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Memorial Field Master Plan Study Process 

Step One of the process was to facilitate a design Charette to collect input from the State College 
community and give interested parties a chance to voice their opinion and help determine the project goals. On Monday evening, 
June 7, 2010, the Design Team along with the SCASD conducted a Charette to discuss the need and desires of the community with 
regard to the Memorial Field project. 

Throughout the course of the Charette, those present were formed into 5 different groups to discuss issues surrounding the project.  
Groups consisted of community members, parents, former and current students and athletes, and local business stakeholders. 

Participant groups were presented with an aerial photographic plan of Memorial Field and its surrounding neighborhood context.  

                _ First, Participant Groups were asked to place green dots on the plan to mark areas 
 of Memorial Field that they thought were very positive.   
                _ Second, Participant Groups were given a second copy of the same plan and asked 
 to place red dots indicating areas that they perceived to be negative and 
in need of  remedial work.   
                _ Third, Participant Groups were asked to place a blue dot on another copy 
  representing areas where they thought opportunities for improvement existed. 

After the Charette process, these plans were collected and digitally overlaid on each other consolidating all of the dot exercise 
information. There are 3 individual images here showing the positives, negatives and opportunities and a fourth image showing an 
overlay of all the images. The results of the dot exercise indicate that there are very strong feelings tied to Memorial Field, both in its 
own right and as a fixture in State College. There is much to love about it and much in need of renovation. Often, the areas that are 
positives are also a negative because of their condition and also an opportunity to improve what is there. 

At the end of each of the dot exercises a brief discussion was held about the meanings of each of the maps. The comments were 
transcribed onto poster boards, hung up on the wall and read to the entire group of attendees for further discussion. These comments 
were collected, organized and placed into a spreadsheet for record.   

Step Two was a further collection of comments in a survey entitled “Community Input on 
Memorial Field” by the SCASD website. These comments have also been added into the record spreadsheet.  The 
spread sheet has divided the comments into subcategories such as “seating”, “community”, “function”, etc. The subcategories are then 
given a mark (positive/green, negative/red or opportunity/blue) indicating how many times that issue was brought up for discussion, 
indicating a level of importance. The comments from the survey were added to the spreadsheet, paraphrased and placed in the 
appropriate categories. These comments were kept separate and are shown in black italicized text. 
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SCHEME 3 



 STORMWATER 

DESIGN ISSUES: 

·         Reduce field flooding potential from reoccurring season floods (high  
          intensity short storms) 

·         Complex Geologic and Hydrologic Setting;  

·         Potential for more Karst Sinkholes and Structural Problems if water is  
          not properly controlled 

·         Minimize excavation and maximize storage 

·         Allow sufficient water storage and detention to allow sinkhole time to  
          “catch-up”  



 STORMWATER 

Options: 

1.       Watertight Subterranean vault in field area  

2.       Watertight Subterranean vault under Parklet Area 

·         Systems protect public safety and allow for easy maintenance and inspection. 

·         Systems reduce the potential for debris to block sinkhole  

·         Improves water quality discharging to groundwater table 

·         Reduces water infiltration and potential new sinkhole formation (structural  
          concern) 

·         Option 2 provides greatest storage per dollar installation cost  

·         Option 1 eliminates disturbance to Park Area but increase flooding probability. 



 RETAINING WALLS 

Design Issues: 

·         Majority of walls are Rubble Limestone Gravity Walls  
          approximately 80 years old 

·         Wall at West Grandstands is a reinforced concrete  
          cantilevered wall 

·         Varying degrees of wall heights and conditions 

·         Most walls bear on solid rock – a good thing! 

·         Stormwater flowing over some of the walls which  
          promotes deterioration 

·         Age related issues 



RETAINING WALLS 

Solutions: 

·         Rehabilitate/reconstruct concrete wall at West Grandstand – may require  
          additional easement on Fraser St. 

·         Replace wall under East Grandstand with a new reinforced concrete retaining  
          wall incorporated into stadium design 

·         Eliminate stormwater from flowing over the walls 

·         Replace existing stairs at northwest stadium corner 

·         Install continuous limestone or precast concrete cap on walls 

·         Repoint degraded mortar joints 

·         Continue to monitor and maintain walls 


