused the supply
of parking to greatly diminish, to the point
where the City is currently projecting no
surplus parking capacity by 2015. Given that
these physical and financial circumstances
will remain unchanged, if not escalate, the
ramp’s long-term ability to provide State
leased capacity is unlikely to be sustainable
for an extended period of time.

AGENCY CONSOLIDATION

Current employment planning has the
State bringing approximately 120 Depart-
ment of Human Services [DHS] employees
from remote sites to the Capitol Complex
over the next six months. Without addi-
tional parking resources, this additional
demand will put increased pressure on
existing parking facilities that are already
maximized.
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PARKING SPACES TO BE CONSOLIDATED
Below is a compilation of the parking fac-
tors impacting the scale of a possible park-
ing solution.

Stalls Description
635 Lot X [Sears]

350 Block 19 Municipal Ramp

313  Site-Specific Displaced Parking

120  Relocated DHS Employees
1,418

Consolidated Parking Spaces

PArkiNG SuppLy PoLicy

It is the intent of the State [in its Capitol
Area Comprehensive Plan] to not fully
accommodate the parking needs of all
Capitol Complex employees at a one-to-
one level. Parking is a component of the
overall transit solution and is to eventually
be maximized at about 7,000 spaces in the
entire complex. The identified need for ap-
proximately 1,300 replacement spaces takes
this into account.



AGENCY/ORGANIZATION PLANNING

SECTION 3

Agency/Organization Planning

PLANT MANAGEMENT DivisioN [PMD]

Plant Management provides maintenance
and management services for Minnesota
state buildings, grounds and operations.
PMD maintains 4.25 million gross square
feet in 21 buildings under the custodial
control of or maintained by PMD.

REAL ESTATE AND CONSTRUCTION SERVICES
[RECS]

Provides a broad range of pre-planning,
acquisition, disposition, leasing, project
management, relocation, and space man-
agement services to facilitate facility solu-
tions that help Minnesota state agencies
succeed.

Minnesota state agencies have ex-
tensive and diverse real estate needs. The
State owns a total of 29 million square feet
in more than 5,000 buildings. This real
estate is managed by 20 custodial agencies,
ranging from the Minnesota State Retire-
ment System with one building containing
146,500 square feet, to the Department of
Corrections with 283 buildings with more
than 5,592,818 square feet and the Depart-
ment of Human Services with 192 build-
ings with more than 3,000,000 square feet.
Additionally, RECS leases over 3.5 million
square feet of space for state agencies with
annual rent totaling more than $60 million.

The property types include office
space, storage/warehouse space, workforce
centers, residential facilities, hospitals,
training centers, correctional facilities,
environmental monitoring sites, boat slips,
laboratories, driver vehicle exam stations,
communication facilities, probation offices
and licensing centers.
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PrRojeEcT DESCRIPTION

SECTION 4

Project Description

In response to the urgent need to accom-
modate this displaced parking, a strategy
has been formulated to develop structured
parking facilities in select locations within
the Capitol Area. Planning has determined
that a single facility of 1,200 cars would be
infeasible and disruptive to the Complex.
Constraints include the enormous scale of
such a structure, the impact of its generated
traffic on City streets [especially given the
surge nature of its activity], and its over-
concentration of such a large portion of the
parking resource in a single area necessarily
remote from the workplaces of a majority of
its users. The proposal, instead, is for three
new ramps on three different sites spread
across the Capitol Complex.

This plan outlines how the necessary
facilities will be developed in a manner that
offers the least disruption to the work of the
State, provides architecturally appropriate
structures, and meets the goals of the Com-
prehensive Plan for consolidation of re-
sources while providing needed geographic
distribution of spaces across the broader
Capitol Complex.

SECTION 4.1

Architectural/Engineering [A/E] Program

As outlined in Section 1, to meet the park-
ing needs of the State, the following three
sites are proposed for future development:

[1] Lot F - 480 car ramp [between
Transportation Building and Rice St.]

[2] Lot C - 730 car ramp on the
northern portion of the lot [Rice Street
and Sherburne Avenue]

[3] Lot L - 200 car ramp with a

single deck above parking on grade
[Rev. Dr. MLK Jr. Boulevard east of Judi-
cial Center]

SITE SELECTION CONSIDERATIONS

It is to be expected, when analyzing the
conditions surrounding the State Capitol -
confined urban sites impacted by multiple
overlay and use districts, State and Federal
concerns, under a governing Comprehen-
sive Plan - that each potential site will pos-
sess unique and challenging features.

Each site has conditions which make it
both a candidate for selection, as well as ex-
clusion. There is no perfect location; there
are degrees of preference. This report’s
charge is to catalog the full scope of rel-
evant information and to prioritize that in-
formation. In the end, the preferred site[s]
will satisfy the greatest degree of varied and,
at times, conflicting development goals and
Capitol Complex parking needs.

The purpose of this report is to pro-
vide Admin an evaluation of current park-
ing conditions and the systemic implica-
tions of a new structured parking facility.

Prospective sites considered in this
Predesign report are Lots AA, B, C, U/W,

F, L, Q, and the hillside below Cass Gilbert
Park [CGP]. All prospective sites are lo-
cated within the Capitol Area and function
currently as surface parking lots, with the
exception of the CGP hill. No remote or
satellite parking sites were considered as
part of this study.

A requirement of the Capitol Area
Comprehensive Plan is to substitute, when-
ever possible, structured parking for surface
parking and so this study focuses exclusively
on structured parking solutions. This report
highlights the unique benefits and limita-
tions of each potential location.
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PrRojEcT DESCRIPTION

SECTION 4.2

Ramp Capacity Parking Study

CANDIDATE SITES

The following thumbnail perspectives are of
the candidate sites. It is important to note,
that these are not proposed designs. They
are maximum capacity studies which in-
corporate Capitol Area Zoning Guidelines,
address commuter parking needs based on
Capitol Complex employee work place dis-
tribution, and numerous site limitations and
parameters. These images show a maximum
allowable parking capacity, a commensurate

Lot AA Maximum Capacity - six elevated parking decks.

The shaded mass to the east of the ramp structure is
a Liner Building volume that could be reserved for a
future State building. Lot AA would also have a single

below grade parking level for future tunnel access.

building scale, and a preferred building
placement on the site.

The final ramp footprint and design,
construction assemblies, and circulation so-
lutions may vary from what is shown. What is
not apparent on these images [but is shown
later in the report with additional graphics]
is a single below-grade level at Lot C and two
below grade levels at Lot F. In each ramp
scenario, the below grade levels would be of
similar size and capacity to the above grade
levels. Lot L, however, would have no below-
grade parking, only a covered surface level.
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Lot B Maximum Capacity - all sub grade decks

Lot C Maximum Capacity - six elevated parking decks

Lot F Maximum Capacity - three elevated parking decks

Lot L Maximum Capacity - one elevated parking deck

Lot Q Maximum Capacity - three elevated parking decks

CGP Maximum Capacity - terraced parking decks in hillside
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PRECEDENT STUDIES

To better estimate the projected construc-
tion costs of the project, a group of recent
and relevant “benchmark” structured park-
ing projects has been collected. The details
of each are highlighted in the below table.

Parking Ramp Project Stalls | Levels | Sq.Ft. [Completion| Const. Cost
Smith Ave. Transit Center 600 6 300,000 2007 $14,500,000
Midtown Exchange Ramp 1,580 7 490,000 2005 $16,000,000
Hawthorne Transportation Center 975 520,000 2000 $20,500,000
S.W. Village Transit Center 800 180,000 2007 $6,500,000
Apple Valley Transit Station 950 360,000 2009 $14,250,000
Block 19 Parking Ramp 1,028 381,600 2009 $12,500,000
Rosabel Parking Ramp 126 4.5 56,000 2004 $2,500,000
Holiday Inn Ramp 285 3 102,000 2005 $2,000,000

SECTION 4.3 SECTION 4.4

Technology Plan
Technology and telecommunications capa-
bilities shall include security and building
management hardware.

Preliminary technology and telecom-

munications specifications are as follows:

[1] Fiber optics shall be connected
to rest of Capitol Complex.

[2] Each structure shall have a small
room or “network closet”, as described
in PMD’s building guidelines best prac-
tices.

[3] Each structure shall have a small
dmarc for copper cables from the LEC
[Century Link] allowing for lines to
penetrate structure and service eleva-
tors.

[4] The number of cameras and
emergency call boxes shall determine
how much internal cabling will be
needed.

[5] All cable shall reside in conduit.

Sustainability, Energy Conservation, and

Carbon Emissions

Minnesota Statute § 16B.325 requires that
the State’s Sustainable Building Guidelines
be applied to this project.

BACKGROUND - B3 GUIDELINES

In 2001, the Minnesota Legislature estab-
lished the goal of achieving 30% above
code energy savings in existing public build-
ings throughout the state. This initiative is
referred to as the B3 Guidelines — “Build-
ings, Benchmarks and Beyond.”

It is the State’s goal that all new, state-
funded buildings meet or exceed specific
energy conservation goals. This takes into
account building design, the building’s
occupants and the building’s surrounding
external environment.

More specifically, these guidelines
advocate the following:

[1] Exceed existing Energy Code by
at least 30%
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[2] Encourage continual energy
conservation improvements

[3] Defining air quality

[4] Creating and maintaining a
healthy environment

[5] Facilitating productivity im-
provements

[6] Specifying ways to reduce mate-
rial costs

[7] Considering long-term operat-
ing costs of the building, including use

of renewable energy sources.

The design team must analyze the
life-cycle cost of various building design
options. This information assists in analyz-
ing the costs and benefits associated not
only with direct building decisions, but also
secondary and tertiary costs associated with
effects on the environment and the build-
ing occupants.

SUMMARY OF SUSTAINABILITY GOALS

Parking facilities have little “inhabited”
space, and at first glance seem to offer
minimal options for sustainable initiatives.
However, within their limited scope there
are specific opportunities to achieve signifi-
cant improvements over “standard” con-
struction.

ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING STATIONS

The State will design options for electric
charging stations for vehicles within all

of the proposed parking ramps, based on
future needs. Programming for those needs
will take place during the design process.

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY SOURCE CONSIDERATIONS
A new State building must be designed to
have two percent of its energy provided by
an alternative energy source. This project’s
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location within the Capitol Area places
significant limits upon options for on-site
alternative generation. Also, limitations on
the State’s eligibility for grants and other
incentives that are sometimes available to
private owners may lengthen payback win-
dows beyond feasibility.

HEATING AND COOLING SYSTEMS
Geothermal service has been considered
for all sites. Preliminary planning indicates
that, because the sites will be fully covered
by buildings, or have areas not occupied by
the parking structure reserved for future
building[s], it is unlikely to be feasible to
install a well field to serve the facilities.

Solar Thermal [ST] has been con-
sidered for all sites. The restrictions of
the Capitol Area Architectural Guidelines
significantly limit the possibility of rooftop-
mounted solar thermal panels. Moreover,
the nature of the facilities — open ramps
with elevator lobbies as the only enclosed
spaces — requires minimal heating or cool-
ing. ST is based on a thermal mass stor-
age system, and is generally best suited to
situations with significant on-site heating or
cooling loads

In both cases, the feasibility of these al-
ternative systems is significantly constrained
by the relatively minimal need for heating
and cooling in a parking facility. Because
this equates to a dismal economy-of-scale
proposition [the payback times become
longer than the expected life span of the
equipment] it is not deemed viable.

ELECTRICAL GENERATION

Stronger opportunity exists to incorporate
Solar Electric or PV systems into some of
the sites. Given that the electrical demands
of lighting these facilities are their most
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significant loads, it may prove advantageous
to incorporate solar arrays on some upper
levels to offset this via a “backing the meter”
system.

Of the proposed facilities, Lots F and
L have significant shading issues due to
their close adjacencies to tall buildings (the
Department of Transportation and the Judi-
cial Center, respectively) and would not be
strong candidates. Also, these sites’ location
near ceremonial buildings (and their vis-
ibility from the Capitol Mall) makes visible
rooftop equipment undesirable.

Lot C, however, has relatively open
environs and would be a good candidate
for a rooftop installation. Also, prior to the
construction of a liner building between the
ramp and Rice Street, the western facade of
the ramp may offer another location for a
panel array.

A complicating factor in this discus-
sion is that the goals of on-site alternative
energy generation are somewhat at variance
with the design guidelines and regulations
of CAAPB regarding rooftop equipment,
view corridors, and height restrictions in
the Capitol Area. This project may provide
a vehicle for coordination of the respective
goals, including using the ramp at Lot C as
a test site for evaluation of various systems’
effectiveness and relative visual impacts.

It is the recommendation of this report
that the facility at Lot C be designed to be
“solar ready” at a minimum. During the
design process, detailed discussions should
take place among RECS/PMD/CAAPB and
the design team to determine if a full array
can be installed.

OTHER ALTERNATIVE ENERGY GENERATION SYSTEMS
During the course of this study, the feasibil-
ity of Wind Generation was also reviewed. In

similar fashion to the PV discussion, the lo-
cations of Lots F and L next to tall buildings
leave them in “wind shadows” that make
wind systems impractical. Wind systems also
must be spread out across a relatively large
area, and the small sizes of these parcels
may constrain the effectiveness of any array
simply due to their limited footprint.

Lot C may have potential for a wind
array, pending final sampling. However, the
issues regarding visible equipment, overall
height, and visual distraction in the Capitol
Area become particularly acute in the case
of several moving wind turbines located in
the visual backdrop to the Capitol build-
ing. This will be a factor even with the less
obtrusive “vertical axis” style of turbine, the
most likely equipment for an urban site such
as this.

As mentioned in the PV discussion, this
project may provide a vehicle for coordina-
tion of the respective goals, including using
the ramp at Lot C as a test site for evaluation
of various systems’ effectiveness and relative
visual impacts.

SECTION 4.5
Operations and Maintenance Requirements
The cost of debt service, as well as Operat-
ing and Maintenance costs, would be paid
through parking fees. Averaging the first
5 years, annual debt service to be paid by
parking fees would be $2.2 million. It is
expected that all customer rates would in-
crease by approximately 28%.

Examples of these new monthly rate
increases are:

Surface Lot rates of $38.08 compared
to $29.75

Ramp rates of $66.14 compared to
$51.67.
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SECTION 4.6

Statute Requirements for Projects Receiving State Funding

www.mn2030.umn.edu

STATUTE Required by FUNDING RECIPIENT
State Agency Higher Ed Political
Subdivisions
1. §16B.241
Coordinated Facility Planning YES NO NO
(required by (not required by (not required by
statute) statute) statute)
2. §16B.32, Subd 1
Alternative Energy Sources YES NO NO
3. §16B.32, Subd la
Renewable Energy Sources - 2% of energy use YES NO NO
Solar or Wind
4. §16B.32, Subd 2
Energy Conservation Goals (may participate in YES YES NO
Program — not mandatory)
5. §16B.325
Apply Sustainable Guidelines (B3) YES YES YES
when project is new building, addition,
renovation greater than 10,000 sf, or
adds/replaces a stand alone mech. system.
6. §16B.326
Written plan w/predesign to consider providing YES YES YES
Geothermal & Solar Energy Heating & Cooling
Systems on new or replacement HVAC systems
7. § 15B.05, Subd. 3, Design Competitions;
§ 15B.10, Subd.4, Advisory Committee;' YES YES NO
§ 15B.15, Subd. 15, CAAPB approved sites and
design standards
8. §16B.335, Subd 1, Notification to House &
Senate Committees YES YES YES
9. §16B.335, Subd 3
Predesign Submittal YES YES YES
See Statute for exempted projects
10. §16B.335, Subd 4
Energy Conservation Standards YES YES YES
( Minnesota Energy Code MN Rule 7676
http://www.doli.state.mn.us/bc_energy.html )
11. §16B.335, Subd 5 & 6
Information Tech. Review by OET YES NO NO
12. §16B.335, Subd. 3¢
Consider the use of MINNCOR products YES YES YES
WWW.minncor.com
13. §16B.35 % for Art
When considered in original legislative request; YES YES YES
& when constn is $500K or greater
14. §216B.241 Subd 9 Sustainable Building
2030 - Energy Conservation Goals YES YES YES
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SECTION 4.7
Project Procurement and Delivery Method
ProOJECT DELIVERY INFORMATION
The design and construction of the identi-
fied parking facilities must be completed on
a very tight schedule if capacity and service
levels in the Complex are to be maintained.
Due to the imminent expiration of leases,
work must commence and proceed with a
high level of urgency.

The Predesign team has premised
the project scheduling and budget projec-
tions in this report on the use of the Con-
struction Manager at Risk [CMR] delivery
method. For this project, this method has
several significant advantages over tradi-
tional design/bid/build methods. These
advantages include the following aspects:

[a] The CMR can be selected at or
near the time the design team is cho-
sen. This allows active participation of
the constructor team during the entire
process, especially early in the design
when decisions that have the largest
impact on costs are made.

[b] Bid packages can be issued as
they are complete, allowing construc-
tion work to begin earlier, prior to the
entire project being fully designed.

[c] With construction activity
dispersed on three separate sites in an
extremely active Capitol campus, coor-
dination and planning are critical. CMR
offers the best method for providing a
high level of oversight while achieving
economies of scale.

If CMR project delivery should not be
the selected method, the project schedule
will expand from 18-19 months to 23 -25
months to occupancy.
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SECTION 5
Site Analysis and Selection Screen
The initial Predesign RFP listed potential
Capitol Complex candidate sites for consid-
eration. As mentioned in Section 1, these
sites were Lots AA, B, C, U/W. During the
research and information gathering phase
of the Predesign process, other potential
candidate sites emerged. Those sites includ-
ed Lots D, F, L, Q, and Cass Gilbert Park.
All of the compiled candidate sites
are included in Section 5, with one logisti-
cal realignment, however. Lot D will be
considered on a parallel track from the
base candidate sites. This lot would come
into play should a site for a ramp to accom-
modate legislative users be necessary. The
other sites [Lots AA, B, C, F, U/W, Q, and
CGP] are under consideration to meet the
complex’s everyday staff, employee, State
Agency, vendor, and visitor parking needs.

SELECTION CRITERIA

The selection of suitable sites for the reloca-
tion and consolidation of parking supply
on the Capitol Complex involves a number
of criteria, including both objective and
subjective factors. These include:

[a] Ease of access for Complex staff.

[b] Capacity — how many stalls will
physically fit on the site, within established
Capitol Area planning limits.

[c] Traffic logistics in the area and di-
rectness of connections to arterials.

[d] Access to the existing State Capitol
Complex pedestrian tunnel system.

[e] Costs to construct, operate, and
maintain a facility on the site.

[f] Design potential for appropriate
image and presence. Note that because
all sites are within the Capitol Area, clear

AND SELECTION SCREEN

expectations are defined for a high level of
design and materials. Therefore, this crite-
rion is in regards to flexibility, context, and
ability to enhance surroundings.

[g] Configuration of the site — does it
lend itself to a high-efficiency layout.

[h] Ease of access and way finding for
visitors to the complex.

[i] Likelihood that the site would be
needed for use as office or other functions
at some point. In this case, a high score
means few alternate uses.

[j] Ability of facility to be expanded.

[k] Transit and multi-modal access —
LRT, bus, and bicycle.

[1] Soils encountered in the preliminary
investigation are suitable for construction
within reasonable bounds for capacity and/
Or costs to correct.

Each candidate site was evaluated
against these concerns. Sites were rated
from 1 [Very Poor], 2 [Poor], 3 [Fair], 4
[Good], to 5 [Very Good] for each topic.

METHODOLOGY - SITE SELECTION MATRIX

The scoring process used to rank sites was

a weighted screening matrix. Evaluation
criteria were prioritized into the following
groups. Each component score subtotal was
then multiplied by a weighting factor, to
reflect its relative importance.

Priority A — Highest Priority
[1] Access [Staff]

[2] Capacity

[3] Traffic Logistics

[4] Tunnel Access

These criteria were determined to be
of most importance and given a weighting
value of 3X.
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Priority B — Medium Priority
[1] Costs

[2] Design

[3] Configuration

[4] Access [Visitors]

These criteria were determined to be of
medium importance, and given a weighting
value of 2X.

Site Selection - Summary

Priority C — Lower Priority

[1] Alternate Uses
[2] Expansion

[3] Transit

[4] Suitable Soils

AND SELECTION SCREEN

These criteria were determined to be

of lesser concern than the other topics and

given a weighting value of 1X.

