Columbia City Council Pre-Council Minutes
Monday, April 4, 2011 — 6:00 p.m.
Conference Rooms 1A and 1B - City Halli
Columbia, Missouri

Council members Mayor McDavid, Paul Sturtz, Jason Thornhill, Gary Kespohl,
present: Daryl Dudley, Laura Nauser, and Barbara Hoppe
Absent: None

Mayor McDavid called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.
Pre-Council topics include:
Responsive Government Initiative — Planning

Tim Teddy, Planning Director, reviewed the Planning and Development Department’s
responsive governance initiative ~ see attached.

Barbara Buffaloe, Sustainability Director, along with the student project leader, provided
Council with a brief presentation of the LEED-ND Evaluation and the suggested next
steps for city staff, particularly the Planning Department. (see attached LEED-ND
Evaluation Existing Neighborhood and Charrette Scenerio)

Parking Fees

Councilmember Kespohl brought to staff's attention an inconsistency in the ordinance
language pertaining to Sec 14-393 Parking fees for unmetered off—street facilities —
see attached handout. He asked that the ordinance language be clarified.

John Blattel, Finance Director, explained the $60 versus $100 month charge for parking
spaces. The new garage will hold 100 parking spaces — IRS regulations 28 exclusive
use of hotel 24/7 at the rate of $100. The remaining 72 spaces, would be normal,
covered $60/month and paid on a monthly basis per restrictions. Definition of a
“designated space” is a space assigned to one person.

Mr. Glascock distributed the attached handout regarding the parking needs
assessment.

B103-11 transfer of rental certificates

Leigh Britt, Manager, Office of Neighborhood Services, explained the options available
in the Council memo being introduced on tonight’s agenda.

Ajustments to the Agenda

(2) Amendment sheets — B75-11 and B76-11 — currently shown on consent agenda;
move under old business.




Public Hearing (B) — construction of Old 63 Grindstone Pedway project — staff requests
tabling until May 2 Council meeting.

Other

With no further business, the meeting adjourned at approximately 6:55 p.m.




Council Bill: B 75-11

MOTION TO AMEND:

- MADE BY:

SECONDED BY:

MOTION: | move that Council Bill B 75-11 be amended as set forth on this amendment
sheet.

Material deleted from the original bill is shown in strikeeut; material added to
original hill shown underlined.

The title of the ordinance is amended as follows:

extending the corporate limits of the City of Columbia,
Missouri, by annexing property located east of the intersection
of North Tower Drive and Prathersville Road (1775 and 1785
and-1795-Prathersville Road); directing the City Clerk to give
notice of the annexation; placing the property annexed in
District C-1 and District R-1; and fixing the time when this
ordinance shall become effective.




Council Bill. B 76-11

MOTION TO AMEND:

MADE BY:

SECONDED BY:

MOTION: | move that Council Bill_B 76-11 be amended as set forth on this amendment
sheef.

Material deleted from the original bill is shown in strikeout; material added fo
original bill shown underlined. '

The title of the ordinance is amended as follows:

extending the corporate limits of the City of Columbia,
Missouri, by annexing property located west of the intersection
of U.S. Highway 63 and the Prathersville Road interchange
(4H76-1795 Prathersville Road); directing the City Clerk to give
notice’ of the annexation; placing the property annexed in
District R-1; and fixing the time when this ordinance shall
become effective,




City of Columbia

Planning and Development Department
Responsive Government Initiative
April 4,2011

The City of Columbia...committed to excellent service, communication, integrity,
teamwork and using resources wisely

General information

Location: 5" Floor Daniel Boone Building

Staff: 12 permanent full-time, 2 temporary full-time

FY2011 Budget: $1.4 million

Funding; General fund local and federal formula grant sources

Divisions: Planning (development services, transportation planning, hisforic

preservation) and Community Development (housing programs
and housing and community development grant administration and

planning)
Director: Tim Teddy
Code reference: Ch. 20, City Code

What we do — functions and services “Looking forward and looking after”