Priority A [Weighting Value of 3X]
Candidate Sites A[gf:f;s Capacity Traffic Logistics| Tunnel Access Subtotal Weighted Value
Lot AA 4 4 3 15 45
Lot B 5 5 2 5 17 51
Lot C 3 5 4 5 17 51
LotF 5 4 5 5 19 57
Lot L 5 2 4 4 15 45
Lot Q 2 5 2 1 10 30
Cass Gilbert Park 2 3 3 1 9 27
Lot U/W 5 5 1 5 16 48
Priority B [Weighting Value of 2X]
Candidate Sites Costs [Presgzcs;ﬂ;age] Configuration [‘\\/g;f:] Subtotal Weighted Value
Lot AA 3 5 3 4 15 30
Lot B 1 1 3 3 8 16
Lot C 4 4 5 3 16 32
LotF 3 5 4 5 17 34
LotL 5 5 4 5 19 38
Lot Q 5 2 4 2 13 26
Cass Gilbert Park 1 3 3 1 8 16
Lot U/W 3 3 3 4 13 26
Priority G [Weighting Value of 1X]
Candidate Sites [J‘:“; lfl:;:r] ?&Z:st:;r [LTF:?‘"BS:J'S] Suitable Soils Subtotal Weighted Value
Lot AA 4 2 5 4 15 15
Lot B 1 1 3 3 8 8
Lot C 4 5 4 4 17 17
LotF 4 3 4 4 15 15
Lot LL 5 2 3 4 14 14
Lot Q 1 3 1 4
Cass Gilbert Park 1 1 1 3
Lot U/W 1 3 4 4 12 12
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WEIGHTED RANKING

Each site’s raw scores were multiplied by
their respective weighting values, and the
weighted scores totaled to determine the
most advantageous sites for locating the
parking facilities. A full summary and tally
of all candidate sites can be found in the
table on the previous page. Although costs
were part of the site evaluation process, it is
arough estimate based on a single soil bor-

Site Selection - Weighted Ranking

AND SELECTION SCREEN

ing location. There may be unanticipated
site preparation and construction costs that
may surface following further soil borings
on the selected site[s].

The results of this weighted ranking
process determined the selected sites.

The overall results of the weighted
ranking process are shown in the table be-
low. All candidate sites were evaluated and
the data was tabulated.

Parking Counts Ranking Totals
Stall Count
Candidate Sites [EXSL Stalls [Pz;g;tggjm] [:\ll:\: ?t;(g:] Weighted Value| Preference Total;:::‘l’:amd
eplaced]
LotF 118 480 367 106 First 367
Lot C 110 730 620 100 Second 620
Lot L 92 200 108 97 Third 108
Lot AA 182 400 268 90 Fourth 268
Lot U/W 143 350 207 86 Fifth 207
Lot B 167 900 733 75 Sixth 733
Lot Q 336 1050 714 65 Seventh 714
Cass Gilbert Park 0 700 700 49 Eigth 700
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SECTION 5.1

Capitol Complex Candidate Site Map
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SECTION 5.2

1§ Lot AA

CONSIDERATIONS
Lot AAis an ‘L’-shaped parcel bounded by

Aurora Avenue to the south, Rice Street to
the east, University Avenue to the north,
and an adjacent property to the west.

Currently, Lot AA is a surface parking
lot that accommodates 132 parking spaces,
48 of which are contract. The balance of
the remaining spaces are metered parking
for visitors to the Capitol and State offices.

The considered structured parking
solution for this site assumes an 80’ liner
building setback fronting Rice St. This
setback distance is flexible, however, and
could be reduced to allow for a greater
ramp footprint. The current concept calls
for fully-accessible sloped parking [5%
grade] along the north edge of the ramp,
facing University Ave. This would allow for
flat plates to be seen from the other three
primary elevations.

University Avenue

Aurora Avenue

Rice Street

SI1TES

Vehicular and pedestrian circulation
would all be internal to the ramp, with the
physical structure extending fully to allow-
able property boundary setbacks.

Given a maximum allowable building
height of 70’-0” and the plate to plate eleva-
tions listed earlier [15°-0” for main level and
11°-0” for elevated levels], Lot AA could
support five levels of elevated parking, a
surface level, and a single below grade level,
each having between 80 to 100 stalls. As
with all candidate sites [except Lot L], this
site would allow for a below-grade level.
Not only does a below-grade level allow for
greater parking capacity but also for future
access to the existing tunnel system.

In total, seven levels of parking are
possible with an estimated total parking
capacity of 550 to 700 vehicles, depending
on the final footprint of the ramp. A prime
consideration impacting this site is an ap-

Leif Erikson Park

Lot AA Existing Site Plan Existing surface lot containing 132 parking spaces.
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@ I

Lot AA Proposed Main Level Floor Plan
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Lot AA Building Section showing one below-grade parking level. Viewed from the south

Lot AA Capacity/Zoning Study of a ramp and massing of a potential liner building. Viewed from the southeast.
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propriate setback for a future liner building
along Rice Street on the eastern edge of
the site. At a minimum this setback distance
is 60°, with up to 100’ being a possibility.
The final setback dimension would work in
concert with the footprint of the ramp. The
eastern half of this lot is a prime location,
given it’s direct view of the Capitol and the
fact it fronts Rice Street, a primary vehicular
artery at the Capitol Complex.

ASSETS

Located south of the new LRT line on Uni-
versity Avenue, there is no need for parkers
to cross the busy University Avenue/Rice
Street intersection, either by foot or by car.
This site would offer clear and direct access
to west and north bound commuters.

The configuration of the lot allows
for an efficient, rectangular ramp layout,
maximizing the number of stalls per sq. ft.
and minimizing the cost per stall. The pos-
sibility of a future companion liner building
would be serve as an effective screen to the
eastern face of the ramp.

The long stretch of Aurora Avenue
aids in the queuing of cars and reducing
the amount of time needed to enter and
exit the ramp, a key concern for Complex
parkers, given the number of other sur-
rounding parking facilities.

The eastern face of the ramp, and the
reserved liner building site, offer extraordi-
nary views of the west front of the Capitol
for any future building.

CONSTRAINTS

Lot AA has complicated internal property
lines due to vacated but not re-plated alley-
ways. There may be a need to purchase or
re-plat adjacent parcels to allow for full and
complete use of this site.

SI1TES

With Lot AA’s proximity to the Sears
site [Lot X], care must be given to the
impact this ramp - plus any future ramp de-
veloped by Sears - may have on street traffic.
If both ramps were to be developed, up-
wards of 900 vehicles could be concentrated
in this location. This amount of cars in this
location would pose a serious challenge to
traffic management strategies in this area,
especially during the surge entry and exit-
ing times before and after work.

The eastern face of the ramp, and the
reserved liner building site are extremely
visible from the west front of the Capitol.
Given this location on the Capitol Com-
plex, a very high level of architectural and
material finish will be necessary to satisfy
the Capitol Complex Zoning district re-
quirements.

Zoning & Design Guidelines Summary [2009]
Z.ONING DISTRICTS [2400.2100]

Mixep Uske DistricT [MX]

The intent of the Mixed Use District [MX]
is to foster vital commercial streets that
serve the needs of surrounding neighbor-
hoods and the Capitol campus, and to
encourage pedestrian-oriented and transit
supportive development along these cor-
ridors.

CENTRAL CORRIDOR OVERLAY [CCO] [2400.2235]
Subp. 1. District Intent

The Central Corridor Overlay District
[CCO] is established to promote devel-
opment and redevelopment along the
planned central corridor LRT line. It is
intended to foster development that in-
tensifies land use and economic value; to
promote a mix of uses that will enhance
the livability of station areas; to improve
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pedestrian connections, traffic and parking
conditions; and to foster high quality build-
ings and public spaces that help create and
sustain long-term economic vitality.

Susr. 2. N/A

Susp. 3. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER REGULATIONS
Where provisions of the overlay district con-
flict with the primary zoning district, the
provisions of the overlay district shall apply.

Susr. 4. N/A

Suspr. 5. MiNniMUM INTENSITY AND FRONTAGE USE
The following standards apply to new build-
ings in the CCO District:

[A] A minimum floor area ratio of
1.0 is required. Public gathering spaces,
landscaped areas, outdoor seating areas
and areas for public art may be counted
towards building square footage in cal-
culation the minimum floor area ratio.

[B] A new building with less than
the required floor area ratio may be al-
lowed on a developed zoning lot where

SI1TES

an existing building will remain, pro-
vided that the board determines:

[1] total lot coverage and floor area
ratio for the zoning lot are not reduced

[2] the new development provides
enhanced landscaping, pedestrian
realm enhancements, or building de-
sign elements that improve the aesthetic
appeal of the site.

[C] New buildings shall be a mini-
mum of two stores in height.

[D] A minimum of 50% of ground
floor building frontage along University
Avenue and Rice Street must be occu-
pied by uses that encourage pedestrian
activity and interest, including, but not
limited to, retail and service uses, meet-
ing rooms, eating areas, and offices
serving the public. Buildings owned or
lease-purchased by the state are exempt
from the requirement, although active
uses are encouraged on the ground
floor frontage of state buildings.

SuBP. 6. PARKING STANDARDS
For non-residential uses, the number of
off-street parking spaces required is a mini-

Lot AA Capacity/Zoning Study of a ramp and liner building. Viewed from the north.
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mum of 60% to a maximum of 85% of the
off-street parking standards. The maximum
may be exceeded if the additional parking
spaces are structured in a ramp, deck, un-
derground or within a building. State office
buildings and other state uses are exempt
from the maximum parking requirement.

Susp. 7. EXEMPTIONS

Where an existing building or its acces-
sory parking does not conform to the CCO
District requirements or serves an existing
nonconforming use, the building may be
expanded without fully meeting the re-
quirements of the part as long as the expan-
sion does not increase the nonconformity

USE DISTRICTS [2400.2205]

Surface Lot: Conditional
Underground: Permitted
Above ground: Permitted

BUILDING PLACEMENT [2400.2225, susp. 2]
Front Yard: 0’-20’

Side Yard: 0’

Rear Yard: 0’

SI1TES

Lot PARAMETERS [2400.2225, susp. 3 & 5]
Minimum Width: 60’

Minimum Lot Area: None
BuiLpine HEIGHT [2400.2300]
Height District 1

944’ [Above Sea Level]

249.9’ [St. Paul Datum ]

Min. Stories: 2

FRONTAGE TYPE [2400.2400]
University Avenue: Capitol View
Setback from street: 0’-5’

Rice Street: Flexible

Setback from street: 0’-25’

DESIGN & MATERIAL STANDARDS [2400.2405]
Design and material selections shall be
based on Frontage Type. Frontage Type
designation is determined by the property’s
location within the Capitol Complex and
its proximity to the capitol building. Those
properties nearer the capitol building must
meet more stringent requirements and
guidelines. Those farther away are allowed
greater leeway in material selection, build-
ing setbacks, and use.

Lot AA Capacity/Zoning Study of a ramp and liner building. Viewed from the northwest.
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FRONTAGE TYPE

University Avenue]

Frontage Type: Capitol View

The northern edge of Lot AA is located
along University Avenue, which is designat-
ed as a Capitol View Frontage Type.

In the Capitol View Frontage Type,
buildings must be set back a maximum of
five feet from the lot line for at least 75% of
their length. To preserve significant views of
the Capitol Building from university Av-
enue, any portion of the facade above two
stories in height must be stepped back at
least 30 feet behind the front plane of the
building facade.

REQUIREMENTS

[a] Face Materials: Cut Stone, Ter-
racotta, Cast Stone, or equal

[b] Roof Materials: Standing Seam
Metal, Slate, Ceramic or Composite
Tiles

[c] Freestanding signs, poles or py-
lons prohibited within setback areas

[d] Mechanical and electrical equip-
ment must not be visible within front-
age setback area.

[e] New vehicular access points are
prohibited from streets parallel to the
designated frontage.

[f] Access and egress must be from
streets other than those designated.

RECOMMENDATIONS/ GUIDELINES

[a] Roof: discernible cornice line
that matches cornice line of adjacent
buildings.

[b] Green Roof: for reduction of
energy use

[c] Landscaping within the frontage
setback shall include a double row of
canopy trees
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[d] Continuity of walls, building
facades, fences and landscape masses
must contribute to the spatial definition
of the frontage and form cohesive walls
of enclosure along the street

[e] Visual compatibly with neigh-
boring buildings, features, and places

[Rice Street]

Frontage Type: Flexible

In the Flexible Frontage type, setback from
the front lot line depends on building type
and location. Mixed-use buildings must be

set back between zero and 25 feet from the
front lot line. Buildings at corner locations
must be located within five feet of the front
lot line on either street for a distance of 30

feet from the corner.

REQUIREMENTS
[a] Freestanding signs, poles or py-
lons prohibited within setback areas
[b] Mechanical and electrical equip-
ment must not be visible within front-
age setback area

RECOMMENDATIONS / GUIDELINES

[a] Face Materials: Cut Stone, brick,
splitfaced block or other natural mate-
rials

[b] Roof: discernible cornice line
that matches cornice line of adjacent
buildings

[¢] Green Roof for reduction of
energy use

[d] Continuity of Walls: building
facades, fences and landscape masses
must contribute to the spatial definition
of the frontage and form cohesive walls
of enclosure along street

[e] Visually compatibly with neigh-
boring buildings, features, and places
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SECTION 5.3

2] Lot B

CONSIDERATIONS

Lot B is a parcel bounded by University Av-
enue to the south, Capitol Blvd. to the east,
Sherburne Avenue to the north, and Park
St. to the west.

Currently, Lot B is covered by a sur-
face parking lot that accommodates 167
parking spaces, 155 of which are contract.
The balance of the remaining 12 spaces are
public handicapped.

Lot B is a candidate site in the original
RFP. It has been always viewed through a
unique lens, however, given that the lot has
long been tagged as a potential site for a
future Legislative Office Building. If devel-
oped as envisioned in the Comprehensive
Plan, the Legislative Office Building would
be approximately 150,000 SQ. FT. Any
ramp would have to accommodate for or
integrate with this future building.

SI1TES

Lot B has also been presumed to be
entirely underground, per the Compre-
hensive Plan. The most likely and viable
scenario posits a subterranean ramp on
the eastern half of the lot with a heavily
landscaped plaza on top, much like the
Church St. Parking Garage on the Univer-
sity of Minnesota’s east campus. Separating
the ramp’s location and construction from
any future building project on the western
half of the lot would allow for the site to be
developed on independent time lines.

Another prong of the conversation
surrounding Lot B is whether a new ramp
on this site should be combined with a new
ramp replacing the Admin ramp directly to
the east. The Admin ramp was built in the
1970’s and today requires regular and costly
annual maintenance. Although still struc-
turally sound, it may be nearing the end

Sherburne Avenue

Park Street

ol
s
ks
5
2
/M .
< Admin
-
= Ramp
s
©)

University Avenue

Lot B Existing Site Plan Existing surface lot containing 167 parking spaces.
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Lot B Proposed Main Level Floor Plan

<—LotC

Grade
100°-0” $

Lot B Capacity/Zoning Study of an all below-grade level ramp. Viewed from the southeast.

Main Level
100°-0” $

Lower Level 1
9°-0”
Lower Level 2
0"
Lower Level 3
Lower Level 4
56’-0”
Lower Level 5
45°-0”

Lower Level 6
34°-0” $

Lot B Building Section showing all parking levels below-grade. Viewed from the south
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of its effective life span and may become a
candidate for demolition and replacement.

If the ramp’s demolition and replace-
ment were the chosen strategy, a new ramp
footprint spanning the two sites might be
an option.

Currently, the Admin ramp’s struc-
tural integrity, required maintenance
schedule, and projected lifespan is being
evaluated by Collaborative Design Group as
an adjunct study.

ASSETS

Should Lot B be identified not only as a
component of an overall parking solution,
but also as the location of a Legislative Of-
fice Building, its location would become a
key asset, given its close proximity to the
State capitol.

Additional capacity at Lot B is depen-
dent on the normal variables of street traf-
fic capacity, as well as geometrics. Given that
all parking levels would be below grade, per
stall construction costs are higher. Theoreti-
cally, the site can accommodate as many
parking stalls as may be needed. One would
only need to dig deeper. However, allocated
state funding would ultimately dictate the
number of viable parking levels that could
be built.

It is not anticipated that Legislative
and Staff parking could be accommodated
in an open-circulation system due to differ-
ing user requirements. A common structure
with segregated circulation (two entrances/
exits, etc.) and parking would work and
may be considered as a viable parking solu-
tion.

Restoration planning and staging for
the Capitol renovation is fully underway
and it is anticipated that full-scale renova-
tion work will begin in June 2013.

SI1TES

HiGHLIGHTS

[1] For legislative users, the location
next to the Capitol is ideal.

[2] Access to the tunnel system is
already on site.

[3] Because of its mandated below-
grade construction, it is primarily the
ability of the streets to handle its traffic
that will limit the facility’s capacity.

[4] Construction here may provide
a resource for the potential Legislative
office building on the western portion
of the site.

CONSTRAINTS

The Predesign planning process for a
parking solution has been running ahead
of planning for a future Legislative Office
Building. Given the fluid timing parameters
and challenging logistical considerations,
Lot B has been viewed as a highly complex
and difficult site upon which to develop a
structured parking facility.

The parking load generated by this
development would need to be accom-
modated in the adjoining ramp. In addi-
tion, Lots N & O, which lie adjacent to the
Capitol building directly to the north will
be closed during the Capitol restoration
project. Combined, these two lots serve
approximately 190 legislative parkers, all of
whom will be displaced during the length
of the restoration project. A long-term
solution to this short-term problem may be
to accommodate these displaced parkers in
aramp on Lot B.

HiGHLIGHTS
[1] The site’s adjacency to the
Capitol requires that all construction
be sub-grade, with a highly landscaped
plaza forming its top.
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[2] A fully subterranean parking
facility will require ventilation and other
systems that will mean ongoing opera-
tion costs for the life of the facility.

[3] A fully sub grade facility will be
more costly to construct.

[4] The existing loading dock facil-
ity must be planned for and protected
during construction.

Zoning & Design Guidelines Summary [2009]
Z.O0NING DISTRICTS [2400.2100]

GOVERNMENT DistrIcT 1 [G-1]

The intent of the G-1 District is to provide
for the orderly growth of state government
and the preservation and enhancement of
existing structures within the Capitol area.

CENTRAL CORRIDOR OVERLAY [CCO] [2400.2235]
See Lot AA, Section 5, for details on CCO
District.

USE DISTRICTS [2400.2205]
Surface Lot: Permitted
Underground: Permitted
Above ground: Permitted

BUILDING PLACEMENT [2400.2225, suse. 2]
Front Yard: 0’-20’

Side Yard: 0’

Rear Yard: 0’

Lot PARAMETERS [2400.2225, suep. 3 & 5]
Minimum Width: 60’
Minimum Lot Area: 10,000 sq. ft.

BuiLpinc HEIGHT [2400.2300]
Height District 1

944’ [Above Sea Level]

249.9’ [St. Paul Datum]

Min. Stories: 3 [4-6 Stories typical]
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FrRONTAGE TYPE [2400.2400]
University Avenue: Capitol Mall
Setback from street: 30’-40’
Park St.: Civic

Setback from street: 5’-15’

DESIGN & MATERIAL STANDARDS [2400.2405]
[University Avenue]

Frontage Type: Gapitol Mall

The Capitol Mall frontage type is intended
to achieve the highest standard of archi-
tectural quality for buildings fronting the
Capitol mall.

REQUIREMENTS

[a] Face Materials: Cut Stone, Ter-
racotta, Cast Stone, or equal

[b] Roof: Discernible cornice line
that matches cornice line of adjacent
buildings

[c] Roof Materials: Standing Seam
Metal, Slate, Ceramic or Composite
Tiles

[d] Freestanding signs, poles or
pylons prohibited within setback areas

[e] Mechanical and electrical equip-
ment must not be visible within front-
age setback area

[f] New vehicular access points are
prohibited from streets parallel to the
designated frontage

[g] Access and egress must be from
streets other than those designated

[h] Continuity of walls, building
facades, fences and landscape masses
must contribute to the spatial definition
of the frontage and form cohesive walls
of enclosure along the street

[i] Visually compatibly with neigh-
boring buildings, features, and places
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RECOMMENDATIONS / GUIDELINES
[a] Green Roof for reduction of
energy use
[b] Landscaping in the frontage
setback shall include a double row of
canopy trees

[Park St.]

Frontage Type: Civic

In the Civic Frontage type, buildings must
be set back a minimum of five feet and a
maximum of fifteen feet from the front lot
line for at least 85% of their length. Where
a new building is adjacent to existing build-
ings, it must maintain the average setback
of those buildings.

REQUIREMENTS

[a] Face Materials: Cut Stone, brick, split-
faced block or other natural materials

[b] Roof: Discernible cornice line that
matches cornice line of adjacent buildings
[c] Freestanding signs, poles or pylons pro-
hibited within setback areas

[d] Mechanical and electrical equipment
must not be visible within frontage setback
area

RECOMMENDATIONS / GUIDELINES

[a] Green Roof for reduction of energy use
[b] Continuity of walls, building facades,
fences and landscape masses must contrib-
ute to the spatial definition of the frontage
and form cohesive walls of enclosure along
the street

[c] Visual compatibly with neighboring
buildings, features, and places

SI1TES
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SECTION 5.4

3} Lot C

CONSIDERATIONS

Lot C is a parcel bounded by University
Avenue to the south, Park St. to the east,
Sherburne Avenue to the north, and Rice
St. to the west.

Alarge “L” shaped parcel, it is cur-
rently devoted to surface parking. It wraps
around the north and west sides of the
State’s Ford Building, and is one of the
largest sites under consideration. Currently,
Lot C is a surface parking lot that accom-
modates 200 parking spaces, all of which

are contract.

ASSETS
Below is a summary of the key features and
benefits of Lot C.

[a] The site offers access to the pedes-
trian tunnel system, via the existing connec-
tion to the adjoining Ford Building.

[b] Capitol Area planning regulations

SI1TES

would permit a relatively large facility to be
constructed here.

[c] The site is not adjacent to the
Capitol building itself, allowing flexibility in
design and massing options.

[d] Access to Rice Street offers good
connections to Interstates 94 (east- and
west-bound traffic), 35W (north- and south-
bound) and local streets via downtown
St. Paul and Como Avenue. This provides
connections for drivers heading in all direc-
tions.

[e] The site is open and access for
construction is good, and would not disrupt
other Capitol area traffic.

[f] With the anticipated liner building
reservations, a significant part of the site
will remain as surface parking in the near
term. Not all parkers currently using the
surface lot will be displaced.

[g] Parkers here will be able to connect

Sherburne Avenue

3
o
g
7
v
9
&,
Ford
Bldg.
University Avenue

Park Street

Lot C Existing Site Plan Existing surface lot containing 200 parking spaces.
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Lot C Proposed Main Level Floor Plan

$ T.O. Ramp
170’-0”

- Second Level
1126’07

- First Level
V115707

t, Main Level
410007

- Lower Level
8907

Y

Y

Lot C Building Section showing one below-grade parking level. Viewed from the south

Lot C Capacity/Zoning Study of a ramp and liner building. Viewed from the north.
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to the rest of the campus and downtown
locations via the LRT.

[h] The site’s location on a corner of
the Capitol Area would provide an appro-
priate architectural gateway and landmark
for drivers approaching the Capitol.

CONSTRAINTS
Below is a summary of the key constraints
inherent in Lot C.

[a] The University Avenue frontage of
the site should be reserved for a possible
liner building aligned with the Ford Build-
ing.

[b] The Rice Street frontage should be

reserved for a possible liner building similar

in depth to the historic (non-state) build-
ings to the north.

[c] Soils on this site may need correc-
tion to 24 feet, or the use of rammed aggre-
gate piers. As planning calls for at least one
sub grade parking level this is not a signifi-
cant factor. It should also be noted that this
observation is based on a single test boring,
and the actual extents and impacts will have
to be determined by a more extensive test-
ing program prior to design.

Zoning & Design Guidelines Summary [2009]
Z.ONING DISTRICTS [2400.2100]

Government District 1 [G-1]

The intent of the G-1 District is to provide
for the orderly growth of state government
and the preservation and enhancement of
existing structures within the Capitol area.
CENTRAL CORRIDOR OVERLAY [CCO]

See Lot AA for details on CCO District.

USE DISTRICTS [2400.2205]

Surface Lot: Permitted
Underground: Permitted
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Above ground: Permitted

BUILDING PLACEMENT [2400.2225, susp. 2]
Front Yard: See Frontage Type

Side Yard: (0’

Rear Yard: 0’

LoT PARAMETERS [2400.2225, sugp. 3 & 5]
Minimum Width: 60’
Minimum Lot Area: 10,000 sq. ft.

BuiLpinc HEIGHT [2400.2300]

Height District 1

944’ [Above Sea Level]

249.9’ [St. Paul datum]

Min. Stories: Capitol Mall, 3; Flexible, 2

FRONTAGE TYPE [2400.2400]
University Avenue: Capitol Mall
Setback from street: 30’40’

Rice St.: Flexible
Setback from street: 0’-20’

Design & Material Standards [2400.2405]
[University Avenue]

Frontage Type: Capitol Mall

The Capitol Mall frontage type is intended
to achieve the highest standard of archi-
tectural quality for buildings fronting the
Capitol mall.

REQUIREMENTS

[a] Face Materials: Cut Stone, Terra-
cotta, Cast Stone, or equal

[b] Roof: Discernible cornice line that
matches cornice line of adjacent buildings

[c] Roof Materials: Standing Seam
Metal, Slate, Ceramic or Composite Tiles

[d] Freestanding signs, poles or pylons
prohibited within setback areas

[e] Mechanical and electrical equip-
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ment must not be visible in frontage set-
back area

[f] New vehicular access points are
prohibited from streets parallel to the desig-
nated frontage

[g] Access and egress must be from
streets other than those designated

[h] Continuity of walls, building fa-
cades, fences and landscape masses must
contribute to the spatial definition of the
frontage and form cohesive walls of enclo-
sure along street

[i] Visual compatibly with neighboring
buildings, features, and places

RECOMMENDATIONS / GUIDELINES
[a] Green Roof for reduced energy use
[b] Landscaping within the frontage
setback shall include double row of canopy
trees

[Rice St.]

Frontage Type: Flexible

In the Flexible Frontage type, setback from
the front lot line depends on building type
and location. Mixed-use buildings must be
set back between zero and 25 feet from the

SI1TES

front lot line. Buildings at corner locations
must be located within five feet of the front
lot line on either street for a distance of 30
feet from the corner.

REQUIREMENTS

[a] Freestanding signs, poles or pylons
prohibited within setback areas

[b] Mechanical and electrical equip-
ment must not be visible within frontage
setback

RECOMMENDATIONS / GUIDELINES

[a] Face Materials: Cut Stone, brick,
splitfaced block or other natural materials

[b] Roof: Discernible cornice line that
matches cornice line of adjacent buildings

[c] Green Roof for reduction of energy
use

[d] Continuity of walls, building fa-
cades, fences and landscape masses must
contribute to the spatial definition of the
frontage and form cohesive walls of enclo-
sure along street

[e] Visual compatibly with neighboring
buildings, features, and places

Lot C Capacity/Zoning Study of a ramp and liner building. Viewed from the southeast.
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SECTION 5.5

4) LotF

CONSIDERATIONS

Lot F is the parcel bounded by the Trans-
portation Building to the east and south,
Fuller Avenue to the north, and Rice St.
to the west. At present, Lot F is a surface

parking area immediately to the west of the
Transportation Building that accommo-
dates 113 parking spaces, 55 of which are
contract for various handicapped/van pool
stalls. The remaining 58 spaces are metered
for visitors. It has access to the north on the
dead-end remnant of Fuller Avenue. The
State Office Building ramp is to the north.

ASSETS

[a] The site is located next to the Trans-
portation Building, the destination of a
majority of the displaced parkers from Sears
[Lot X].

[b] The site has excellent access via
Rice and Fuller.

[c] Access to Rice Street offers good

SI1TES

connections to Interstates 94 [east- and
west-bound traffic], 35W [north- and south-
bound] and local streets via downtown

St. Paul and Como Avenue. This provides
connections for drivers heading in all direc-
tions.

[d] A facility on this site would be able
to “pair” with the State Office Building
ramp, forming a distinguished border and
gateway to the Capitol Complex.

[e] The site would have access into the
existing tunnel system.

[f] Construction on this site may pro-
vide a means of partially ameliorating the
sub grade water problems experienced by
the Transportation Building.

CONSTRAINTS

[a] The site’s proximity to the Trans-
portation Building building will require
careful design to manage code-related is-
sues [e.g. fire separation].

SOB Ramp SOB
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Lot F Existing Site Plan. Existing surface lot containing 113 parking spaces.
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Lot F Proposed Main Level Floor Plan
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Lot F Building Section showing two below-grade parking levels. Viewed from the east.

Lot F Capacity/Zoning Study of a potential ramp. Viewed from the southeast.
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[b] Structural issues related to sub
grade parking near the lower levels of the
DOT must be recognized and planned for.

Zoning & Design Guidelines Summary [2009]
ZONING DISTRICTS [2400.2100]

Government District 1 [G-1]

The intent of the G-1 District is to provide
for the orderly growth of state government
and the preservation and enhancement of
existing structures within the Capitol area.

USE DISTRICTS [2400.2205]
Surface Lot: Permitted
Underground: Permitted
Above ground: Permitted

BUILDING PLACEMENT [2400.2225, suep. 2]
Front Yard: 0’-20°

Side Yard: 0’

Rear Yard: 0’

LoT PARAMETERS [2400.2225, sugp. 3 & 5]
Minimum Width: 60’
Minimum Lot Area: None

BuiLbiNnG HEIGHT [2400.2300]
Height District 1

944’ [Above Sea Level]
249.9’ [St. Paul Datum]
Min. Stories: 2

SI1TES

DESIGN & MATERIAL STANDARDS [2400.2405]
[Rice St.]

Frontage Type: Flexible

In the Flexible Frontage type, setback from
the front lot line depends on building type
and location. Mixed-use buildings must be
set back between zero and 25 feet from the
front lot line. Buildings at corner locations
must be located within five feet of the front
lot line on either street for a distance of 30
feet from the corner.

REQUIREMENTS

[a] Freestanding signs, poles or pylons
prohibited within setback areas

[b] Mechanical and electrical equip-
ment must not be visible within frontage
setback

RECOMMENDATIONS / GUIDELINES

[a] Face Materials: Cut Stone, brick,
split-faced block or other natural materials

[b] Roof: Discernible cornice line that
matches cornice line of adjacent buildings

[c] Green Roof for reduced energy use

[d] Continuity of walls, building fa-
cades, fences and landscape masses must
contribute to the spatial definition of the
frontage and form cohesive walls

[e] Visual compatibly with neighboring
buildings, features, and places

Lot F Capacity/Zoning Study of a potential ramp. Viewed from the northwest with DOT in background.
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SECTION 5.6

50 Lot L

CONSIDERATIONS

Lot L is a parcel bounded by the Robert St.
to the east, Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.
Boulevard [MLK] to the south, the Judicial
Center to the west, and the Central Main-

tenance Building to the north. Lot L is lo-
cated at the eastern end of Rev. Dr. Martin
Luther King Jr. Boulevard. This street has
become a dead-end with the construction
of the LRT line to the east. It is presently
a small surface parking lot adjacent to the
Judicial Center [JC].

Currently, Lot L accommodates 92
parking spaces, all of which are contract.
It shares access to MLK with the Judicial
Center garage.

ASSETS

[a] Lot L is located in the eastern por-
tion of the Capitol Complex. This area is
nearly built to capacity and has a high den-
sity of the complex’s employment.

Judicial
Center

SI1TES

[b] MLK presently serves as access to
the JC, the upper portions of the Centen-
nial Ramp and the Central Maintenance
Building.

[c] MLK connect immediately to Cedar
Street, allowing for good traffic dispersion.

[d] The site’s size and topography make
it well suited for hosting a single-deck type
of parking structure. This would increase
the capacity of the lot without intruding on
the JC’s architectural character and views.

[e] The site offers an opportunity to
create a tunnel access, most likely via the
Centennial Building.

DRrAWBACKS

[a] The lot’s small footprint makes it
unsuitable for a large-capacity facility, due
to the inefficiency of small floor plates in a
ramp structure.

[b] The relatively short extent of MLK
would not allow a large amount of queuing

Lot L Existing Site Plan. Existing surface lot containing 92 parking spaces.
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Lot L Proposed Main Level Floor Plan, rotated for display

First Level 4~

- 115-0"

Main Level
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1000”4

Lot L Building Section showing one below-grade parking level. Viewed from the south

Lot L Capacity,/Zoning Study of a potential single level ramp. Viewed from the southeast.
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space [either entering or exiting].

[c] Because pedestrian access to the east is
cut off by the LRT, users will need to enter
the tunnel system or use sidewalks to the
west of the site.

Zoning & Design Guidelines Summary [2009]
Z.O0NING DISTRICTS [2400.2100]

Government District 1 [G-1]

The intent of the G-1 District is to provide
for the orderly growth of state government
and the preservation and enhancement of
existing structures within the Capitol area.

USE DISTRICTS [2400.2205]

Surface Lot: Conditional
Underground: Permitted
Above ground: Permitted

BUILDING PLACEMENT [2400.2225, susp. 2]
Front Yard: 5’-15’

Side Yard: 0’

Rear Yard: 0’

Lot PARAMETERS [2400.2225, suep. 3 & 5]
Minimum Width: 60’
Minimum Lot Area: 10,000 sq. ft.

BuiLpinc HEIGHT [2400.2300]
Height District 1A

900.1° [Above Sea Level]
246.2 [St. Paul Datum]

Min. Stories: 3

DESIGN & MATERIAL STANDARDS [2400.2405]
Frontage Type: Givic

In the Civic Frontage type, setback from
the front lot line depends on building type
and location. Mixed-use buildings must be
set back between five and 15 feet from the
front lot line. Buildings at corner locations
must be located within five feet of the front
lot line on either street for a distance of 30
feet from the corner.

REQUIREMENTS

[a] Face Materials: Cut Stone, Terra-
cotta, Cast Stone, or equal

[b] Roof: Discernible cornice line that
matches cornice line of adjacent buildings

[c] Freestanding signs, poles or pylons
prohibited within setback areas

[d] Mechanical and electrical equip-
ment must not be visible in frontage set-
back area

RECOMMENDATIONS / GUIDELINES

[a] Green Roof for reduced energy use

[b] Continuity of walls, building fa-
cades, fences and landscape masses must
contribute to the spatial definition of the
frontage and form cohesive walls

[c] Visual compatibly with neighboring
buildings, features, and places

Lot L Capacity/Zoning Study of a ramp. Viewed from the northeast.
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SECTION 5.7

6] Lot Q

CONSIDERATIONS
Lot Q sits atop the Cedar Street hill, to the
northeast f the Capitol and Administration

Building. It is a large, expansive surface lot
that adjoins residential, non-state office,
and park areas.

Currently, Lot Q is a surface parking
lot that accommodates 336 parking spaces,
292 of which are contract and 3 are vari-
ous handicapped stalls. The remaining 41
spaces are metered for the use of visitors to
the Capitol and State offices.

ASSETS

[a] The site is very large.

[b] Lot Q is on the periphery of the
Capitol Complex.

DRAWBACKS
[a] As the very prominent top of the

Cedar St.

SI1TES

Capitol hill, this site is visible from near and
far throughout the City and Capitol Com-
plex. Parking here would be very promi-
nent from the entire Capitol Area.

[b] The height of construction on the
site is sharply constrained due to its eleva-
tion relative to the Capitol. However, its
expanse somewhat mitigates this.

[c] Lot Q is distant from most employ-
ment concentrations.

[d] A tunnel connection is unlikely.

[e] The adjoining uses are best served
by this lot remaining surface parking or by
conversion to other uses more in keeping
with the context.

[£] Access to streets is limited here.
Cedar Street provides limited access to the
south, but other routes are round-a-bout
at best and risk diverting significant traffic
loads into the neighborhood.

Charles Ave
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Sherburne Ave

Lot Q Existing Site Plan. Existing surface lot containing 336 parking spaces.

page 46



A T.0. Ramp

@

\

148’4

 Second Level

112607
-t First Level

1150”7
-t Main Level

\]

410007
 Lower Level 1

' 89°-0”

Y

CANDIDATE SITES

DNe———>

Lot Q Proposed Main Level Floor Plan

Lot Q Building Section showing one below-grade parking level. Viewed from the south

Lot Q Capacity/Zoning Study of a potential ramp. Viewed from the southeast.
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Zoning & Design Guidelines Summary [2009]
ZONING DISTRICTS [2400.2100]

Government District 1 [G-1]

The intent of the G-1 District is to provide
for the orderly growth of state government
and the preservation and enhancement of
existing structures within the Capitol area.

USE DISTRICTS [2400.2205]
Surface Lot: Permitted
Underground: Permitted
Above ground: Permitted

BUILDING PLACEMENT [2400.2225, susp. 2]
Front Yard: See Frontage Type

Side Yard: 0’

Rear Yard: 0

LoT PARAMETERS [2400.2225, sugp. 3 & 5]
Minimum Width: 60’
Minimum Lot Area: 10,000 sq. ft.

BuiLbiNG HEIGHT [2400.2300]
Height District 1

944’ [Above Sea Level]
249.9’ [St. Paul datum]
Min. Stories: 2

SI1TES

FRONTAGE TYPE [2400.2400]
[Sherburne Avenue & Cedar Street]
Frontage Type: Civic
Setback from street: 5’-15’

[Charles Street & Capitol Heights]
Frontage Type: Flexible
Setback from street: 0’-20’

Design & Material Standards [2400.2405]
[Sherburne Avenue & Cedar Street]

Frontage Type: Givic

In the Civic Frontage type, setback from
the front lot line depends on building type
and location. Mixed-use buildings must be
set back between five and 15 feet from the
front lot line. Buildings at corner locations
must be located within five feet of the front
lot line on either street for a distance of 30
feet from the corner.

REQUIREMENTS

[a] Face Materials: Cut Stone, Terra-
cotta, Cast Stone, or equal

[b] Roof: Discernible cornice line that
matches cornice line of adjacent buildings

[c] Freestanding signs, poles or pylons

Lot Q Capacity/Zoning Study of a potential ramp. Viewed from the north.
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prohibited within setback areas

[d] Mechanical and electrical equip-
ment must not be visible in frontage set-
back area

RECOMMENDATIONS / GUIDELINES

[a] Green Roof for reduced energy use

[b] Continuity of walls, building fa-
cades, fences and landscape masses must
contribute to the spatial definition of the
frontage and form cohesive walls of enclo-
sure along street

[c] Visual compatibly with neighboring
buildings, features, and places

FRONTAGE TYPES

[Charles Street & Capitol Heights]

Frontage Type: Flexible

In the Flexible Frontage type, setback from
the front lot line depends on building type
and location. Mixed-use buildings must be

set back between zero and 25 feet from the
front lot line. Buildings at corner locations
must be located within five feet of the front
lot line on either street for a distance of 30

feet from the corner.

REQUIREMENTS

[a] Freestanding signs, poles or pylons
prohibited within setback areas

[b] Mechanical and electrical equip-
ment must not be visible within frontage
setback area

RECOMMENDATIONS / GUIDELINES
[a] Face Materials: Cut Stone, brick,
splitfaced block or other natural materials
[b] Roof: Discernible cornice line that
matches cornice line of adjacent buildings
[c] Green Roof for reduced energy use
[d] Continuity of walls, building fa-

cades, fences and landscape masses must

SI1TES

contribute to the spatial definition of the
frontage and form cohesive walls of enclo-
sure along street

[e] Visual compatibly with neighboring
buildings, features, and places
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SECTION 5.8

7} Lots U/W

CONSIDERATIONS

Located in the heart of the eastern Capi-
tol Complex, Lots U/W are contiguous
and form a parcel bounded by the Stassen
Building to the south, Jackson Street to the
east, 14th Street to the north, and Robert
Street to the west.

Currently, Lots U/W are a surface
parking that accommodates 143 parking
spaces, all of which are metered for visitors,
and 5 of which are handicapped.

They are surrounded by a dense
employment concentration and a high
number of agencies. Sharing the site with
parking is a rain garden infiltration basin,
which accommodates storm water from the
adjoining parcels. Itis across 14th from the
State’s existing 900+ car 14th Street Ramp.

There is an existing storm water
infiltration basin/rain garden on the site.
In planning studies it was considered for

SI1TES

relocation or expansion/augmentation as
appropriate.

Planning analysis for Lot U/W was
mindful of difficulties at existing 14th Street
ramp, which has significant congestion and
exit delays exceeding 15 minutes. These
are in part due to the configuration of the
streets serving the ramp, as well as its inter-
nal arrangements.

A significant consideration for plan-
ning on this site is to provide the necessary
level of service while taking care not to
exacerbate the traffic problems already oc-
curring in the vicinity.

ASSETS

[a] The site’s location allows significant
height for new construction.

[b] The location in the heart of the
eastern campus provides excellent proxim-
ity to many agencies for staff and visitors.

14th St.
Ramp
X
&
o
B
7
&
& % 3
2 G 4
%% “, <4
% ‘0 %%
) 2, %
%%
%

Lots U/W Existing Site Plan. Existing surface lot containing 143 parking spaces.
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sect. I
uvre—mm> <—@DN DNe——> <—F—oeUP

Lots U/W Proposed Main Level Floor Plan

T.O. Ramp
$ 148°-4”
 Second Level
1126-0”
- First Level -
115707 i

h Main Level
4100-0”
 Lower Level 1
1'89°-0”

Lots U/W Building Section showing one below-grade parking level. Viewed from the south

Lots U/W Capacity/Zoning Study of a potential ramp. Viewed from the southeast.
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CONSTRAINTS

[a] Traffic flow in this area experiences
very significant [15 minute+] congestion
delays due to the inadequacy of the street
network to handle the loading from the ex-
isting 14th Street ramp. Adding additional
cars here before the streets are reconstruct-
ed would not be prudent.

[b] Soils on this site would require
significant correction. In the test boring,
no firm bottom was encountered to a depth
of 51 feet. A structure here would likely
require full pilings for support. While this
does not preclude building on this site, it
will be a cost factor. It should also be noted
that this observation is based on a single
test boring, and the actual extents and im-
pacts will have to be determined by a more
extensive testing program prior to design.

[c] This is the last remaining open
space in the eastern portion of the Capitol
Complex. It seems likely that it may have a
higher value for other uses.

Zoning & Design Guidelines Summary [2009]
Z.ONING DISTRICTS [2400.2100]
Government District 1 [G-1]

SI1TES

The intent of the G-1 District is to provide
for the orderly growth of state government
and the preservation and enhancement of
existing structures within the Capitol area.

USE DISTRICTS [2400.2205]
Surface Lot: Permitted
Underground: Permitted
Above ground: Permitted

BUILDING PLACEMENT [2400.2225, susp. 2]
Front Yard: See Frontage Type

Side Yard: 0’

Rear Yard: 0’

LoT PARAMETERS [2400.2225, sugp. 3 & 5]
Minimum Width: 60’
Minimum Lot Area: 10,000 sq. ft.