Development Services

Annexations and annexation agrecments

Annual development report

Certified Local Government (CL.G) grants (historic preservation)

City plans and studies (areas, corridors, neighborhoods)
Comprehensive plan

Concept reviews (inter-office pre-application project reviews)
Conditional use permits — reports to Board of Adjustment

Demolition permit reviews (historic preservation)

Development plans (planned district site plan approvals)

Easement dedications and vacations

Most Notable Properties (historic preservation)

Rezonings (Zoning map amendments)

Street dedications and street vacations

Street name changes

Subdivision ordinance administration {coordinated with Public Works)
Subdivision plats (preliminary and final major, final minor and replats)
Tract splits

Zoning amendments (zoning ordinance revisions)

Zoning ordinance administration (coordinated with. Public Works)

Transportation Planning (CATSO)

Census and other data analysis on population, economy, land use, travel behavior
Long Range Transportation Plan (every five years; next due 2013)*




City of Columbia Planning and Development Department

Responsive Government Initiative
April 4, 2011

MoDOT planning framework (planning partnership with MoDOT)
Public Participation Plan*

Safe Routes to School Grants

Transportation Enhancement Grants

Transportation Improvement Program (annual)*

Travel demand modeling (roadway plan analysis)

Unified Planning Work Program (annual)*

Housing and Community Development
Annual Action Plan*
City Housing Programs:
Homeownership Assistance (existing home, neighborhood development)
Owner Occupied Rehabilitation
Emergency Repair
Code Deficiency Abatement Program (CDAP)
Dilapidated Building Removal
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP)
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) administration
CDBG annual application review process
Community Housing Development Organizations (CHDO) applications*
Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER)*
Consolidated Plan (5-year plan; next due 2015)*
Environmental reviews*
Financial reports
Home Investment Partnerships (HOME) administration
HOME rental production program
Labor reports*
Monitoring (review of grant “subrecipients” for compliance with rules)*

* Mandatory planning product or activity as a condition of federal funds

Boards/Commissions staffed
Planning & Zoning Commission {Ch. 20)
Bicycle & Pedestrian Commission (Ch. 2)
CATSO Coordinating Committee™*
CATSO Technical Committee**
Community Development Commission (Ch. 2)
Historic Preservation Commission (Ch. 29}
Comprehensive Plan Task Force (Resolution 113-09A)
Loan & Grant Committee***

** City-County-MoDOT agency. Membership established in by-laws.
**# City Manager appoinied




City of Columbia Planning and Development Department
Responsive Government Initiative
April 4, 2011

3 priorities
* Getting the comprehensive plan done
* Completing an evaluation of development codes (subdivision and zoning)
* Adapting the CD division to new fiscal realities (federal budget cuts)

Major challenges
* Integrated tracking and information systems (HTE and beyond)
* Uniform, consistent standards of service to all customers (external — citizens,
applicants, peers; internal — departments, commissioners, council)
* Uncertainty in the federal budget, affecting formula grants

Customer service initiatives
*  “Go-to person” approach — problem solving that spans departments/divisions
(benchmark: customers served satisfactorily)
* Interested party meetings
(benchmark: value added to process; issues identified in advance)
* Annual reports
(benchmark: citation of reports; citizen feedback)
* Alignment of department recommendations with City vision and core values
(benchmark: frequency of agreement w/ boards/commissions/council)

Efficiency initiatives
* Expanded use of Consolidated Planning Grant (CPG) federal matching funds
(benchmark: lower net cost to city)
* Consolidated iand use application
{(benchmark: sufficiency of information to complete reports and close cases)
* Consent agenda tracking
(benchmark: time saved in placing routine items on consent agenda)
+ Paperless transition/records scanning
(benchmarks: acceptance of electronic filings; reduction in physical space needed
- to store records; portability of files)
* Free and low-cost training opportunities
{benchmark: CEUs obtained in ratio to costs paid)

Productivity initiatives

*  Merging spatial data and electronic filing cabinet — internal linkage of case
files and locations _ _

(benchmark: reduction of dependence on other staff to obtain case file

information)

* Integration of plans and projects

(benchmark — data collection useful in more than one product and service)

*  Grouping of service requests by theme - for example, consolidating zoning-
related requests together o

(benchmark: More issues addressed in fewer projects)







LEED-ND Evaluation
Existing Neighborhood and Charrette Scenario

Purpose

This report was completed with the purpose of identifying items within the 2009 LEED
Neighborhood Development Rating System that should be investigated further to assist and
encourage developers in implementing LEED-ND or other sustainable development

principles in future development projects.

Background

This report follows the Columbia Visioning Process, which identified LEED and sustainable
development as a community priority, and the Charreite Report, which documents
community driven planning and identification of developmen’r pnonhes for areds near

downtown Columbia.

Summary

Using the 2009 LEED Neighborhood gl i3
Development Rating System, d study drea R
covered in the Charrette report was B
evaluated under two scenarios. The first
scenario considered the study area as an
existing neighborhood. Evaluation of The =
existing neighborhood identified LEED-ND :
items met or not met by the current situation. |
The second scenario considered community 4
development priorities for the study area M
identified in the Charette Report. g
Evaluation of this chamette scenario
identified possible code or ordinance
hurdles to susiainable development goals
foth by LEED-ND. These hurdles were
summarized into lists of action items, one for

the Planning Depariment and one for g
developers.

While this report covers only one study area and evaluations for existing neighborhoods may

vary from place io place in Columbia, the evaluation of the charmrette scenario and the

identification of action items resulling from this evaluation are applicable fo sustainable
|| development strategies anywhere in Columbia.,




Action ltems

From all of the items set forth by the 2009 LEED Neighborhood Development Rating System |
the report identified a more concise list of items o be investigated by the City of Columbia
Planning Department and a list of ifems io be integrafed by developers into future

developmens.

Planning Depdartment Action liems

* l|dentify code, ordinance, or existing infrastructure restrictions or limitafions io:
Minimum building-te-sireei-width ratio of 1:3
Allowable building heights
Zero lot line building setbacks
Mixed-use building requirements
Building reuse and form-based codes for historic preservation
Residential densities
Speed limits for residential and mixed use streets
On-street parking
Sidewalk additions and widths
On-site stormwater retention
On-site wastewater reuse

Developer Action ltems

* Address the following ifems as preferred by the 2009 LEED Neighborhood
Development Rafing System:
Residential and non-residential densities
Project internal connectivity and multi-modai fransportation
Building reuse and form-based codes for historic preservation
Integration of on-site stormwater retention
Application of native plants in landscaping and the minimization of imigation
Preferred sidewalk widths
Enclosed tfransif shelters and enclosed bike sforage
Publicly accessible recreation facilities
Ons-site recyclables and waste collection

Conclusion

While developers must address the sustainability and design priorities set forth by LEED-ND, a
pro-active approach to addressing sustainable development hurdles that may exist in city
codes or ordinances by the Planning Department serves to smooth the path for developers,
address community development priorities, and promote fuiure sustainable development in

Columbia.




§ 14-392 COLUMBIA CODE

(2) Grissum Building lot, On the north side of Lakeview Avenue, adjacent to and west of
the Grissum Building.

(3) Public Works storage lot. Located adjacent to and south of Chestnut Street and east of
the MKT Railroad right-of-way.

(4) Worley Street property. At the northwest corner of Worley Street and West Boulevard
North, '

(b) It shall be unlawful for any person to stop, stand or park a vehicle in any of the
hereinafier listed municipal parking lots, unless a parking sticker sold or issued under the
authority of section 14-393 of these ordinances shall be conspicuously displayed and perma-

nently affized to such vehicle,

(1) Municipel Building lot. The south thirty (30) feet of the west one hundred (100) feet of
the paved area south of the municipal building and the paved area immediately east

of such building.