BuiLpinc HEIGHT [2400.2300]
Height District 1B

881.1° [Above Sea Level]
194.0’ [St. Paul datum]
Min. Stories: 3

FRONTAGE TYPE [2400.2400]
Frontage Type: Civic
Setback from street: 5°-15’

Lots U/W Capacity,/Zoning Study of a potential ramp. Viewed from the northeast.
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DESIGN & MATERIAL STANDARDS [2400.2405]
Frontage Type: Givic

In the Civic Frontage type, setback from
the front lot line depends on building type
and location. Mixed-use buildings must be
set back between five and 15 feet from the
front lot line.

REQUIREMENTS

[a] Face Materials: Cut Stone, Terra-
cotta, Cast Stone, or equal

[b] Roof: Discernible cornice line that
matches cornice line of adjacent buildings

[c] Freestanding signs, poles or pylons
prohibited within setback areas

[d] Mechanical and electrical equip-
ment must not be visible in frontage set-
back area

RECOMMENDATIONS / GUIDELINES

[a] Green Roof for reduced energy use

[b] Continuity of walls, building fa-
cades, fences and landscape masses must
contribute to the spatial definition of the
frontage and form cohesive walls of enclo-
sure along street

[c] Visual compatibly with neighboring
buildings, features, and places

Recommended/Guidelines

[d] Green Roof for reduced energy use

[e] Continuity of Walls: building fa-
cades, fences and landscape masses must
contribute to the spatial definition of the
frontage and form cohesive walls of enclo-
sure

[£] Visually compatibly with neighbor-
ing buildings, features, and places

SI1TES
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SECTION 5.9

8} Cass Gilbert Park

Considerations

Cass Gilbert Park [CGP] is a parcel bound-

ed by University Avenue to the south, Rob-

ert St. to the east, Sherburne Avenue to the
north, and Cedar Street to the west. CGP is
adjacent to Lot Q to the north across Sher-

burne Ave., northeast of the Capitol and
Administration Buildings.

Currently, Cass Gilbert Park has no
surface or structured parking. It is com-
posed of a plateau area with a concrete
overlook [offering spectacular views of St.
Paul, the Capitol, and the river valley] and
a large, very steep grass-covered hillside.
The hillside is too steep to be occupied; it is
largely overgrown by grass and is not used.
A portion of the upper plateau is currently
serving as a fenced-off staging and storage
area for the Capitol area renovation proj-
ects, though access to the overlook is still
open. The Park forms the termination of

SI1TES

the vista through the Complex up Robert
Street.

ASSETS

[a] The site is largely unused.

[b] Itis a relatively large parcel.

[c] If there were construction on the
site, the overlook could be maintained in
place or replaced in kind by new construc-
tion.

[d] A parking facility could be set or
earth-sheltered into the slope of the hill.

CONSTRAINTS

[a] This site is visible from a signifi-
cant part of the City and Capitol Complex.
Parking here would need to be very heavily
landscaped and/or subgrade to avoid being
disproportionately prominent from the
eastern Capitol Area.

[b] The height of construction on the

Sherburne Ave

Administration
Building
Cedar Street

Admin
Ramp

Robert Street

University Avenue

Cass Gilbert Park Existing Site Plan. Existing surface lot containing 336 parking spaces.
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CANDIDATE SITES

<—ODNe|—>

UPPER LEVEL
sect.
2

MID LEVEL

LOWER LEVEL

sect.

CGP Proposed Main Level terraced Floor Plan 1

V12607
- First Level

\

11507
t Main Level

Y

410007
 Lower Level 1

1 89°-0”
 Lower Level 2

7807
 Lower Level 3

V67-0”
 Lower Level 4

56’07
- Lower Level 5

Y

45707

\

CGP Building Section 1 showing all terraced parking levels. Viewed from the east.

CGP Building Section 2 showing full access ramps. Viewed from the south.

MID LEVEL ——>
EXIT

LOWER LEVEL ——>
EXIT
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site is sharply constrained due to its eleva-
tion relative to the Capitol. However, the
ability to build into the hillside largely
mitigates this.

[c] This site is distant from most em-
ployment concentrations.

[d] A tunnel connection is unlikely
here.

[e] Access to streets is limited here.
University Avenue is sharply constrained by
the LRT lines at this point, and would not
offer ingress/egress. Cedar Street, and to
a lesser extent Sherburne Avenue, are the
only existing connections.

[f] Access could be gained to the last
extent of Robert Street. However, distribu-
tion from this site is very limited as it would
result in traffic coming back into the core
of the capitol Complex.

[g] A pedestrian would need to ascend
to Cedar Street after parking [away from
most destinations] to gain access to most of
the campus. There would be very limited
access to University Avenue, but this route

S1TES

would bring users into conflict with the
LRT line and so is of little benefit.

Zoning & Design Guidelines Summary [2009]
Z.ONING DISTRICTS [2400.2100]

Government District 1 [G-1]

The intent of the G-1 District is to provide
for the orderly growth of state government
and the preservation and enhancement of
existing structures within the Capitol area.

USE DISTRICTS [2400.2205]
Surface Lot: Permitted
Underground: Permitted
Above ground: Permitted

BUILDING PLACEMENT [2400.2225, susp. 2]
Front Yard: See Frontage Type

Side Yard: (0’

Rear Yard: 0’

LoT PARAMETERS [2400.2225, sugp. 3 & 5]
Minimum Width: 60’
Minimum Lot Area: 10,000 sq. ft.

CGP Capacity/Zoning Study of a potential ramp. Viewed from the north east.
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BuiLbiNnG HEIGHT [2400.2300]

Height District 1

944’ [Above Sea Level]

249.9’ [St. Paul datum]

Min. Stories: 2

FRrRONTAGE TYPE [2400.2400]

Sherburne Avenue & Cedar Street: Civic
Setback from street: 5’-15’

Robert Street: Flexible

Setback from street: 0’-20°

Design & Material Standards [2400.2405]
[Sherburne Avenue, Cedar & Robert Street]

Frontage Type: Givic

In the Civic Frontage type, setback from
the front lot line depends on building type
and location. Mixed-use buildings must be
set back between five and 15 feet from the
front lot line.

REQUIREMENTS

[a] Face Materials: Cut Stone, Terra-
cotta, Cast Stone, or equal

[b] Roof: Discernible cornice line that
matches cornice line of adjacent buildings

SI1TES

[c] Freestanding signs, poles or pylons
prohibited within setback areas

[d] Mechanical and electrical equip-
ment must not be visible in frontage set-
back area

RECOMMENDATIONS / GUIDELINES

[a] Green Roof for reduced energy use

[b] Continuity of walls, building fa-
cades, fences and landscape masses must
contribute to the spatial definition of the
frontage and form cohesive walls of enclo-
sure along street

[c] Visual compatibly with neighboring
buildings, features, and places

CGP Capacity/Zoning Study of a potential ramp. Viewed from the north east.
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SECTION 6

Financial Information

The following four pages outline the esti-
mated construction costs of the project. A
summary sheet compiling the costs for the
project as a whole is at the beginning of
Section 6. The following worksheets break
out project component Lots C, F, and L, in
that order.

It is important to note, however, that
the summary costing assumes all three
ramps are built at the same time. This
scenario allows for the greatest economies
of scale, pricing leverage, and construction
efficiency. If only a portion of the Predesign
recommendations are implemented and
fewer ramps are built, cost projections must
be re-evaluated. In this scenario it is likely
that economies of scale will be less substan-
tial and costs could rise 10-15% per project.

INFORMATION
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ProjeEcT SCHEDULE

SECTION 7

Project Schedule Information

The below table reflects projected project
timing for both the Design and Construc-
tion phase for all three ramps built simulta-

INFORMATION

neously.
Task Start Complete
Funding 6/13/13
Designer Selection 5/15/13 7/1/13
Design Start 7/1/13 12/14
Construction Manager at Risk Selection 5/15/13 7/1/13
CMR Start 7/1/13 12/14
Demo/Site Prep/Footing & Fnd. Bid Packages 9/13 11/13
Midpoint of Construction 4/14
Substantial Completion 11/14
Occupancy and Use 12/14
Construction Complete 12/14
Landscaping Complete 4/15 6/15
Final Project Completion 6/15
10-Month Warrantee Review 10/15 10/15
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SECTION 8 App endix

The following Appendix information is a
compilation of supporting materials for the
Predesign report.

SECTION 8.A Land Surveys

The following eight pages are Land Surveys
of all the existing candidate sites. All survey
information was provided by a subcontrac-
tor with the exception of the information
for Lot L, which was provided by the State.
Survey work was performed during Winter
2013.
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SECTION 8.C
Proposed Sears Re-Development Summary

St. Paul Sears site eyed for redevelopment;
homes, offices might join store

By Frederick Melo and Tom Webb
Pioneer Press, twincities.com
Posted: 01/04/2013

Developers have unveiled a plan to rede-
velop the area surrounding the St. Paul Sears
store near the State Capitol, preserving the
store and its operations while adding housing
and retail space.

The Rice Street location includes large
parking lots, and these would be transformed
into higher-density uses including more retail,
town homes and office space, according to
the plan.

Sears Site Plan of proposed Sears redevelopment

Sears confirmed that they are in “the
early stages of discussion regarding a project
on the Rice Street property that will continue
to have a Sears store presence,” said Howard
Riefs, spokesman for Sears Holding Corp.
“We will have additional information to share
in the coming weeks.”

The redevelopment plan would include
plans for:

- Another 111,700 square feet of retail
space, including two retail buildings on the
southeast side of the existing store and two
more to the southwest.

— A foursstory office building on the
northeast corner of the site.

— 121 apartments and 18 town homes in
the northwest corner of the property. Some of
that land is now occupied by the Sears Auto
Center, which would be relocated to the Sears
store itself.

The site also provides parking for many
state workers, so the plan includes a proposed
four-level, 586-space parking garage. Another
700 parking spaces would remain after the
remodeling.

The site also is near the new light-rail
line going in along University Avenue.

City Planning and Economic Develop-
ment Director Cecile Bedor put the project
into perspective on Friday, Jan. 4, noting that
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Sears continued

the most concrete thing for now is that
the Sears store is staying.

“We don’t have anything that has been
formally submitted,” Bedor said. “Sears has
identified about 10 sites across the country
that they believe are ripe for redevelopment,
and this is one of them. And when I say rede-
velopment, they mean keeping the store. This
is a good site for them.”

On Thursday, Macy’s Inc. announced
that it is closing its landmark downtown St.
Paul department store, which had been open
for 50 years. Macy’s is expected to close in
March, and there are no firm plans for its
large building. After that, Sears will be one
of the last remaining department stores in St.
Paul.

“The light rail is a billion-dollar invest-
ment, and the hope for all light rail is it will
be a catalyst for new development,” Bedor
said. The Macy’s site also is along the light rail
line.

As for thel4-acre Sears site, “It’s a sea
of parking right now. This is in the planning

stages. It will continue to change,” Bedor said.

Sears Perspective of proposed Sears redevelopment

Melissa Martinez-Sones, director of the
Capitol River Council, said its 35-member
board received general details of the Sears
site plan last month but has yet to take a
formal position on the plan. The council is an
advisory group for the area surrounding the
state Capitol.

“Sears came to our December board
meeting and presented high-level plans, more
conceptual,” she said. “They are coming back
with more detailed information on Tuesday,
and that’s to our Development Review Com-
mittee meeting. Those are open, public meet-
ings, and anybody who might be interested
in that is welcome to come and listen to what
Sears has planned.”

The committee meeting is scheduled
for 7:30 a.m. Tuesday, Jan. 8, at the U.S. Bank
Center’s first floor conference room at 5th
and Minnesota streets.

The plan also will go before the state’s
Capitol Area Architectural and Planning
Board for design concept approval on Jan.

16. Director Nancy Stark said plans will be
presented at that meeting, set for 1:30 to 3:30
p-m. in the Capitol building. Lt. Governor
Yvonne Prettner Solon chairs the board.
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SECTION 8.D

Employee Parking Survey Summary

The following excerpt of the Employee Park-
ing Survey is an edited display highlighting
the pertinent information relevant to the

Predesign report.

Which building is your main work location?
Which Agency do you work for?

691 Robert:
® Administration, Department of = 18

Administration Building:

® Administration, Department of = 82

Capitol Area Architectural and Planning Board = 4
Governor’s Office =1

Minnesota Management and Budget =8

Sentencing Guidelines = 4

Agriculture/Health Building:
e Agriculture, Department of = 42
e Health, Department of =59

Andersen Building:
e Enterprise Technology, Office of (OET)/MN.IT Central = 44
e Human Services, Dept. of (include DHS MN.IT) =479

Armory:
o Military Affairs, Department of = 4

Centennial Building:

Administration, Department of (include Admin MN.IT) = 43

Asian Pacific Minnesotans Council =0

Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board =5

Enterprise Technology, Office of (OET)/MN.IT Central = 136
Legislative Auditor, Office of = 34

Minnesota Management and Budget (include MMB MN.IT) = 120

Freeman Building:

e® Agriculture, Department of = 98

® Animal Health, Board of =9

e Health, Department of = 244

e Human Rights, Department of = 11

Judicial Center:

Court of Appeals =27

Guardian ad Litem Board =0

Law Library =7

Lawyers Professional Responsibility Board = 6
State Court Administrator = 65

Supreme Court =14

Tax Court =2

Workers Compensation Court of Appeals =6
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Stassen Building:
e Administrative Hearings, Office of = 22
e Revenue, Department of =510

State Capitol Building:

e Administration, Department of =5
e Attorney General’s Office =0

e Governor’s Office =4

e Historical Society = 3

e House of Representatives = 15

e Media=1

e Public Safety, Department of =5

® Senate =49

State Office Building:
House of Representatives = 113

B =

Legislative Commissions =5

=

Legislative Reference Library =5

=

Revisor of Statutes =17

=)

Secretary of State = 11

=

Senate = 8

Transportation Building:
Administration, Department of = 7
Transportation, Department of = 441

Veteran’s Building

Military Affairs, Department of = 47

Veterans Affairs, Department of = 15

Veterans Organization (VFW, AM-Vets, etc.) =0

Responses by Building

600

532

500

400+

300

200+

1001

Building Totals

0691 Robert St.
B Administration
O Ag/Health

O Andersen

B Armory

O Centennial

B Freeman

O Judicial

B Stassen

[ State Capitol
O State Office

O Transportation

M Veteran's
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Which major roadways do you take during the last mile to work?

City/

Summit Cedar Como Robert | University | Local

194 I135E 52 Rice St. Ave. St. Ave. St. Ave. Roads
North Metro 204 588 20 204 13 155 135 96 225 343
South Metro 117 384 185 59 31 142 4 127 45 244
East Metro 496 74 17 57 30 104 29 79 83 333
West Metro 331 70 6 51 36 72 31 38 62 159

Which major roadways do you take to go home after work?
Summit | Cedar | Como | Robert | University City/

194 135E 52 Rice St. Ave. St. Ave. St. Ave. Local Roads

North Metro 225 589 23 218 12 146 155 79 144 382

South Metro 131 363 224 53 34 132 4 118 42 254

East Metro 485 77 17 63 34 106 28 64 79 332

West Metro 352 73 6 49 36 64 31 37 38 158

What time do you usually arrive at your parking lot at work in the morning?

Before 6:00 am
6:00 am —6:30 am
6:31am —7:00 am
7:01am—7:30am
7:31am—8:00 am
8:01 am —8:30 am
8:31am —9:00 am
After 9:00 am

162
347
520
488
597
427
236
71

What time do you usually leave work in the afternoon?

Before 3:00 pm
3:00 pm—=3:30 pm
3:31 pm —-4:00 pm
4:01 pm —4:30 pm
4:31 pm —5:00 pm
5:01 pm—=5:30 pm
5:31 pm - 6:00 pm
After 6:00 pm

75

279
580
817
482
318
192
69




APPENDICES

When Light Rail becomes available in 2014, how frequently would you use that for your commute?

1-5 days/week 246
less than 1x a week 151
Never 1685
Don’t know 776

Please indicate your preferences for using the following commuting options if the parking facility you
currently use becomes unavailable.

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th

Express bus 684 370 227 340 117 194
Non-express bus 76 303 238 245 533 311
Ridesharing

) 517 339 341 233 182 224
(pick up home)
Rideshare

. 144 499 395 302 199 231

(Park & Ride)
Shuttle 618 275 330 226 276 213
Bicycle or walk 146 92 90 86 81 1132

To what extent would the following transit incentives interest you in trying new ways to commute to
work?

Definitely Somewhat Somewhat Definitely not
Interested Interested Interested Disinterested | Disinterested interested
More convenient
. Rk 754 473 491 116 185 595
transit service
Available transit
and/or Park and 223 367 560 241 320 750
Ride info
Discounted
transit pass 481 385 474 203 280 713
(Metropass)
Transit passes
326 342 500 222 311 768
sold at work
Shuttle from a
221 301 569 276 365 792
remote lot
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SECTION 8.E
Existing Gapitol Complex Employment and Parking Locations Map

Drawing not to scale

Legend

Candidate Sites Existing Parking Facilities
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innesota

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

SECTION 8.F
Capitol Complex Commuter Poli

CAPITOL COMPLEX COMMUTER POLICY

I. INTRODUCTION

This policy is established by the Department of Administration (Admin) to provide for orderly
and safe commuting for employees, vendors and the public while working at or visiting Capitol
Complex buildings under the custodial control of Admin Plant Management Division (PMD) and
the St. Paul Armory. For the purpose of this policy, the Capitol Complex is that part of the City
of St. Paul defined in Minnesota Statutes Chapter 15B.02. For the purpose of this policy,
employees are employees of the State Executive, Judicial and Legislative branches and the St.
Paul Armory whose primary work location is in Capitol Complex buildings that are under the
custodial control of Admin PMD.

The Commissioner of Administration will annually review and, if necessary, adjust rates to
ensure the recovery of anticipated expenditures.

Commuter information is available on the PMD web site, www.admin.state.mn.us/pmd.

A. Parking Facilities
In accordance with Minn. Statutes 16B.58, the Commissioner of Administration shall operate
and supervise state-owned parking facilities that are under the custodial control of Admin.
1. Parking facilities administered by Admin include the 14" Street Lot, Lot AA, Lot C, Lot
F, Lot G, Lot H, Lot I, Lot J, Lot K, Lot Q, Lot X, 14" Street Ramp, Admin Ramp, Cedar
Street Ramp and Centennial Ramp and facilities leased by Admin.
2. Parking facilities not administered by Admin include Lot B, Lot D, Lot L, Lot N, Lot O,
Aurora Street, State Office Building Ramp, Judicial Garage and MnDOT Garage.
Facilities not administered by Admin are exempt from the Parking Assignment Priorities

of this policy.

Capitol Complex Commuter Policy
May 20, 2005
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In accordance with Minnesota Statutes 16B.58, Subd. 6, the Legislature at the start of each
legislative session determines its parking needs, which could affect the availability of parking

facilities listed under Item 1, above.

B. Commuter Options

Admin supports and encourages a wide range of commuter options, including mass transit, car
pools and van pools, motorcycling, bicycling and walking, for Capitol Complex commuters. The
benefits of commuting options include decreased demand for new parking facilities, improved

air quality and reduced traffic congestion.

C. Safety and Security

The Department of Public Safety/Capitol Security provides parking facility monitoring, security
and escort services in the Capitol Complex through an inter-agency agreement with Admin.
These services also include, but are not limited to, parking rule and speed limit enforcement;

vehicle towing; and misuse, abuse and fraud investigation and prosecution.

D. Payment

Payment for parking services must be made through automatic payroll deduction for employees
of entities that use the state SEMA4 payroll system, unless the employee elects to forego the pre-
tax benefit.

Invoice customers can pay on a monthly or quarterly basis. Customers who are revoked for non-
payment will be ineligible for services covered by this policy and placement on waiting lists for
six months for the first incident and one (1) year for the second incident. In all cases, the

suspension commences on the date the account has been paid in full to PMD.

II. COMMUTING OPTIONS

A. Single-Occupancy Vehicles

Single-occupancy vehicles are passenger-type vehicles in which the operator is typically the only
occupant when parking in the contract holder’s designated parking facility. Only one contract is
allowed per person, and the contract holder cannot be a registered participant in a Capitol

Complex car or van pool.

Capitol Complex Commuter Policy
May 20, 2005
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When a single-occupancy vehicle contract holder is on an unpaid leave of absence, excluding
military leave, of up to one (1) year, the parking stall will be re-assigned. The contract holder
can retain parking privileges during their absence by continuing the terms of the parking
contract, including payment. In the case of military leave, parking contracts will be placed on
hold for employees assigned to military active duty for at least one (1) month and up to two (2)

years. Upon the employee’s return from military leave, the parking contract will be reinstated.

B. Metropass

The Admin Metropass is a non-transferable picture identification bus card for unlimited trips on
any Metro Transit regional bus route, including peak, express and downtown fare zones. Admin
Metropass is available only to State Executive, Judicial and Legislative branch employees
working in buildings under the custodial control of Admin PMD. Many suburban lines also

honor the Metropass.

C. Van Pools

1. All van pool members must be registered with Metro Commuter Services.
A van pool consists of at least five (5) people, including the driver.
At least three (3) van pool members must be employees as defined in this policy.
The van must be leased from Van Pool Services Inc. (VPSI) or its successor.
The driver and alternate driver must be at least 25 years of age.

The driver and alternate driver must have current valid drivers’ licenses.

NS kR

Only one (1) parking contract is allowed per van pool. All other van pool members are
ineligible for a parking contract.

8. Van pool members must renew with Metro Commuter Services every six (6) months.

9. The parking service contract will be cancelled if eligibility is not maintained or if Metro
Commuter Services identifies non-compliance with one or more of the requirements of
registered van pools.

10. All Metro Commuter Services decisions are final.

If the van pool contract holder is on a leave of absence, the contract may be reassigned to an

alternate member of the van pool. The alternate member’s parking application form must be

Capitol Complex Commuter Policy
May 20, 2005
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completed prior to the effective date of the leave of absence of the original contract holder.

Failure to follow this procedure will result in the loss of the van pool parking stall.

D. Commuter Van Pools

1. The Minnesota Legislature in 1984 authorized the creation of a state employee commuter
van program for the purpose of conserving energy and alleviating traffic congestion
around state offices. Admin’s Travel Management Division administers the Commuter
Van Pool program.

2. A Commuter Van Pool must have at least seven (7) passengers but no more than 15
passengers.

3. Only state employees designated as van pool drivers may use the van for personal
purposes after working hours. Vans cannot be used at any time for partisan political
activities.

4. Non-state employees may participate in this program if the driver and substitute driver
are state employees and if a majority of the riders in the van are state employees.

5. This program is limited to geographic areas with limited public transportation between
the residences of state employees and others and their employment locations.

6. All Travel Management Division decisions are final.

For more information, visit the TMD web site, www.tmd.state.mn.us.

E. Car Pools
1. A car pool consists of at least two (2) people, including the driver.
2. At least two (2) members must be employees as defined in this policy.
3. Only one (1) parking contract is allowed per car pool. All other car pool members are
ineligible for parking contracts.
4. All car pool members must be registered with Metro Commuter Services.
5. Member registrations must be renewed every six (6) months through Metro Commuter

Services.

Capitol Complex Commuter Policy
May 20, 2005
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6. The parking service contract will be cancelled if eligibility is not maintained or if Metro
Commuter Services identifies non-compliance with one or more of the requirements of
registered car pools.

7. All Metro Commuter Services decisions are final.

If the car pool contract holder is on a leave of absence, the contract may be reassigned to an
alternate member of the car pool. The alternate member’s parking application form must be
completed prior to the effective date of the leave of absence of the original contract holder.

Failure to follow this procedure will result in the loss of the car pool parking stall.

F. Bicycles

Admin provides bicycle racks and bicycle locker rentals at several facilities. Bicycle lockers are

available on an annual contract basis on a space-available basis and are located at several parking
facilities. Facilities with bicycle lockers include the Cedar Street Ramp, Centennial Ramp, State

Office Ramp, Judicial Garage, 14th Street Ramp, Lot F and Lot G.

G. Motorcycles
Admin provides designated areas for contract motorcycle parking at several facilities, including
Lot F, Lot G and the 14th Street Ramp. Motorcycle parking for parking contract holders is also

permissible at lots and ramps with authorization from PMD.

H. Motorized Personal Transit (MPT)
Motorized personal transit typically involves a compact, electric-powered vehicle, such as a
Segway™, intended for one person. MPT operators can use free bicycle racks, rent a bicycle

locker or contract for a Segway™ space.

ITII. PARKING ASSIGNMENT PRIORITIES
Parking contract assignments in the Capitol Complex are based on these priorities:
1. Persons with disabilities who have been issued a Department of Public Safety Disability
Parking Certificate card or a Disability license plate.
2. Recognized van pool as defined in Section IIC or Section IID in this policy.

3. Recognized car pool as defined in Section IIE in this policy.

Capitol Complex Commuter Policy
May 20, 2005
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4. Executive management parking is individual contract parking for the following entities
whose main offices are located in the Capitol Complex: State Agency Commissioner
offices; Congressionally chartered veterans’ organizations; Constitutional officers; and
state councils, boards and commissions. Parking contracts will be allocated to individuals
as follows:

a. Congressionally chartered veterans’ organizations — one (1) contract.

b. Constitutional offices — the total number of contracts in force on the effective date
of this policy as determined by PMD.

c. State Agency Commissioner offices — up to five (5) contracts for cabinet-level
agencies and up to three (3) contracts for non-cabinet-level agencies.

d. State Councils, Boards and Commissions — one (1) contract.

5. State agencies for the conduct of official state business in the Capitol Complex. PMD
will review the number of state agency parking contracts every six (6) months.

6. Employees, as defined in this policy, who are typically the only occupant of their vehicle
when parking in the Capitol Complex.

7. Vendors with a business need in the Capitol Complex.

IV. WAITING LISTS
PMD will maintain facility-specific waiting lists as necessary. Parking will be assigned based on
the priorities established in this policy in the order in which waiting list applications are received.
Waiting list criteria are:

» An employee or vendor without a parking facility contract is eligible for placement on
three (3) parking facility waiting lists. If the individual declines an offer for parking, that
person’s name will be removed from that waiting list.

» An employee or vendor with a parking facility contract is eligible for placement on two
(2) parking facility waiting list. If the individual declines an offer for parking, that

person’s name will be removed from that waiting list.

Car pools and van pools — When a vacancy exists, the individual first on the van pool/car pool
waiting list will have five (5) business days to provide a verifiable list of pool members to Metro

Commuter Services. If the individual cannot present a verifiable pool list, that individual’s name

Capitol Complex Commuter Policy
May 20, 2005
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will be removed from the waiting list and the next individual on the list will have five (5)
business days to present a verifiable list of pool members to Metro Commuter Services. The
Commuter Van Pool Program operated by Travel Management Division is exempt from this
provision. Once that individual receives notification, the individual must advise Parking Services

within three (3) business days whether they will or will not contract for the stall.

Single occupancy vehicles — When a vacancy exists, PMD will notify the individual first on the
list. Once that individual receives notification, the individual must advise Parking Services

within three (3) business days whether they will or will not contract for the stall.

V. VISITOR AND SHORT-TERM PARKING
Visitor parking is available at several facilities throughout the Capitol Complex. Admin
maintains more than 500 meter-controlled parking spaces for Capitol Complex visitors.

1. Daily or Short-Term Permit Parking — Parking that is available on a first-come, first-
served basis by permit issued through PMD. Daily or Short-Term Permit Parking is not a
substitute for monthly contract parking. Abuse of Daily or Short-Term Permit Parking
will result in the denial of daily or short-term parking permits. Permits are non-refundable
and are limited to two (2) weeks in duration. Permits may be requested up to six (6)
months in advance.

2. Metered Parking — Parking at meters located at state-owned parking facilities intended
for temporary public parking, including public parking for persons with disabilities.

3. Multi-Meter Parking — Contract parking for vendors with frequent business in multiple
buildings in the Capitol Complex. A Multi-Meter Parking Permit allows parking at

designated state-owned meters in the Capitol Complex on a space-available basis.

VI. PARKING CONTRACT TRANSFER BETWEEN INDIVIDUALS IS PROHIBITED
This policy prohibits sub-letting an Admin-managed Capitol Complex parking contract.

Capitol Complex Commuter Policy
May 20, 2005



APPENDICES

VII. CONTRACT ABUSE, MISUSE AND FRAUD

Violations of this policy and/or contract misuse, abuse or fraud will result in the suspension of
service availability for one (1) year for the first incident and two (2) years for the second
incident. The individual’s name will also be removed from all waiting lists. Misuse, abuse or
fraud could also result in criminal charges and an order for restitution and/or a report to the

individual’s employer, which could result in dismissal.

Capitol Complex Commuter Policy
May 20, 2005
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SECTION 8.G
Capitol Complex Parking Stall Inventory
. Contract | Contract | Van/Car Public Total
AL Stalls | Disabled | Pools | "D | Meter | iicahied | stalls
14th Street Ramp 865 27 1 3 896
Administration Ramp 247 3 3 253
Andersen Ramp 401 40 18 14 11 484
Aurora Ave [S. of Capitol] 86 2 88
Capitol-East Plaza 3 3
Capitol-West Plaza 3 3
Centennial Ramp 1372 35 80 2 1489
Lot AA 48 83 1 132
LotB 155 12 167
Lot BB 30 30
Lot C 200 200
LotD 88 88
LotF 45 1 58 9 113
Lot G 83 83
LotH 59 7 66
LotI 36 36
Lot]J 142 5 147
LotK 79 3 82
Lot L 99 92
Lot N 49 42
Lot O 46 3 49
Lot Q 289 1 3 41 2 336
Lot U 0 39 5 44
Lot W 97 2 99
Lot X 615 20 635
Judicial Garage 127 1 1 129
SECTION 8.H

Predesign Process Meeting Minutes and Notes
The following documents summarize

the Meeting Minutes and Notes from the
weekly Predesign meetings.




Meeting Minutes

COLLABORATIVE DesignGroup,inc.

ARCHITECTURE ENGINEERING INTERIORS PLANNING
Date: 8 January 2013 Time: 11:00 AM
Project: Capitol Complex Parking Predesign Project #: 13002.00
Memo By: Bill Hickey RECS #: 02CP0030
Subject: Meeting #1 Minutes
Copy of Memo To: Attendees
PROJECT DIRECTORY
Present | Distributed | Name Agency / Firm | Phone Email
X Paul Gannon RECS 651.201.2396 paul.gannon@state.mn.us
X Gordon Christofferson RECS 651.201.2380 gordon.christofferson@state.mn.us
X Wayne Waslaski RECS 651.201.2548 wayne.waslaski@state.mn.us
X Bruce Dzieweczynski PMD 651.201.2329 bruce.dzieweczynski@state.mn.us
X Kari Suchy PMD 651.201.2333 kari.suchy@state.mn.us
X Anne Johnson PMD 651-201-2330 anne johnson@state.mn.us
X Gene Peterman PMD 651-201-2332 Gene.peterman@state.mn.us
X Gordon Specht PMD 651.201.2328 Gordy.specht@state.mn.us
X Chris Guevin PMD 651-201-2350 chris.guevin@state.mn.us
X Paul Mandell CAAPB 651.757.1507 paul.mandell@state.mn.us
X Edwin Clarke DOT 651-366-3114 ed.clarke@state.mn.us
X Tim Henkel DOT tim.henkel@state.mn.us
X Mike Schadauer DOT Mike.Schadauer@state.mn.us
X Bob Schunict Landform (612) 638-0255 bschunicht@landform.net
X Scott Trosen Landform 612-638-0230 strosen@landform.net
X David Lund Collaborative 612-371-6436 dlund@collaborativedesigngroup.com
X Bill Hickey Collaborative 612-371-6414 bhickey@collaborativedesigngroup.com
NEW BUSINESS
Item | Description Responsibility
1 Communication: INFO
Consultant to be center of communication: Lead Contact/PM: Bill Hickey
RECS PM to be copied on communication: Paul Gannon
PM: Agency primary contact: Bruce Dzieweczynski
PMD: all communications should be sent to the entire team. Not all will attend all
meetings.




Schedule: Schedule with Predesign milestones issued and discussed. Overall schedule
seems appropriate — CDG to expand and update for each project meeting.

CDG

Consultant / Department responsibilities as outlined in the original project RFP were
reviewed and discussed.

INFO

2009 Capital Access Study was discussed in general terms. Group feels study’s
conclusions are still valid, and will help form basis for present parking study.

INFO / CDG

Need for parking is driven by impending loss of spaces at Sears lot (351 immediate,
630 total) and potential loss of Block 19 (251) spaces. Present leases in B19 do not
have full recovery, adding urgency.

INFO

Funding process was reviewed. Due to urgency of finding replacement for Sears
spaces, project will pursue expedited funding (design and construction) and approval
process. CDG will provide updates at project milestones for use in legislative
discussions.

INFO / CDG

Overall intent and strategy of study was reviewed. It was the group’s consensus that
there will be a master plan-type aspect to this study, to determine if needs are best met
with a large single location or with multiple, but smaller, facilities. This consideration
will be part of the initial programming, and will inform site selection efforts.

CDG

Conceptual cost information will be part of site selection, with the normal detailed
predesign-level cost study being completed for final site(s).

CDG

Need for optional traffic study will be determined once site(s) have been selected.

CDG

10

Origins and destinations of parking users will be important in site selection. DOT will
develop survey of likely users to obtain information.

DOT

11

Admin ramp was discussed. Ramp may need substantial maintenance in the near
future. Further discussion may indicate that the Lot B site could be expanded to
include this site as well if replacement becomes likely. This will be determined in the
initial stages of the predesign study.

CDG

12

Federal participation in funding is not expected at this time. DOT will monitor
opportunities and advise if any are foreseen.

DOT

13

PMD will forward information / forms for consultants to apply for security clearances.
CDG team to submit names and birthdates to PMD.

PMD / CDG

14

Impact of site selection on visitor parking will need to be assessed. Consideration of
LRT and bike impacts will also be important.

CDG

15

Present ramp ant 14" (Anderson) experiences significant congestion when exiting.
CDG will consider issues here when considering new structure.

CDG

16

The ramp at the State Office Building is well liked and could be considered an
example of the desired level of service and finish.

CDG

17

CDG should be mindful of setback requirements and opportunities for liner buildings
during site study. Lot B site is presumed to be a full underground facility due to
proximity to Capitol and reservation as future office building site.

CDG

18

CDG should plan on a workshop presentation to get CAAPB input as soon as
practicable.

CDG




19 | Since all sites are presently surface lots, study should also assess interim needs for CDG
displaced parkers during construction.

20 | The development proposal for the Sears lot will be presented to the CAAPB on the CDG
16, CDG will attend this meeting.

21 Present budget placeholders use $15,000 - $20,000 per stall and $26M total project CDG
costs. CDG will compile a matrix of benchmark / comparable ramp projects for
comparison and information during the initial stages of the project, before final
pricing analysis is available.

22 | Any media inquiries should be directed to Paul Gannon at RECS. INFO

23 | CDG received site DWG files from RECS. CDG will review and determine accuracy. CDG

Next meeting will be January 15% at 1:00 PM. This is anticipated to be a small-group work session.

This is the writer’s interpretation of the items discussed; please inform immediately of any discrepancies.




Meeting Minutes

COLLABORATIVE DesignGroup,inc.

ARCHITECTURE ENGINEERING INTERIORS PLANNING
Date: 15 January 2013 Time: 1:00 PM
Project: Capitol Complex Parking Predesign Project #: 13002.00
Memo By: Bill Hickey RECS #: 02CP0030
Subject: Meecting #2 Minutes
Copy of Memo To: Attendees
PROJECT DIRECTORY
Present | Distributed | Name Agency / Firm | Phone Email
X Paul Gannon RECS 651.201.2396 paul.gannon@state.mn.us
X Gordon Christofferson RECS 651.201.2380 gordon.christofferson@state.mn.us
X Wayne Waslaski RECS 651.201.2548 wayne.waslaski@state.mn.us
X Bruce Dzieweczynski PMD 651.201.2329 bruce.dzieweczynski@state.mn.us
X Kari Suchy PMD 651.201.2333 Kkari.suchy@state.mn.us
X Anne Johnson PMD 651-201-2330 anne.johnson@state.mn.us
X Gene Peterman PMD 651-201-2332 Gene.peterman@state.mn.us
X Gordon Specht PMD 651.201.2328 Gordy.specht@state.mn.us
X Chris Guevin PMD 651-201-2350 chris.guevin@state.mn.us
X Paul Mandell CAAPB 651.757.1507 paul.mandell@state.mn.us
X Edwin Clarke DOT 651-366-3114 ed.clarke@state.mn.us
X Tim Henkel DOT tim.henkel@state.mn.us
X Mike Schadauer DOT Mike.Schadauer@state.mn.us
X John Hoshal ETO John.Hoshal@state.mn.us
X Scott Trosen Landform 612-638-0230 strosen@landform.net
X David Lund Collaborative 612-371-6436 dlund@collaborativedesigngroup.com
X Bill Hickey Collaborative 612-371-6414 bhickey@collaborativedesigngroup.com
NEW BUSINESS
Item | Description Responsibility
1 Open questions from CDG Program Review memo were discussed. Following items INFO
reflect this discussion and additional comments.
2 Lot AA may have unusual property line issues (sub parcels with gaps). CDG / CDG /
landform will verify once survey work is complete. LANDFORM
3 Ramp (s) should accommodate necessary on-site janitorial and grounds equipment CDG
storage. Provision for garage / service space for larger equipment and vehicles is not
anticipated at this time.




4 CDG noted that lowest cost / highest efficiency parking is on sloped floor (5%). CDG
However, the sloped floors can result in elevations that may not be appropriate in the
Capitol Area. Ramps will likely be flat floor with express ramps.
5 Soil borings are desired for each candidate site (one per site). Pending findings, CDG
additional borings may be desired for final sites but this is not in the present scope.
6 Access to lots for soil boring work needs to be coordinated via PMD with hours of use. CDG
Weekends or President’s Day are preferred time to work. If possible, borings will be
done in locations that minimize patching extent and visibility.
7 Present State ramps use Honeywell Access Control system. CDG
8 Proposed Ramps are not adding new capitol ground parking capacity, rather replacing INFO / CDG
lost parking anticipated by new development:
Sears 635
Block #19 251 (potentially up to 300)
DHS 120
Displaced by new ramp 200 (TBV with final site selection)
Anticipated need 1206
9 DOT, MMB’s OET (MN.IT), and PMD to identify where current state employees are DOT / PMD /
coming from and what will be the situation once LRT is available. For example: will MN IT
new parking demand be offset by alternative modes of transportation.
10 | RECS will obtain cost information on 14" St Ramp, SOB ramp, Anderson Ramp, etc. RECS
11 14t S¢. Ramp and Anderson Ramp are not liked by State employees because of the INFO / CDG
length of time needed to exit ramp at end of work day.
12 Predesign study needs to include plan for interim site for displaced parkers. CDG
13 | League of Cities may be contemplating expansion. RECS / CDG to verify for impacts RECS / CDG
on streets and parking in district, and to assess potentials for shared use.
14 CDB will schedule a preliminary / early presentation of project to CAAPB. CDG
15 Information on underground water / rivers near DOT or other locations is sought. RECS / DOT
RECS / DOT to research available documents.
16 Discussion with City of St. Paul will likely expand to include the St. Paul on the INFO / CDG
Mississippi Design Center.
17 City discussions will include carrying capacity of streets. This may have some influence CDG
on one- or two-site strategy.
18 | Possible Supplemental Agreements; CDG

CDG is to provide proposal for including lot Q in study w/ survey and boring. CDG to
also provide proposal for assessment of Admin ramp, for base data and for possible
strategic combination with Lot B. .

CDG must have competed SA to move forward with additional work.

Next meeting will be January 2274 at 1:00 PM.
This is the writer’s interpretation of the items discussed; please inform immediately of any discrepancies.




Meeting Minutes

COLLABORATIVE DesignGroup,inc.

ARCHITECTURE ENGINEERING INTERIORS PLANNING
Date: 22 January 2013 Time: 1:00 PM
Project: Capitol Complex Parking Predesign Project#:  13002.00
Memo By: Bill Hickey RECS #: 02CP0030
Subject: Meeting #3 Minutes
Copy of Memo To: Attendees
PROJECT DIRECTORY
Present | Distributed | Name Agency / Firm | Phone Email

X Paul Gannon RECS 651.201.2396 paul.gannon@state.mn.us

X Gordon Christofferson RECS 651.201.2380 gordon.christofferson@state.mn.us
X Wayne Waslaski RECS 651.201.2548 wayne.waslaski@state.mn.us
X Bruce Dzieweczynski PMD 651.201.2329 bruce.dzieweczynski@state.mn.us
X Kari Suchy PMD 651.201.2333 kari.suchy@state.mn.us
X Anne Johnson PMD 651-201-2330 anne johnson@state.mn.us
X Gene Peterman PMD 651-201-2332 Gene.peterman@state.mn.us
X Gordon Specht PMD 651.201.2328 Gordy.specht@state.mn.us
X Chris Guevin PMD 651-201-2350 chris.guevin@state.mn.us
X Paul Mandell CAAPB 651.757.1507 paul.mandell@state.mn.us
X Edwin Clarke DOT 651-366-3114 ed.clarke@state.mn.us
Tim Henkel DOT tim.henkel@state.mn.us
X Mike Schadauer DOT Mike.Schadauer@state.mn.us
X John Hoshal ETO John.Hoshal@state.mn.us
X Norm Anderson MNIT 651-201-2483 norm.anderson@state.mn.us
X Sue Mulvehill DOT Sue.mulvehill@state.mn.us
X Scott Trosen Landform 612-638-0230 strosen@landform.net
X David Lund Collaborative 612-371-6436 dlund@collaborativedesigngroup.com
X Bill Hickey Collaborative 612-371-6414 bhickey@collaborativedesigngroup.com

OLD BUSINESS

*  RECS has requested information from agencies and companies involved in
these facilities. Cost information from BWBR:

*  SOB ramp: no information available

*  Anderson ramp: construction cost $7.2 million, 468 stalls, date 2003 — note

Item | Description Responsibility
1 DOT, MMB’s OET (MN.IT), and PMD to identify where current state employees are DOT / PMD /
coming from and what will be the situation once LRT is available. MN IT
=  DOT and PMD are coordinating information sourcing with other agencies
*  Survey will proceed — questions drafted prior to the next meeting (Monday
28™) should be distributed for review and discussion at meeting.
2 RECS will obtain cost information on 14th St Ramp, SOB ramp, Anderson Ramp, etc. RECS




architect did not bid ramp separately from building. Ramp was part of overall
building cost.