(2) Fire, Police Building lot. At the southeast corner of Sixth Street and Walnut, and
northeast of the Fire—Police Building.

(3) Eighth and Ash rental lot. At the northwest corner of Eighth and Ash Streets, and the
southwest corner of Eighth Strest and Park Avenue,

(4) Municipal Lot No. 7. Located north of Ash Street, between Eighth and Ninth Strests.
(Code 1964, § 12.635; Ord. No, 14882 § 1, 6-17-96; Ord. No. 17159, § 1, 2-4-02)

Sec, 14-398. Parking fees for unmetered off-street facilities,

(a) For a parking permit for parking in a nondesignated unmetered parling space in the -
municipal parking garage located at the northeast corner of Eighth and Cherry Streets, the

following rates are hereby establigshed.
Monthly Quarterly Yearly

First, second, third and fourth floors $60.00 $175.00 -$660.00

For a designated parking space in the municipal parking garage located at the northeast
corner of Eighth and Cherry Streets, the rate is established at one hundred dollars ($100.00)

per month.

The yearly permit rate will be discounted by five (b) per cent when purchased in groups of
five (5) or more by any one individual, business or agency.

{b) For a parking permit for parking in a nondesignated parking épace in the municipal lot
located at Eighth and Ash Sireets, the following rates are hereby established:

Monthly Quarterly Yearly
$40.00 $115.00 $440.00

Supp. Ne. 71 1126




MOTOR VEHICLES AND TRAFFIC § 14-393

(c) For a parking permit for parking in designated parking spaces in Municipal Lot No. 7,
located north of Ash Street between Eighth and Ninth Streets, the following rates are hereby

established:

- Monthly Quarterly Yearly .
$40.00 $115.00 $440.00
{d) For a parking permit for parking in all parking spaces in the municipal lot located east
of Tenth Street and north of the alley norih of Walnut Street, the following rates are hereby
established: :

Monthly ‘ Quarterly ' Yearly
$40.00 - $115.00 _ $440.00

(e) For a parking permit for parking in all nondesignated parking spaces in the municipal
lot located at the southeast corner of Ash and Ninth Streets which are on the north side of the
lot adjacent to Ash Street, the eleven (11) spaces on the nor th side of the center island and the
space regserved for the minister of the First Christian Church, the following rates are hereby

established:

Monthly Quarterly Yearly
$40.00 $115.00 $440.00

() For a parking permit for parking in parking spaces in designated areas of the municipal
parking plaza located south of Walnut Street hotween Seventh and Eighth Streets, the

following rates are hereby established:

Monthly Quarierly Yearly
(1) Top ter . $50.00 $145.00 $650.00
{2) TFourth ﬂoor,‘th.ird floor the NE and SW 60.00 175.00 660.00
Sections, and the north 1% of the hottom
tier

For a designated parking space in the municipal péu-]dng plaza located south of Walnut
Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets, the rate is established at one hundred dollars

($100.00) per month,
The yearly permit rate will be discounted by five (5) per cent when purchased in groups of
five (6) or more by any one individual, business or agency. '

A fee of five dollars ($5.00) each shall b-e imposed for replacement of magnetic entry cards
issued to holders of permits for the municipal parking plaza.

() For a parking permit for parldng in all parking spaces in the west row of the municipal
lot located at the southeast corner of Broadway and Providence Road, the following rates are

hereby established:

Supp. No. 71 1127




§ 14-393 COLUMBIA CODE

Monthly ' Quarterly Yearly
$40.00 ' $116.00 $440.00 -
(h) For a parking permit for parking in a nondesignated parking space in the areas

designated for permit parking in the municipal parking structure located at the southeast
corner of Tenth and Cherry Streets, the following rates are hereby established:

Monthly Quarterly Yearly
(1} First, second and third floors $60.00 $176.00 $660.00
60.00 146.00 650.00

(2) Top tier (uncovered)

For a designated parking space in the municipal parking structure located at the southeast
corner of Tenth and Cherry Streets, the rate is established at one hundred dollars ($100.00) per
month.