League of Cities may be contemplating expansion. RECS / CDG to verify for impacts
on streets and parking in district, and to assess potentials for shared use.
*  RECS to verity that Tom Grundhotfer is appropriate person for CDG to
contact.

RECS / CDG

CDB will schedule a preliminary / early presentation of project to CAAPB
Architectural Advisors.
»  CDG will forward a list of available dates to Paul Mandell.

CDG

Information on underground water / rivers near DOT or other locations is sought.
RECS / DOT to research available documents.
= RECS / DOT to verify what data may exist.

RECS / DOT

City discussions will include carrying capacity of streets. This may have some influence
on one- or two-site strategy.
*  CDG will schedule meeting with City when initial planning evaluations have
reached a point appropriate for teedback.

CDG

NEW BUSINESS

Item

Description

Responsibility

1

Property Survey drafts were reviewed. Field work at sites AA, B, C, U/W has been
completed. Many new corner monuments were set to replace missing ones. Topo
information is currently being drafted and will be in place soon.

INFO /
LANDFORM

Lot AA may have unusual property lines due to un-vacated but no longer defined
alleyways. CDG / Landform will continue research and discuss with City. RECS to
inquire status of properties to the north — do they require alleys, are they land locked?

CDG /
LANDFORM /
RECS

Proposed Ramps are not adding new Capitol grounds parking capacity, rather
replacing lost parking (1,200 spaces) anticipated to be displaced by new development:.
Care is to be taken to stress that this is not adding capacity but rather relocating
existing parkers. Survey and other planning work may indicate that replacement does
not need to be one-for-one if use of LRT or other modes will decrease demand.

CDG

Parking is available to employees on a first-come, first-serve basis with the following
priorities as established by the Capitol Complex Commuter Policy:
1. Disability (with a Public Safety Disabled Placard)
Van Pool (registered with Metro Commuter Services)
Car Pool (registered with Metro Commuter Services)
Executive Management (as defined by agency head)
State Agency
Employees (includes federal employees located in the St Paul Armory)
7. Vendors or individuals with a business need in the Capitol Complex.

S Otk

INFO / CDG

Presently there is sufficient parking capacity in the complex as a whole. However,
there are waiting lists for parkers looking to move to preferred locations. All lots
except Q and X currently have waiting lists.

INFO / CDG

Reference plans of the Capitol Area will be expanded to show the Regions Hospital
ramps and other likely factors impacting the function of traffic in the Capitol Area

proper.

CDG

Current draft information and formatting was reviewed. CDG presented site factors
matrix and other components that will be used in the Report. Stakeholders will review
and bring comments to next meeting.

CDG / ALL

Phasing: massing of options will determine if structures have ability to be expanded in
the future to accommodate additional parking. CAAPB felt existing parking
requirements will already max out height restrictions.

CDG




CDG noted that flat plate parking with speed ramp is most likely for all sites for
functional and aesthetic reasons, and is incrementally more expensive than sloped
plate ramp. Height of Handicap vans to be considered in height of ramp(s). Present
plan is for all levels to accommodate vans (8°2” clear).

CDG

10

Regular meeting time is changed to Mondays 1:30 — 3:00. President’s Day holiday will
displace one meeting to Tuesday (19™).

INFO

11

Possible Supplemental Agreements were delivered to RECS for consideration (Lot Q
and Admin ramp review).

RECS

Next meeting will be January 28 at 1:30 PM.

This is the writer’s interpretation of the items discussed; please inform immediately of any discrepancies.




Meeting Minutes

COLLABORATIVE DesignGroup,inc.
ARCHITECTURE ENGINEERING INTERIORS PLANNING

Date: 28 January 2013 Time: 1:30 PM
Project: Capitol Complex Parking Predesign Project#:  13002.00
Memo By: Bill Hickey RECS #: 02CP0030
Subject: Meeting #4 Minutes

Copy of Memo To: Attendees

PROJECT DIRECTORY
Present | Distributed | Name Agency / Firm Phone Email
X Paul Gannon RECS 651.201.2396 paul.gannon@state.mn.us
X Gordon Christofferson RECS 651.201.2380 gordon.christofferson @state.mn.us
X Wayne Waslaski RECS 651.201.2548 wayne.waslaski@state.mn.us
X Bruce Dzieweczynski PMD 651.201.2329 bruce.dzieweczynski@state.mn.us
X Kari Suchy PMD 651.201.2333 kari.suchy@state.mn.us
X Anne Johnson PMD 651-201-2330 anne johnson@state.mn.us
X Gene Peterman PMD 651-201-2332 Gene.peterman@state.mn.us
X Gordon Specht PMD 651.201.2328 Gordy.specht@state.mn.us
X Chris Guevin PMD 651-201-2350 chris.guevin@state.mn.us
X Paul Mandell CAAPB 651.757.1507 paul.mandell@state.mn.us
X Edwin Clarke DOT 651-366-3114 ed.clarke@state.mn.us
X Tim Henkel DOT tim.henkel@state.mn.us
X Mike Schadauer DOT Mike.Schadauer@state.mn.us
X John Hoshal ETO John.Hoshal@state.mn.us
X Norm Anderson MNIT 651-201-2483 norm.anderson@state.mn.us
X Sue Mulvihill DOT Sue.mulvihill@state.mn.us
X Damian Goebel St. Paul Smart Trips | 651.224.8555 damian@smart-trips.org
X Scott Thompson Metro Transit 651.349.7774
X Julie Kamrath PMD julie.kamrath@state.mn.us
X Donna Koren DOT 651.366.4840 donna.koren@state.mn.us
X Scott Trosen Landform 612-638-0230 strosen@landform.net
X David Lund Collaborative 612-371-6436 dlund@collaborativedesigngroup.com
X Bill Hickey Collaborative 612-371-6414 bhickey@collaborativedesigngroup.com




OLD BUSINESS

Item

Description

Responsibility

1

League of Cities may be contemplating expansion. RECS / CDG to verify for impacts
on streets and parking in district, and to assess potentials for shared use.
= RECS to verify that Tom Grundhofer is appropriate person for CDG to contact.

RECS/CDG

CDB will schedule a preliminary / early presentation of project to CAAPB
Architectural Advisors.

= CDG will forward a list of available dates to Paul Mandell.

= Meeting set for February 6" at 1:00.

CDG

Information on underground water / rivers near DOT or other locations is sought.
RECS / DOT to research available documents.
= RECS /DOT to verify what data may exist.

RECS/DOT

City discussions will include carrying capacity of streets. This may have some influence
on one- or two-site strategy.
= CDG will schedule meeting with City when initial planning evaluations have
reached a point appropriate for feedback.

CDG

NEW BUSINESS

Item

Description

Responsibility

1

Discussion of potential questions for parking user survey:

= Where are people coming from? Zip codes from MMB / OET may provide
appropriate information for immediate applications.

= “Closest intersection” will be asked so survey doesn’t need home address
(privacy).

= What building or destination will be asked.

=  “Would you consider alternative transportation?” will be question to gauge
anticipation of LRT and Express Bus service changes.

DOT /PMD

Most Capitol area employees leave between 3 and 5, with approximate peak around 4
PM.

INFO

Survey time frame — draft survey due next week. Survey results are needed no later
than 3" week of February in order to be incorporated into final report. Basic
assumptions will be made for interim planning use.

DOT/PMD

DOT believes that interim parking strategies may have longer-term impact on parking
needs, if solution is successful enough to change habits. Long term impact on parking
demand will be estimated.

INFO /DOT/
CDG

PMD is sourcing current site plan information for LRT station area for CDG reference
use.

PMD

PMD discussed funding / payment for ramps. New ramps will likely raise costs for all
employees. PMD indicated that to date employees have been willing to pay more for
parking convenience.

INFO

Parking demand is seldom impacted by normal departmental personnel changes
(“churn”) due to normal cycle-in/cycle-out nature of employment reservoir. Relocations
of entire State departments is rare.

INFO / CDG

CDG discussed design / planning assumptions for ramp dimensions. Floor-to-floor
levels used for planning are:
= 1*level: 15” floor-to-floor. This allows flexible space for office or other
occupancies, and generally allows a more appropriate architectural scale to the
street level.
= All upper levels are planned as 11’ floor-to-floor. This allows 82” clear
permitting full access for accessible vans to all levels.

INFO /CDG




= These dimensions will be re-evaluated for continuing logistical value and cost
impact as part of the refinement process.

= All ramps will be assumed to have at least one level below grade to allow future
connection to tunnel system. This will be re-evaluated based on soil boring
results. Lot B is presumed to be entirely underground per comprehensive
planning.

CDG presented massing diagrams for all sites, reflecting CAAPB zoning limits as well
as setback and liner building assumptions.
= Discussion noted that many sites would reach maximum height under a one-
ramp scenario at or before reaching 1,200 car capacity, with some variation
based on number of below-grade floors assumed.
= CDG will establish preliminary level numbers and car counts for review at next
meeting.

CDG

10

Lot U/W: Site should expand to include entire contiguous open area for analysis, not
just ‘L’ shape previously indicated.
=  Existing raingarden may be considered for relocation or expansion /
augmentation as appropriate.
= CDG will assess impact of changing site boundary on property survey work.

CDG

11

Planning for Lot U/W must be mindful of difficulties at existing 14" Street ramp, and
take care not to exacerbate traffic problems already occurring.

CDG

12

Storm water strategies will need to be considered for all sites. These may include new
or supplemented subgrade (e.g. cistern) or landscape (e.g. raingarden) strategies as
appropriate to each individual site.

CDG

13

Proposed Sears redevelopment will include office building with +/-550 car ramp in
Phase 2 near to Lot AA. Planning for Lot AA must be mindful of traffic impacts of this
facility.
=  CDG will include publicly available information on the Sears development in
an appendix for reference.

CDG

14

CDG workshop with CAAPB Architectural Advisors is scheduled for February 6™ at
1:00. After this session, CDG will set up initial meeting with City of St. Paul staff.

CDG

15

RECS is reviewing proposed contract amendments for Lot Q addition and for Admin
ramp condition assessment.

INFO

Next meeting will be February 4" at 1:30 PM.

This is the writer’s interpretation of the items discussed; please inform immediately of any discrepancies.




Meeting Minutes

COLLABORATIVE DesignGroup,inc.
ARCHITECTURE ENGINEERING INTERIORS PLANNING

Date: 4 February 2013 Time: 1:30 PM
Project: Capitol Complex Parking Predesign Project#:  13002.00
Memo By: Bill Hickey RECS #: 02CP0030
Subject: Meeting #5 Minutes

Copy of Memo To: Attendees

PROJECT DIRECTORY
Present | Distributed | Name Agency / Firm Phone Email
X Paul Gannon RECS 651.201.2396 paul.gannon@state.mn.us
X Gordon Christofferson RECS 651.201.2380 gordon.christofferson @state.mn.us
X Wayne Waslaski RECS 651.201.2548 wayne.waslaski@state.mn.us
X Bruce Dzieweczynski PMD 651.201.2329 bruce.dzieweczynski@state.mn.us
X Kari Suchy PMD 651.201.2333 kari.suchy@state.mn.us
X Anne Johnson PMD 651-201-2330 anne johnson@state.mn.us
X Gene Peterman PMD 651-201-2332 Gene.peterman@state.mn.us
X Gordon Specht PMD 651.201.2328 Gordy.specht@state.mn.us
X Chris Guevin PMD 651-201-2350 chris.guevin@state.mn.us
X Paul Mandell CAAPB 651.757.1507 paul.mandell@state.mn.us
X Edwin Clarke DOT 651-366-3114 ed.clarke@state.mn.us
X Tim Henkel DOT tim.henkel@state.mn.us
X Mike Schadauer DOT 651.366.4161 Mike.Schadauer@state.mn.us
X John Hoshal ETO John.Hoshal@state.mn.us
X Norm Anderson MNIT 651-201-2483 norm.anderson@state.mn.us
X Sue Mulvihill DOT Sue.mulvihill@state.mn.us
X Damian Goebel St. Paul Smart Trips | 651.224.8555 damian@smart-trips.org
X Scott Thompson Metro Transit 651.349.7774 scott.thompson@metc.state.mn.us
X Julie Kamrath PMD julie.kamrath@state.mn.us
X Donna Koren DOT 651.366.4840 donna.koren@state.mn.us
X Scott Trosen Landform 612-638-0230 strosen@landform.net
X David Lund Collaborative 612-371-6436 dlund@collaborativedesigngroup.com
X Bill Hickey Collaborative 612-371-6414 bhickey@collaborativedesigngroup.com




OLD BUSINESS

Item | Description Responsibilit
y
1 League of Cities may be contemplating expansion. RECS / CDG to verify for impacts on RECS/CDG
streets and parking in district, and to assess potentials for shared use.
= RECS to verify that Tom Grundhofer is appropriate person for CDG to contact.
4 City discussions will include carrying capacity of streets. This may have some influence on CDG
one- or two-site strategy.
= CDG will schedule meeting with City when initial planning evaluations have reached a
point appropriate for feedback.
NEW BUSINESS
Item | Description Responsibility
1 Draft plans and massing diagrams of all sites were reviewed. All concepts need stairs / INFO
elevators and mechanical equipment which will reduce efficiency. Concepts show maximum
capacity possible to fit on each site under “one ramp” scenario.
2 | Lot AA: INFO / CDG
= Preliminary capacity +/-100 stalls / floor plate.
= 900 stalls max — 9 levels (1 underground 8 above.)
= Future tunnel connection possible with lower level.
= Presumes internal bay sloped — flat floors at perimeter bays.
= Layout reserves 70’ liner building site along Rice Street facing west fagade of Capitol,
across present surface lot and Leif Erikson Park.
3 | LotB INFO / CDG
=  Preliminary capacity +/-248 stalls / floor plate.
= If 1200 stalls — 6 levels (all underground) needed.
=  Existing Loading Dock would be preserved and accommodated.
= Planning questions will include whether to structure to accommodate building in the
future (and if so size and design of future building will need to be estimated), place
ramp outside of anticipated future building footprint, or hybrid strategy.
= Layout could be full flat floor plates with express ramps or helix, or sloped and flat
bays in combination.
= This concept would require full 24/7 HVAC for ventilation.
= Surface would be devoted to intense landscape and plaza development — no cars
visible.
= Tunnel connection possible at existing L.oading Dock.
4 | LotC INFO / CDG
= Preliminary capacity -+/-124 stalls / floor plate.
= 992 stalls max — 8 levels (1 underground 7 above.)
= Presumes internal bay sloped — flat floors at perimeter bays.
= This site could connect to existing tunnel access from Ford Building.
= Layout reserves corner of Rice / University for future liner building of similar size
footprint to Ford Building.
5 | Lot U/W: INFO / CDG

=  Preliminary capacity -+/-120 stalls / floor plate.

= If 1200 stalls max — 10 levels (1 underground 9 above.)

= Though a structure on this site could accommodate the full number of cars within the
zoning limits, this site would not support 1200 due to existing congestion from 14™
Street Ramp (900 cars) and significant street constraints in area.

= Asfew as 600 cars would pose traffic challenges. Restrictions of exiting directions may
be required to be functional.

= Flat plates with express ramps proposed.




= Layout preserves open space at Robert Street for adjusted existing stormwater
retention pond and green space feature.

6 | Lot Q: INFO / CDG
= Large footprint of lot in this area allows preliminary capacity -+/-350 stalls / floor
plate.
= Three levels up / one down would reach 1200 car goal.
=  Height restrictions here will limit structure to three floor plates above ground, but
footprint size compensates.
= Lot Qis remote from all user destinations.
= This is the highest site in the complex and offers panoramic views — may not be most
effectively used by parking ramp.
= Structure here will be visible from most of Capitol complex, including Mall.
= Previous planning has been more oriented to smaller scale development here due to
remoteness and proximity to residential areas.
=  Street access and capacity is limited for this site. Lot is remote from all freeway access
points.
7 | Draft ramp circulation options were discussed. Diagrams are attached. INFO /CDG
= In general, users are more comfortable with two way circulation
= One-way circulation works well for contract users, when drivers know specific stalls
where they are going and can use cut-offs.
8 CDG’s preliminary findings are that a two-ramp scenarios will be most feasible at this point. INFO / CDG
= Traffic constraints, exiting logistics, and likely destinations of users are all contributing
factors.
= A smaller physical size will allow more efficient of ramp function.
= Dispersing ramps will allow smaller masses more in keeping with scale of Capitol
complex.
9 Draft survey reviewed - survey comments included: PMD /DOT
= 20 question survey is not too large.
=  Arrival and departure questions to be local streets/ highways.
= Effect of cost of parking increase (surface to ramp) will be assessed.
= Survey assesses broad Capitol complex issues like telecommuting.
= Specific location of parking loss is speculative at this point, so survey should maintain
general nature of questions.
10 | No MMB person has been identified to provide existing information — survey group moving PMD /DOT
forward.
11 | RECS is reviewing proposed combined contract amendments for Lot Q addition and Lot F. INFO

Next meeting will be February 11" at 1:30 PM.

This is the writer's interpretation of the items discussed; please inform immediately of any discrepancies.
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X Sue Mulvihill DOT Sue.mulvihill@state.mn.us
X Damian Goebel St. Paul Smart Trips | 651.224.8555 damian@smart-trips.org
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X Scott Trosen Landform 612-638-0230 strosen@landform.net
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X Bill Hickey Collaborative 612-371-6414 bhickey@collaborativedesigngroup.com




OLD BUSINESS

Item | Description Responsibilit
y
1 League of Cities may be contemplating expansion. RECS / CDG to verify for impacts on RECS/CDG
streets and parking in district, and to assess potentials for shared use.
= RECS to verify that Tom Grundhofer is appropriate person for CDG to contact.
4 City discussions will include carrying capacity of streets. This may have some influence on CDG
one- or two-site strategy.
= CDG will schedule meeting with City when initial planning evaluations have reached a
point appropriate for feedback.
= CDG is waiting for confirmation from City for meeting date. Meeting expected week of
b 8”1.
NEW BUSINESS
Item | Description Responsibility
1 Draft plans and massing diagrams of all sites were reviewed. Discussion included all sites INFO
currently under study as well as Lot F, newly identified as a candidate site.
2 | Discussion and review of preliminary comments from CAAPB Architectural Advisors. INFO
3 Final review of User Survey questions and status. Survey will be issued ASAP this week. DOT /PMD

Next meeting will be February 19™ at 1:30 PM.

This is the writer's interpretation of the items discussed; please inform immediately of any discrepancies.
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X Kari Suchy PMD 651.201.2333 kari.suchy@state.mn.us
X Anne Johnson PMD 651-201-2330 anne johnson@state.mn.us
X Gene Peterman PMD 651-201-2332 Gene.peterman@state.mn.us
X Gordon Specht PMD 651.201.2328 Gordy.specht@state.mn.us
X Chris Guevin PMD 651-201-2350 chris.guevin@state.mn.us
X Paul Mandell CAAPB 651.757.1507 paul.mandell@state.mn.us
X Edwin Clarke DOT 651-366-3114 ed.clarke@state.mn.us
X Tim Henkel DOT tim.henkel@state.mn.us
X Mike Schadauer DOT 651.366.4161 Mike.Schadauer@state.mn.us
X John Hoshal ETO John.Hoshal@state.mn.us
X Norm Anderson MNIT 651-201-2483 norm.anderson@state.mn.us
X Sue Mulvihill DOT Sue.mulvihill@state.mn.us
X Damian Goebel St. Paul Smart Trips | 651.224.8555 damian@smart-trips.org
X Scott Thompson Metro Transit 651.349.7774 scott.thompson@metc.state.mn.us
X Julie Kamrath PMD julie.kamrath@state.mn.us
X Donna Koren DOT 651.366.4840 donna.koren@state.mn.us
X Nicky Giancola ADM Nicky.Giancola@state.mn.us
X Scott Trosen Landform 612-638-0230 strosen@landform.net
X Phil Waugh Collaborative 612-371-6433 pwaugh@collaborativedesigngroup.com
X David Lund Collaborative 612-371-6436 dlund@collaborativedesigngroup.com
X Bill Hickey Collaborative 612-371-6414 bhickey@collaborativedesigngroup.com




OLD BUSINESS

Item

Description

Responsibilit
y

1

League of Cities may be contemplating expansion. RECS / CDG to verify for impacts on
streets and parking in district, and to assess potentials for shared use.
= RECS to verify that Tom Grundhofer is appropriate person for CDG to contact.

RECS/CDG

City discussions will include carrying capacity of streets. This may have some influence on
one- or two-site strategy.
= CDG will schedule meeting with City when initial planning evaluations have reached a
point appropriate for feedback.
= CDG is waiting for confirmation from City for meeting date. Meeting expected week of
18",

CDG

NEW BUSINESS

Item

Description

Responsibility

1

Draft plans and massing diagrams of sites F, AA, and C were reviewed. Discussion included
all sites currently under study.

INFO

Due to ongoing developments with the Capitol restoration project (including the loss of Lots N
& O (190 spaces)), RECS requested CDG to add Lots L, B (with conditions), and lot D to
their review. B is in contract now and has been surveyed, but due to low priority had not been
scheduled for soil boring. RECS will provide office building planning footprint for B to guide
parking study work. PM requested written proposal from CDG reflecting cost and time
implications. RECS will expedite but PMD said do not delay report — issue with added lot in
process. Soil borings and survey will be confirmed with available State documents.

CDG

CDG discussed preliminary assessment of Lot L:

e Small size precludes effective ramp development here.

e Dead end street access has traffic implications.

e Structured parking if multilevel would obstruct views from and of the Judicial Center.
It was agreed that Lot L should be considered for a single elevated deck, approximately
doubling the parking capacity on this site. This would work well with the adjoining uses and
access constraints.

CDG

CDG previewed preliminary strategy to meet parking replacement and consolidation need:
e Lot F-450 to 500 cars max.

e Lot C-400 cars.

o Lot U/W - 350 cars max.

e Lot L —deck adding 100 cars (total 200 on site).

CDG /INFO

Final car count will be dependent on locations selected and amount of existing surface parking
to be replaced due to ramp construction. The 1,200 target includes some allowance for this but
will need to be adjusted for final tally. Some sites (AA, C) will not lose all their present surface
capacity under current scenarios.

CDG /INFO

CDG discussed potential for three-ramp strategy (rather than 2) due to supply distribution
needs and traffic constraints. It was agreed that this could be pursued if warranted.

CDG

CDG will discuss feasibility and any possible application of automated parking systems
(mechanical parking) in report, in particular as pertains to Lot B.

CDG

Preliminary review of User Survey information. Response has been substantial (approaching
50%) but some confusion may exist based on respondent’s apparent confusion with lot names
and locations. Survey will close at the end of this week.

DOT /PMD

Schedule was discussed. CDG is on track to meet original schedule of draft report issue on
March 4™, Some boring and survey information may be issued as addendum to March 4™

CDG

draft. CAAPB meeting on March 12" was noted. CDG will attend this meeting to present and
discuss study findings.

Next meeting will be February 25" at 1:30 PM.

This is the writer's interpretation of the items discussed; please inform immediately of any discrepancies.




Meeting Minutes

COLLABORATIVE DesignGroup,inc.

Date:

Project:

Memo By:

Subject:

Copy of Memo To:

25 February 2013

ARCHITECTURE ENGINEERING

Capitol Complex Parking Predesign

Bill Hickey

Meeting #8 Minutes

INTERIORS PLANNING
Time: 1:30 PM

Project#:  13002.00

RECS #: 02CP0030

Attendees

PROJECT DIRECTORY
Present | Distributed | Name Agency / Firm Phone Email
X Paul Gannon RECS 651.201.2396 paul.gannon@state.mn.us
X Gordon Christofferson RECS 651.201.2380 gordon.christofferson @state.mn.us
X Wayne Waslaski RECS 651.201.2548 wayne.waslaski@state.mn.us
X Bruce Dzieweczynski PMD 651.201.2329 bruce.dzieweczynski@state.mn.us
X Kari Suchy PMD 651.201.2333 kari.suchy@state.mn.us
X Anne Johnson PMD 651-201-2330 anne johnson@state.mn.us
X Gene Peterman PMD 651-201-2332 Gene.peterman@state.mn.us
X Gordon Specht PMD 651.201.2328 Gordy.specht@state.mn.us
X Chris Guevin PMD 651-201-2350 chris.guevin@state.mn.us
X Paul Mandell CAAPB 651.757.1507 paul.mandell@state.mn.us
X Edwin Clarke DOT 651-366-3114 ed.clarke@state.mn.us
X Tim Henkel DOT tim.henkel@state.mn.us
X Mike Schadauer DOT 651.366.4161 Mike.Schadauer@state.mn.us
X John Hoshal ETO John.Hoshal@state.mn.us
X Norm Anderson MNIT 651-201-2483 norm.anderson@state.mn.us
X Sue Mulvihill DOT Sue.mulvihill@state.mn.us
X Damian Goebel St. Paul Smart Trips | 651.224.8555 damian@smart-trips.org
X Scott Thompson Metro Transit 651.349.7774 scott.thompson@metc.state.mn.us
X Julie Kamrath PMD julie.kamrath@state.mn.us
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OLD BUSINESS

March 4.

Item | Description Responsibilit
y
NEW BUSINESS
Item | Description Responsibility
1 PMD noted that DHS currently runs a shuttle to the B19 parking ramp, and is anticipated to INFO
continue shuttle service for future parking sites. It was observed that as a DHS endeavor, other
State employees are allowed to ride but that the route is not planned for non-DHS riders.
2 | Draft of data mapping provided by MNIT was reviewed (attached). CDG
3 CDG discussed three-ramp strategy (or 2 + deck) due to supply distribution needs and traffic CDG
constraints. Study will likely recommend ramps on Lots F & C, and single deck at L.
4 Future development factors in the vicinity of Lot AA were discussed. CDG
5 CDG reviewed counts meet parking replacement and consolidation need: CDG
e Lot F-500 cars.
e Lot C-500 cars.
e Lot L —200 cars (single deck).
It was noted that some adjustment to each site’s tally will be necessary to account for existing
surface parking to be displaced, and that the total at Lot C may vary to reflect this.
6 Review of User Survey information. Discussion of which information from the survey will be INFO /CDG
used in the predesign report. It was agreed that any comments will be summarized rather than
listed verbatim in the predesign report, to best preserve anonymity of responses.
7 | All material issued as part of the draft document will be watermarked “DRAFT” and indicated CDG
as not-for-distribution.
Schedule was discussed. CDG is on track to meet original schedule of draft report issue on CDG

Next meeting will be March 4™ at 1:30 PM.

This is the writer's interpretation of the items discussed; please inform immediately of any discrepancies.
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X Bill Hickey Collaborative 612-371-6414 bhickey@collaborativedesigngrou




OLD BUSINESS

Item | Description Responsibilit
y
NEW BUSINESS
Ite | Description Responsibilit
m y
1 | Draft report was issued and overviewed. Agency comments are due back by March 11 INFO
meeting.
2 | Final report issue planned for March 15™. CDG

Next meeting will be March 11" at 1:30 PM.

This is the writer's interpretation of the items discussed; please inform immediately of any discrepancies.




SECTION 8.1 Photo Voltaic [PV] Feasibility Evaluation

Memo

COLLABORATIVE DesignGroup,inc.

Attention:
From:
Re:

Distribution:

ARCHITECTURE ENGINEERING INTERIORS PLANNING

Chris Guevin Date: 3/18/13
Bill Hickey Project No: 1300200
Solar PV Costs at Lot C Project Name: Capitol Complex Parking Predesign

Paul Gannon

Photo Voltaic (PV) Solar Panels at Capitol Complex Parking Lot C — feasibility evaluation

For planning and discussion purposes, we have developed this general outline of a solar PV panel
installation for the ramp at Lot C. This is an order-of-magnitude discussion and must be carried to
a more detailed level of design and planning for specific cost and payback information. All
numbers and factors are shifted to the more conservative side of available data.

1.

The Ramp at Lot C will have a gross area of 26,400 Square feet. Allowing for structural
limits, necessary superstructure, snow handling, etc. we project a maximum area of 13,000
sq. ft. (+/-50%) available for solar panels.

For planning purposes, we assume 200 W base panels that take up 20 sq. ft. each.
This means the maximum possible generation at the Lot C site will be 125 kW (650 panels).

A fixed solar array will cost approximately $25,000 per 5/KW before incentives or grants are
applied.

Therefore, assuming no incentives, the estimated raw cost for a 125 kW array at Lot C will
be $625,000. Additional costs for superstructure, etc. may be applicable depending on final
design. The predesign budget carries the costs for a “solar ready” installation, meaning
empty conduit and structural capacity, but the physical structure to hold up the panels
varies by manufacturer and by design of the installation and will likely add cost.

Power generated at this installation is assumed to be net metered or used to “run the meter
backward”. Atan estimated power cost of $0.079/kWh, the annual output for this facility
would create an income of $12,695.14. This is a simple payback of 49 years. Without
incentives or other ways to reduce the capital expenditure, this exceeds the lifespan of the
PV panels and is deemed not a feasible installation.

Other considerations:

Another strategy for the PV arrays would be for the State could lease the air rights to a
private company or to utility for the installation of an array. This would allow the “tenant”
to be eligible for many more of the incentive programs and bring the cost of the setup
down. This would also allow the harvesting of renewable energy without the State needing
to develop in-house expertise in maintenance and operations of the equipment.

Included with this memo are representative panel cutsheets for reference. These are
typical products presented as “typical” only and are not specifically endorsed for use on the
project. The “Solar Tree” product is an integrated unit (structure and PV cells in one
“plug-and-play” assembly) ) the others are typical panels-only systems that need some sort of
support structure (roof or other framework).



e Thinking of future electric car charging stations, it may be that that need will offer an
opportunity to introduce PV on at least a limited scale — the Solar Tree comes with a direct-
to-vehicle option for up to 6 cars, for instance. This could happen at the ramps or at other,
stand-alone or remote sites.

e Some products (e.g. Sharp systems) meet the ARRA “Buy American” criteria, should that

become a factor.

e At present, the US Department of Energy’s DSIRE (Database of State Incentives for
Renewables & Energy) site lists only the Xcel Renewable Development Fund (RDF) as
applicable for a State installation. However, this fund is presently in limbo and so not

considered available for the purposes of this report. Link:

http:

www.dsireusa.org/incentives/incentive.cfm?Incentive_Code=MNO9R&re=1&ee=1

e The raw calculation of output and income is as follows. Minneapolis is the closest default
location in most available references, but the values will be the same for a St. Paul site.

Station Identification

City:

State:

Latitude:

Longitude:

Elevation:

PV System Specifications
DC Rating:

DC to AC Derate Factor:
AC Rating:

Array Type:

Array Tilt:

Array Azimuth:

Assumed Cost of Electricity:

7.9 ¢/KWh

Minneapolis

Minnesota
44.88 N
93.22 W
255 m

125.0 kW
0.770
96.2 kW
Fixed Tilt
44.9
180.0

Month

—
oD © WO T R~

Year

Results

Solar Radiation
(kWh/m?2/ day)

3.85
4.72
4.97
4.91
5.74
5.91
5.89
5.64
5.21
4.28
2.95
2.85

4.74

AC
Energy
(kWh)
12544
13419
15144
13616
15817
15361
15794
15171
13981
12349
8473
9029

160,698

Energy Value
¢

990.98
1060.10
1196.38
1075.66
1249.54
1213.52
1247.73
1198.51
1104.50
975.57
669.37
713.29

$12,695.14




ENVISION SOLARSM
SOLAR TREE®STRUCTURE

transforming parking lots and parking structures into clean power plants

Turn-key Photovoltaic Shade System
Delivered On-Site For Easy Installation

Solar Tree® arrays are the ideal solution to create distinguished, sustainable real estate. The Solar Tree® structure is
designed to meet the needs of a wide variety of applications, shading vehicles from the sun, reducing carbon footprints
through the production of renewable energy, and advancing the infrastructure for electric vehicles. Envision Solar’s Solar
Tree® arrays are the ideal combination of form, function and sustainability.

+ Each Solar Tree® structure shades six standard parking spaces

+ Each Solar Tree® structure generates enough energy to fully charge six
electric vehicles each day, making them truly emissions-free.

+ Iconic design suitable for a wide variety of properties

+ System supports a variety of module types

+ Easily deployed on existing structures or new construction

* Integrated Wire Management System

+ Tilted at 15° to optimize aesthetics, energy production and shade,
and to minimize maintenance

+ Available for shipment worldwide @

eNVISTON SOl AR




1 |PV SYSTEM 2 | DIMENSIONS

PV System Size Per Tree: Canopy: 33-10" x 33-10"
Base Plate Dimensions: 20" x 20" x 1-1/2"
Module Type and Model Number:
MAGE Powertech® Plus 240/6MF (50-8cm x 50.8cm x 3.81cm)
) Concrete Column Dimensions: Tapered height: 8'-10” (Standard; Can Vary)
Tilt Angle: 2.69m)
15° 24" at top; 36" at base
(60.96¢cm); (91.44cm)
Typical Anchor Bolt Dimension: 1" dia. x (Depth Varies)
(2.54cm)
3 | FOUNDATION (Below Grade) 4 |[ELECTRICAL SYSTEM INTEGRATION
Material: Reinforced concrete (caisson) foundation, structurally designed for Lighting: Optional lighting fixtures can be mounted to column or canopy,
each location. Depth of caisson varies per soil conditions. providing indirect ambient light or direct downlighting. Energy-efficient LED's

NOTE: Structural foundation design is not included. Additional engineering QOIS 2

services available in select locations upon request. Electric Vehicle Charging Station (Optional): Accommodates a variety of

charging station configurations.

NOTE: All Solar Tree® structures are pre-fit with spare conduits for future
devices such as communication, security, or flat-screen advertising panels.

5 |SHIPPING CHARACTERISTICS 6 | ASSEMBLY INFORMATION 7| CODE COMPLIANCE
Shipping Dimensions (L x W x H): Equipment Requirements: Each Solar Tree® array exceeds code
Purlins - 34"x 3'x 2' (10.36m x .91m x .61m) Light Crane, Forklift, Manlifts, Hand Tools requirements in any jurisdiction in the
Edge Beams — 35'x 2" x 1 (10.67m x .61m x .3m) (Backhoe/Drill Rig if being installed on-grade) United States with certain site specific
Column - 15" x 4" x 3’ (4.57m x 1.22m x .91m) \ . modifications.

Trusses — 24'x 3 x 4' (7.32m x 91m x 1.22m) Labor Requirements:

Envision Solar or other skilled supervision

Modules —6"x 6"x 3’ (1.83m x 1.83m x .91m) 3 Skilled Workers

Weight: 6,500 Ibs (2,948.35 kg)
Size of Container: 40" or 60’ Truck
Packing Configuration: Individual|¥ packaged, by

Contractor License Requirements:
B, C (Varies by State)

component type Finishes:
it Tapered Column: ~ Concrete
Pallet Quantity: 5 Pallets of Modules, . .
" Steel Column: ASTM-123 Hot-Dipped Galvanized Steel
4 Additional Pallets Purlins: .90 Galvanized Sieel
Trusses: ASTM-123 Hot-Dipped Galvanized Steel

© ENVISION SOLAR INTERNATIONAL, INC., 2011, All rights reserved. G)

7675 Dagget Street, Suite 150, San Diego, CA 92111
T 866.746.0514 | F 858.799.4592 | E info@envisionsolar.com envision soLar*



SHARP

solar electricity

This module is ideal for large commercial
2 3 5 WAT T applications, demonstrating financial

astuteness_ and environmental
MULTI-PURPOSE MODULE stewardship.

ENGINEERING EXCELLENCE
High module efficiency for an outstanding balance
of size and weight to power and performance.

5% POSITIVE POWER TOLERANCE
Count on Sharp to deliver all the watts you pay for
with a positive-only power tolerance of +5%.

RELIABLE

25-year limited warranty on power output
and 10-year limited warranty on materials or
workmanship.

HIGH PERFORMANCE

This module uses an advanced surface
texturing process to increase light absorption
and improve efficiency.

ND-235QCJ

MULTI-PURPOSE 235 WATT
MODULE FROM THE WORLD'S
TRUSTED SOURCE FOR SOLAR.

Using breakthrough technology, made possible
by nearly 50 years of proprietary research

and development, Sharp’s ND-235QCJ solar
module incorporates an advanced surface
texturing process to increase light absorption
and improve efficiency. Common applications
include commercial and residential grid-tied
roof systems as well as ground mounted arrays.
Designed to withstand rigorous operating
conditions, this module offers high power
output per square foot of solar array.




235 WATT

ND-235QCJ

Module output cables: 12 AWG PV Wire (per UL Subject 4703)

ELECTRICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Maximum Power (Pmax)* 235 W

Tolerance of Pmax +5%/-0%

PTC Rating 21.8 W

Type of Cell Polycrystalline silicon
Cell Configuration 60 in series

Open Circuit Voltage (Voc) 372V

Maximum Power Voltage (Vpm) 29.3V

Short Circuit Current (Isc) 8.60 A

Maximum Power Current (Ipm) 8.02 A

Module Efficiency (%) 14.4%

Maximum System (DC) Voltage 600 V (UL)/1000V (IEC)
Series Fuse Rating 15 A

NOCT 47.5°C

Temperature Coefficient (Pmax) -0.485%/°C
Temperature Coefficient (Voc) -0.36%/°C
Temperature Coefficient (Isc) 0.053%/°C

*Illumination of T kW/m? (1 sun) at spectral distribution of AM 1.5 (ASTM E892
global spectral irradiance) at a cell temperature of 25°C.

MECHANICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Dimensions (A x B x C to the right)
Cable Length (G)

Output Interconnect Cable
Hail Impact Resistance

Weight

Max Load

Operating Temperature (cell)

39.1” x 64.6” x 1.8”/994 x 1640 x 46 mm
43.3"/1100 mm

12 AWG with *SMK Locking Connector
17 (25 mm) at 52 mph (23 m/s)

41.9 Ibs / 19.0 kg

50 psf (2400 Pascals)

-40 to 194°F / -40 to 90°C

*Intertek recognized for mating with MC-4 connectors (part numbers PV-KST4;

PV-KBT4)

CERTIFICATIONS

UL 1703, ULC/ORD-C1703, IEC 61215, IEC 61730, CEC, FSEC

CUS

WARRANTY

25-year limited warranty on power output
Contact Sharp for complete warranty information

Design and specifications are subject to change without notice.
Sharp is a registered trademark of Sharp Corporation. All other trademarks are property
of their respective owners. Cover photo: Solar installation by Pacific Power Management,

Auburn CA.

SHARP

© 2012 Sharp Electronics Corporation. All rights reserved.

SHARP ELECTRONICS CORPORATION

5700 NW Pacific Rim Boulevard, Camas, WA 98607
1-800-SOLAR-06 « Email: sharpsolar@sharpusa.com
www.sharpusa.com/solar
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ISO QUALITY & ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

Sharp solar modules are manufactured in ISO
9001:2000 AND ISO 14001:2004 certified facilities.

“BUY AMERICAN”

Sharp solar modules are manufactured in the United
States and Japan, and qualify as “American” goods
under the “Buy American” clause of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA).
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% KYOCERG KD F Series Family

KYOCERA KD MODULES RELIABLE
Kyocera multicrystal photovoltaic KD Modules utilize a larger,  Proven superior field performance
more powerful., high efficiency 156mm x 156mm solar cell & Tight power talerance
and produce higher output per module.
* First module to pass rigorous long-term o
* Quality locking plug-in connectors to provide safe testing performed by TUV Rheinland TUV
and quick connections
e UV stabilized, heavy duty, and aesthetically pleasing KYOCERA EMPOWERS YOUR FUTURE
black anodized aluminum frame Kyocera began research and development of solar energy back in

« Easily accessible grounding points on all four corners 1975. Since then, we have been leading the solar industry with
for fast installation the development of the most efficient and cost effective systems

. . . available. With over 35 years of experience in solar, Kyocera is a
 Proven junction box technology with 12 AWG

) ) . natural industry leader. Our modules are ideal for a wide range
PV wire to work with transformerless inverters

of applications from utility-scale to on-grid commercial and
residential, providing superior field performance among the
competition. Kyocera stands behind its products and has a proven
reputation within the solar industry for quality and reliability.

SOLAR by KYOCERA




KD MODULES

SPECIFICATIONS

Standard Test Conditions (STC)
STC = 1000 W/M? irradiance, 25°C module temperature, AM 1.5 spectrum™

KD320 KD250 KD245 KD240

Maximum Power

mber of Cells 80 60 60 60 54 54 36
+5% [ -3% +5% [ -3% +5% [ -3% +5% [ -3% +5% [ -0% +5% [ -0% +7% [ -0%

Maximum System
Voltage 600V 600V 600V 600V 600V 600V 600V

Maximurn Power 401V 29.8V 29.8V 29.8V 26.6V 26.6V 177V
\oltage
Maximurm Power 7.99A 8.39A 8.23A 8.06A 8.28A 8.09A 791A
Current
495V 36.9V 36.9v 36.9V 33.2v 33.2v 22.1V
short Circuit 8.60A 9.09A 8.91A 8.59A 8.98A 8.78A 8.68A
Current
Series Fuse
15A 15A 15A 15A 15A 15A 15A

65.4" 65.4" 65.4" 65.4" 59.1" 59.1" 59.1"
52.0" 39.0" 39.0" 39.0" 39.0" 39.0" 26.3"
1.8" 1.8" 1.8" 1.8" 18" 1.8" 1.8"

60.6 Ibs 46.3 Ibs 46.3 Ibs 46.3 Ibs 41.0 Ibs 41.0 Ibs 28.4 Ibs

Termination i i
Locking Plug-in Connectors

Method g g
* Subject to simulator measurement uncertainty of +/- 3%.

For more detailed specifications, visit www.kyocerasolar.com
NEC 2008 COMPLIANT é é WARNING: Read the instruction

- ¢ us manual in its entirety prior to

UL 1703 LISTED TUV handling, installing & operat-

KYOCERA reserves the right to modify these specifications without notice.
CERTIFIED [EC61215 ED2 IEC61730 BY JET 19 yocera Solar moduies

012113

KYOCERA Solar, Inc. 800-223-9580 800-523-2329 fax www.kyocerasolar.com SOLAR by KYOCERA
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MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION PARKING RAMP
CDG PROJECT NO. 13002.00
March 22, 2013

REPORT SUMMARY

Field observations of the Minnesota Department of Administration Parking Ramp were performed
in March 2013 to determine the current structural condition, the extent of structural repairs
required, and prioritize the repairs to assist the owner in maintaining the structural integrity of
the ramp. The intent of this summary is to provide an overview of the following report. The report
must be reviewed in its entirety for a complete understanding of our conclusions and
recommendations.