The yearly permit rate will be discounted by five (6) per cent when purchased in groups of
five (6) or more by any one individual, business or agency.

(i) For a parking permit for p-arking in a nondesignated parking space in the areas
designated for permit parking in the municipal parking sftructuré located at the southwest
corner of Sixth and Cherry Streets, the following rates are hereby established:

Monthly Quarterly Yearly
(1) First, second and third floors $50.00 $176.00 $660.00
(2) Top tier (uncovered) 50.00 145.00 550,00

Tor a designated parking space in the municipal parking structure located at the southwest
corner of Sixth and Cherry Streets, the rate is established at one hundred dollars ($100.00) per

month,

The yearly permit rate will be discounted by five (5} per cent when purchased in groups of
five (5) or more by any one individual, business or agency.

() Violations. No person shall park in nondesignated parking spaces without a hangtag or
sticker appropriately affixed to the vehicle in accordance with policy established by the city
managet. No person shall park a vehicle other than the designated vehicle in a space properly
marked as reserved for the designated vehicle. Members of the police department and any
other agents of the city assigned to traffic duty are hereby authorized to remove or cause to be
removed at the owner's_expehsa any vehicle found parked or maintained in violation of these

provisions.

(k) The city manager may authorize the use of hard-surfaced, city-owned property for
temporary public parking lots. Parking spaces on temporary public parking lots shall be xented
only on a monthly basis at the rate of forty dollars ($40.00) per month.

Supp. No. 71 1128




MOTOR VERICLES AND TRAFFIC § 14-394

(1) The director of public works may issue special daily parking permits for unmetered
off-street parking facilities o licensed businesses that need additional parking for their
customers or guests. The director is authorized to make rules governing the issuance and
revocation of such permits. The fee for these spacial daily parking permits shall be seventy-five
(76) per cent of the parking meter hood daily rate under section 14-424(a)(1). If a business
obtains more than twenty (20) permits for a single day, an additional discount of five (6) per
cent for each additional ten (10) permits shall apply up to a maximum discount of fifty (50) per
cent of the parking meter hood daily rate under section 14-424(a)(1).

(m) Whenever it is determined by the city manager that the city or its parking ufility would
benefit from the long-term lease of cortain parking spaces, the city manager is authorized to
enter into negotiations to lease between five (6) and thirty (30) off-street parking spaces to any
particular lessee under terms and conditions that the city manager deems advisable provided
that: .

(1) The annual rate per leased parking space is equal to the rate charged for parking
spaces located on the upper-most uncovered floors of existing city parking garages no
matter where the leased space is located. No discount shall be given for leasing five (5)