Overall, the Minnesota Department of Administration Parking Ramp is in average structural
condition at this time. The structural systems discussed in this report are capable of supporting
the loads required by the Minnesota Building Code for parking ramps. While there is deterioration
throughout the ramp, the defects noted in this report do not appear to be detrimental to the load
carrying capacity at this time.

It is understood that the owner desires a restoration and maintenance program that will provide a
long-term life expectancy to the structure. Future maintenance and repairs shall maintain the life
safety requirements, structural integrity of the ramp, and also the owner’s investment in the
building.

Typically, the main concern with the structural elements, such as precast single tees, channels,
slabs, beams and columns in any ramp is deterioration of the concrete due to corrosion of the
reinforcing steel. This corrosion process can be accelerated due to the common use of de-icing
salts on our roads.

Most of the obvious deterioration appears in the form of water seepage and cracks and spalls of
single tees, channels, beams and columns. Two spalled and cracked channel stems with exposed
reinforcing were observed. Beams, columns and walls have some minor cracking and spalling. In
order to extend the useful life of the structure, the rate of water infiltration into the concrete must
be slowed.

The issue of highest structural priority is preventing water seepage through the joints between
single tees and channels. As water seeps through these joints, reinforcing steel will corrode,
leading to more cracks and spalls. Sealing of the joints, and installation of a high quality
waterproof traffic coating on the joints is the best long term solution to prevent water infiltration.
Such a coating has been installed in this ramp, and appears to be performing well. Coating on
the top level shows signs of wear. Repair and maintenance of this coating is the best way to
preserve the owner’s investment in the structure. Other recommended repairs are discussed in
this report. Annual repairs will prevent required repairs from becoming more severe and
expensive in the future.

The structural condition of the ramp should be re-evaluated on an annual basis. A periodic
maintenance plan should be developed to avoid having minor issues become major expenditures.
Periodic maintenance should include inspecting and maintaining the waterproof coating, cleaning
of all surfaces, and maintenance of the drain system. Cleaning of the slab surfaces should include
power washing on at least an annual basis, preferably in the spring to remove accumulated road
salts.
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MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION PARKING RAMP
CDG PROJECT NO. 13002.00
March 22, 2013

INTRODUCTION

The ramp is located adjacent to the Capitol Administration Building and is permit parking only. It
appears to have been built in 1967 according to a posting by the northeast stairwell. Entrance to
the ramp is via North Capitol Blvd. An entrance off of University Avenue is not currently in use.
There are 255 stalls available. Vehicular traffic is two way with speed ramps between levels.
Pedestrian traffic between levels is achieved via two stairwells. There is no elevator present.

The ramp consists of four supported levels and two levels of slab on grade. The supported levels
consist of precast concrete members. The uppermost levels are precast pre-tensioned single tees
and the lower supported levels are precast pre-tensioned channels. The precast tees and
channels bear on precast pre-tensioned inverted tees and precast pre-tensioned L-beams.

SCOPE OF WORK
The following is a summary of the work performed:
Review of Documents

Existing plans, construction documents, maintenance records, and previous inspection records
are typically reviewed to determine any previous findings or modifications to the structure.
Review of the drawings will indicate the method of construction used and design assumptions.
Review of inspection reports will indicate what has been observed in the past, and what repairs
have been recommended.

No existing plans, maintenance records or previous inspection reports were made available by the
owner for review. 2013 construction documents prepared Palanasami & Associates, Inc. (PAI)
were reviewed. Work indicated on these drawings indicated the following:

1. Partial depth slab repair.

Precast channel-to-channel connection repair.
Waterproof deck coating.

Restriping.

Repair beam ledge — overhead.

Repair channel stem — overhead.

N o o bk~ wDd

Epoxy inject cracks in channel stem — overhead.

Non-Destructive Testing

Limited Non-Destructive testing was included as part of this condition survey in order to
determine approximate quantities of slab delaminations. Delaminations are horizontal
separations in the concrete slab and are common in most aging concrete structures exposed to
water and salt, but are typically not noticed by visual observations. The method used to detect
areas of delaminated concrete is called chain dragging. This procedure involves dragging a heavy
chain over the concrete surface. When the chain is dragged over solid concrete, a ringing sound is
heard. However, when the chain is dragged over delaminated concrete, a distinct hollow sound is
generated. Chain dragging should be performed by the contractor prior to partial depth slab
repairs to determine locations and predict quantities. Based on our limited chain dragging, we
believe that the partial depth slab repair quantities shown on 2013 PAI construction documents
are reasonable.
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Destructive Testing

No destructive testing was included in this Condition Survey. It is our opinion that destructive
testing is not currently required for this structure.

Chloride lon Testing — Discussion

The American Concrete Institute publication, ACI 222, explains that research has determined that
the rate at which steel corrodes is reduced as the pH of the surrounding material is increased.
Generally speaking, concrete provides excellent corrosion protection to embedded steel because it
has a pH usually greater than 12. When concrete is poured around bare steel reinforcing bars, a
protective coating is formed around the steel, which greatly reduces the rate of corrosion.

The main problem in parking ramps is that the de-icing salts that are used on the roads are
deposited on the slab surfaces of the ramp by the entering cars. This chloride penetrates the
concrete through the natural voids in the concrete, or directly through cracks and other defects.
The chloride reduces the pH of the concrete and eventually destroys the protective coating that
was originally formed by the concrete.

Research has shown that the protective coating is destroyed and corrosion begins when the
concrete contains a certain amount of chloride, known as the chloride threshold level. Both ACI
201 and ACI 222 report that the chloride threshold level is as low as 0.15% water soluble
chloride, which represents the percentage of chlorides by weight of cement. The chloride
threshold level can also be expressed as 0.90 Ib./cu. yd. of concrete for a typical concrete mix
containing approximately 600 Ib. of cementitious material.

The concrete in this ramp was not tested to determine the current level of chloride during this
evaluation. Given the type of construction, type of concrete used, and lack of waterproof topping,
it is likely that the chloride threshold level has been exceeded. Once the threshold level has been
exceeded, it does not matter how much chloride is present, since the protective coating has been
destroyed. Assuming that the concrete is no longer providing corrosion protection to the
embedded steel, other methods of reducing the rate of corrosion should be investigated.

Observations

Visual observations of the slabs, beams, columns, walls, and expansion joints are recorded below.
These observations include noting water seepage and drainage patterns, indications of movement
of the structural elements, location and extent of deteriorated reinforcing, and locations and size
of cracks, spalls, and delaminations in the concrete surface.

The following rating system was used in assessing the building condition:
 Good: The building component is new, with no apparent defects.

» Average: The building component is able to perform its originally intended function
in its current condition. Any defects are minor and do not affect the
performance of the building component.

» Poor: The building component is unable to perform its originally intended
function in its current condition. The component has major defects, but is
repairable.

» Unacceptable: The building component is unable to perform its originally intended
function in its current condition, and cannot be economically repaired.
Replacement of the building component is required.
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OBSERVATION

REFERENCE PHOTO

SINGLE TEES AND
CHANNELS / SLABS

Supported slabs are
constructed of
precast concrete
single tees at the
upper two levels and
precast inverted
channels below. A
concrete topping is
present at all
supported levels.
Supported slabs are
in average condition
overall.

Concrete topping is
cracked throughout.
Many of these cracks
are routed and
sealed.

No Photo
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OBSERVATION

REFERENCE PHOTO

Slab delaminations
have occurred
throughout the ramp,
particularly on the
upper level.

Previous partial depth
slab repairs have
been performed.
Partial depth slab
repairs have been
coated with a
waterproof coating.
Coating is worn.
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OBSERVATION

REFERENCE PHOTO

Some single tee slabs
have spalls at the
joints.

Some single tee slab
overhead repairs have
occurred.
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OBSERVATION

REFERENCE PHOTO

Some channel slab
spalls are present,
with exposed and
corroded steel.

Some corroded slab
steel is visible around
drain pans.

Single T and channel
stems have minor
cracking throughout,
but are in overall
average condition.

No Photo
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OBSERVATION

REFERENCE PHOTO

Spalled channel
stems with exposed
and corroded pre-
tensioning tendons
were observed at two
locations.

Lower two levels are
concrete slab on
grade, in overall
average condition.
Cracking and small
spalls are present.
No trip hazards were
observed. Some
standing water was
present.

BEAMS

Precast concrete
inverted T and L
beams support single
tees and channels,
and are in average
condition overall.

No Photo
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OBSERVATION

REFERENCE PHOTO

Beam cracking is
present throughout
the ramp.

Severe cracking is
present at column
cantilever and is in
unacceptable
condition. This area
has been repaired in
the past, and
currently has
temporary shoring
installed.

Steel brackets have
been installed at
several column
cantilever locations.

No Photo
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OBSERVATION

REFERENCE PHOTO

Beam spalls with
exposed and corroded
steel are present.

Partial depth beam
repairs have occurred
in the past.

COLUMNS

Columns are
conventionally
reinforced precast
concrete. Columns
are in average
condition overall.

No Photo
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OBSERVATION

REFERENCE PHOTO

Column cracking is
present at locations
throughout the ramp

WALLS

Walls below grade are
conventionally
reinforced cast in
place concrete. Walls
are in average
condition overall.

Minor cracking is
present in the walls
throughout the ramp.
This is considered
normal.

No Photo

No Photo
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OBSERVATION

REFERENCE PHOTO

Upper mechanical
roof spandrel walls
have had cracks and
minor spalls repaired.

Some water
infiltration through
the foundation walls
was observed.
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OBSERVATION

REFERENCE PHOTO

Steel angles have
been bolted into the
wall at some locations
to provide additional
channel stem
support.

Wall haunches have
been reinforced with
additional concrete at
some locations.
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OBSERVATION

REFERENCE PHOTO

WATERPROOF
TRAFFIC COATING

A high quality traffic
coating has been
installed on all
supported levels.
Coating is in average
to poor condition
overall.

Coating at top level
has areas of high
wear. In some cases
bare concrete is
exposed.

Some coating wear is
visible in the drive
and turn lanes at the
lower levels.

EXPANSION JOINTS
& SEALANTS

Expansion joints and
sealants are present
at the top of the
speed ramps, around
the perimeter of the
levels, and around the
crane pit. Joints are
in average condition
overall.

No Photo

No Photo

No Photo

Page 14



MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION PARKING RAMP

CDG PROJECT NO. 13002.00
March 22, 2013

OBSERVATION

REFERENCE PHOTO

Joint nosing is
cracked and spalled
at some locations.

Several expansion
joints were filled with
debris.
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OBSERVATION REFERENCE PHOTO

Crane pit expansion
joint sealant has
debonded from the
slab edge at some
locations.

DISCUSSION

Overall, the Minnesota Department of Administration Parking Ramp is in average structural
condition at this time. The structural systems discussed in this report are capable of supporting
the loads required by the Minnesota Building Code for parking ramps. While there is some
deterioration throughout the ramp, the defects noted in this report do not appear to be
detrimental to the load carrying capacity at this time.

The single tees, channels and beams in this structure are constructed with precast prestressed
concrete. Prestressing is a method of adding strength to the concrete, allowing for long spans.
The basic theory is that since concrete is strong in compression and weak in tension, the concrete
can be strengthened by applying compressive stresses to counteract the tension stresses. Prior
to casting the concrete single tees, channels, and beams, high strength steel cables are carefully
placed in the formwork at precise locations as determined by the structural engineer. Prior to
casting the concrete, the cables are stretched with approximately 27,000 pounds of force, and
bonded to the concrete. This force provides uplift to the concrete members to counteract the
gravity loads on the structure, as well as applying compression to the concrete to counteract
tension stresses.

Prestressing tendons are comprised of seven, high strength steel wires, twisted together to
produce a 1/2” diameter strand. The tendons are left uncoated, and bond with the concrete
during the curing period. Because the tendons are stressed to such high levels, a small amount
of corrosion is sufficient to reduce the cross sectional area of the wires, causing them to break.
When the tendons break, they lose their force and ability to reinforce the structure at that
location. However, because the tendon is bonded to the concrete, compression is maintained in
the concrete away from the break location. Eventually, however, as more of these local area
failures occur, the structure can be compromised. Because the prestressing provides the primary
reinforcing for the concrete double tees and beams, and deterioration of the system is not always
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obvious, it is crucial that the structure is maintained properly to slow water and chloride
infiltration.

The location where this type of precast system is most vulnerable to water seepage and
deterioration is at the joints between the double tees throughout the ramp. Water seeping
through these joints can run across the underside of slabs, down or across tee stems and
eventually to the beams and columns as water finds and follows the path of least resistance.
Water seepage through these joints causes deterioration of the concrete and corrosion of the
reinforcing steel. It is critical that these joints be protected from water seepage. Preventing
water seepage through the slabs should be considered a priority at this time. Repair and
replacement of the waterproof coating is the most effective means of achieving this goal.

Precast Single Tees / Channels / Slabs

The supported slabs are formed using precast prestressed single tees and channels with a
concrete topping. Typically, the main concern with the slabs in any ramp is deterioration of the
concrete due to corrosion of the reinforcing steel. This corrosion process can be accelerated due
to the common use of de-icing salts on our roads. High chloride levels, combined with water and
oxygen can cause corrosion of the steel reinforcing and subsequent deterioration of the concrete
structure.

Most of the obvious deterioration in this ramp appears in the form of cracks and spalls. Cracks
will allow water and chlorides to have a direct path to the reinforcing steel, which will cause
corrosion. It is the corrosion of the steel that causes further deterioration of the concrete such as
spalling and delaminations. As the concrete deteriorates, more water and chlorides are allowed
access to the reinforcing steel, and the deterioration cycle continues.

The cracks we observed appear to be normal for this type of structure. However, the cracks allow
water into the slab, tee stems and channel stems where it corrodes the reinforcing steel.

This corrosion is evident from rust stains and by spalling of the top and under sides of the slabs.
Previous partial depth and overhead slab repairs have been performed in the past. The primary
source of water infiltration is from the joints between the double tees. This is typical for this type
of construction. Maintenance of the sealant at these joints is critical to decrease repair costs and
increase the lifespan of the ramp. The waterproof traffic coating has significantly reduced water
seepage through the slab, and should be repaired and maintained as necessary.

Two spalled channel stems were observed. These spalls exposed lightly corroded pre-tensioning
tendons. As discussed previously, the strands of the tendons are highly stressed, so a relatively
small amount of section loss can lead to breakage. Because of this, it is important to protect the
tendon from further corrosion. Any loose or weak concrete in the spall are should be removed,
and all surface rust on the tendon should be carefully cleaned off. Once this is completed, to
concrete should be patched back with an appropriate patching material.

There is some minor cracking of the single tee and channel stems throughout the ramp. Some
more significant cracking has occurred at the bearing locations. Steel angle supports for the
channel stems have been bolted into the face of wall or wall haunches at several locations
throughout the ramp. Typically this additional support has been introduced at areas with cracked
stems, or areas of previous repairs. These repairs appear to be performing well.

Some corroded steel is visible around the drain pans. No severe cracks or spalls are currently
present. This is not a structural issue at this time, but should be monitored.

The concrete slab on grade on Levels 1 & 2 is in overall average condition with some localized
cracks and spalls. This condition is not a structural issue, and should be repaired if a tripping
hazard is created. Currently, no tripping hazards were observed in the slab on grade.
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Beams

The beams are precast prestressed concrete inverted tee beams. Overall the beams are in
average condition, but there are areas where repair is needed. The single tees and channels bear
on the beam haunch and are welded down with embed plates. There is minor cracking at some of
these locations. Spalls with exposed and corodded reinforcing steel were observed at several
locations. Partial depth beam repairs have been performed in the past. Cracks and spalls allow
water to infiltrate the beam and corrode the rebar, further damaging the concrete.

The worst of the cracking has occurred at locations adjacent to speed ramps where the beams
cantilever over the top of the column. At one location the cracking was observed to be severe, and
temporary shoring has been installed at this location. At many of these other conditions,
supplemental steel brackets have been installed to provide additional support for the precast
beam. These repairs appear to be performing adequately, with minimal new cracks observed.

Columns

Columns are conventionally reinforced precast concrete columns in average condition overall at
this time. Cracking is typically minimal, but is present throughout. One severe crack/minor spall
was observed.

Walls

Walls below grade are conventionally reinforced cast-in-place concrete. Minor cracking of the
walls was observed throughout the ramp, but this is considered normal for this type of
construction. Spandrel panels at the upper mechanical roof have had some cracks and minor
spalls repaired. Some water seepage through the walls was observed, but no indication of
corroding steel was observed at this time. Steel angles have been bolted into the wall or wall
haunches at several locations to provide additional support for Channel stems. These repairs
appear to be performing adequately at this time.

Waterproof Coatings

The most cost-effective method of protecting concrete slabs is to install a high quality, heavy-duty
urethane waterproof coating over the entire surface of the slabs. This type of membrane is
flexible and can bridge over the small cracks that will continue to form in the concrete slabs. A
waterproof membrane will not eliminate the need for future repairs to the concrete and reinforcing
steel. However, it is currently the best and most cost effective solution for slowing water
penetration and extending the useful life of a parking structure. Annual maintenance includes
repair of torn or worn areas. High traffic areas may require a re-coating after approximately 5
years. This type of protection has proven to be the least expensive method of protection in the
long term, when all factors including structural repairs are included.

A waterproof coating has already been installed on all supported parking levels of this ramp, and
is in average to poor condition overall. There is damage to the coating at the top level with some
tears and scrapes. In some areas the coating has deteriorated to the point where bare concrete is
exposed. These areas of deterioration will allow water to seep into the structural system, causing
deterioration of the concrete.

Expansion Joints and Sealants

Expansion joints and sealants are present at the top of the speed ramps, around the perimeter of
the ramp and at the crane pit. Expansion joints are in average condition overall with some
deterioration present. Nosing material at the expansion joint has cracking and spalling
throughout the ramp. Several expansion joints were filled with debris. This debris can prevent
the gland from expanding and contracting properly, and may cause premature wear of the gland.
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Sealant at the crane pit appears to be performing adequately at this time, however, there is some
debonding of the sealant from the slab edge.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is understood that the owner desires a restoration and maintenance program that will provide a
long-term life expectancy to the structure. Future maintenance and repairs shall maintain the life
safety requirements, structural integrity of the ramp, and also the owner’s investment in the
building.

The issue of highest structural priority is preventing water seepage into the concrete structure. As
water seeps through cracks in the single tees, channels, beams and columns, reinforcing steel will
corrode, leading to more cracks and spalls.

Other areas of the ramp require maintenance and repair to prevent further deterioration, and are
discussed below. The structural condition of the ramp should be re-evaluated on an annual basis.

Precast Single Tees / Channels / Slabs

Partial delaminations and overhead spalls in the slabs should have loose concrete removed, steel
cleaned and concrete patched back.

Channel tee stem spalls should have loose concrete removed, tendons cleaned, and concrete
patched back.

Beams

Severely cracked cantilever beam at column with temporary shoring installed should have loose
concrete removed, steel cleaned and concrete patched back. Following this repair a galvanized
steel bracket should be installed, as has been done at similar locations throughout the ramp.

Beam spalls should have loose concrete removed, steel cleaned and concrete patched back.
Columns

Severe crack at column corner should have loose concrete removed, steel cleaned and concrete
patched back.

Walls

No repairs are necessary at this time.

Waterproof Coatings

Top level of ramp should have a full coating system installed over the entire surface.

Lower supported levels should have a new top coat installed over the drive lanes and turn areas.
Expansion Joints and Sealants

Cracked and spalled joint nosing should be repaired.

Expansion joints should be cleared of debris.

Periodic Maintenance

A periodic maintenance plan should be developed to avoid having minor issues become major
expenditures. Periodic maintenance should include inspecting and maintaining the waterproof
coating, cleaning of all surfaces, and maintenance of the drain system. Cleaning of the slab
surfaces should include power washing on at least an annual basis, preferably in the spring to
remove accumulated road salts.
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REPAIR PRIORITIES

The following is a list of priorities to be used for phasing of work. Items are prioritized with 1
being the highest priority. This priority list should be re-evaluated annually. It appears that the
work shown on the 2013 construction documents prepared by PAl addresses the issues of highest
priority, except for one channel stem repair, one column spall repair and one beam repair and
steel haunch installation.

Priority

Work Item

Quantity

Unit Cost

Item Cost

1

Channel stem
spall repair.

40 sf

$85.00

$3,400.00

Cantilever beam
repair and steel
haunch
installation.

1ea

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

Partial depth
and overhead
slab repairs.

50 sf

$85.00

$4,250.00

Repair joint
nosing.

40 If

$85.00

$3,400.00

Install
waterproof
coating on top
level.

25,000 sf

$3.50

$87,500.00

Repair spalled
column.

20 If

$85.00

$3,400.00

Install
waterproof
coating on
lower supported
level drive lanes
and turn areas.

16,000 sf

$3.50

$56,000.00

Clear expansion
joint of debris.

2,500 If

$0.40

$1,000.00
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