or more spaces.
(2) The city retaing the right to change the location of the leased spaces at any time
dependent upon the needs of the city; however, if the city determines it is necessary to
move the leased spaces to another city lot, the lessee shall have the right to terminate
the lease effective as of the date of relocation.
(3) The city retains the right to terminate the lease at any time for any reason.
(Code 1964, § 12,765; Ord, No, 9873, § 1, 7-b-83; Ord, No. 10340, § 1, 10-16-84; Ord. No. 10416,
§ 1, 1-7-8b; Ord. No. 10548, § 1, 4-16-86; Ord. No. 10668, § 1, 8-5-86; Ord. No. 10767, & 1,
10-21-85; Ord. No. 10893, § 1, 2-3-86; Ord. No. 10917, § 12, 2-17-86; Ord. No. 10924; § 1, 3-3-356;
Ord. No. 11376, § 1, 2-16-87; Ord. No. 11740, § 2, 1-4-88; Ord. No. 11748, § 1, 1-4-88; Ord. No.
11857, § 1, 4-18-88; Ord. No, 12708, § 1, 8-20-80; Ord. No. 12709, § 2, 8-20-90; Ord. No, 12787,
§ 1, 11-5-90; Ord, No. 13983 § 1, 3-21-94; Ord. No. 14615 § 1, 6-19-95; Ord. No. 14616 § 1,
6-19-95; Ord. No. 14691 § 1, 11-20-95; Oxd. No, 16732, § 1, 8-8-98; Ord, No. 15856, § 1, 1-4-99;
Ord. No. 16148, § 1, 9-7-99; Ord. No. 16223, § 1, 11-1-99; Ord, No, 17011, § 1, 9-17-01; Ord. No.
17145, § 1, 1-22-02; Ord, No. 19036, § 1, 5-15-06; Ord. No. 19766, § 1, 12-17-07; Ord. No. 19818,

¢ 1, 2-18-08; Ord. No. 20047, § 1, 9-15-08)

Sec, 14-394. Reserved parking; county vehicles,

When signs are placed, erected or installed giving notice thereof, it shall be unlawful for any
person to park a vehicle between the hours of 7:00 a.m, and 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday,
in tho following designated municipal parking lot spaces except clearly marked county
vehicles:

(1) Municipal parking lot, Christian Church lot, located at the southeast corner of Ash and

Ninth Streets, the eleven (11) spaces immediately south of Ash Street which are

adjacent to Ninth Street.
(Ord, No, 11786, § 1, 2-15-88; Ord. No. 13073, § 1, 8-19-91, Oxd. No. 14461 § 1, 4-17-95; Ord.

No. 14882 § 1, 6-17-96)

Supp. Ne. 71 1128.1




In the fall of 2007, the city put out a request for proposal for the design and development of the new
parking structure at Fifth and Walnut. Eight firms responded and three were placed on the shortlist and
interviewed. At the interview, they EACH were all told that this would be for two structures; one at
Fifth and Walnut and one at Short and Walnut.

As a result of those interviews, two separate contracts were taken to the City Council. The Short Street
project contract was taken to the council in January of 2008. This contract was only for a Phase I, to
bring back to counsel several design concepts. That contract was signed and executed and Walker was
given a notice to proceed. Subsequently the developer at that time lost his funding and Walker was
asked not to do anything further. No funding has been drawn down on that contract; which still exists
as a valid contract. The contract tonight is an expansion of that one because the developer now has a

TIF and ahs his funding in place with a specific timetable.

The Parking Needs Assessment

In the fall of 2010 the city did not see this as a conflict of interest with Walker (to conduct the parking
needs assessment). The purpose was merely an extension of the existing focus but now to determine
the precise off street parking; needs in 2011. The developments on Orr street had changed
significantly, there was now going to be a new apartment complex at Walnut and College, and there
have been other business changes to this sector of the community. So as an extension to their current
focus, we asked Walker to take the recent downtown Charretie and the Sasakki Report, and combine
all of this with very solid and factual data; to give us a “need”. This was never intended to be a report
to “justify” the construction of a facility, It was only intended to quantify the need for the size of the

structure that would be built . . . . if any was built at all.

Mr. Thomas says that Walker planned - or wrote their report toward - a “worst-case™ scenario; which
may be the case. But, the report was recommending 525 spaces and the city is now only considering a
300 space facility. Therefore the city tempered the report from the consultant and didn’t take it at face
value. We made a judgment, but at least now we had some concrete data which was specifically

focused on this area of the community.







City of Columbia

Planning and Development Department
Responsive Government Initiative
April 4, 2011

The City of Columbig...committed to excellent service, communication, integrity,
teamwork and using resources wisely

- General information
Location: 5™ Floor Daniel Boone Building

Staff 12 permanent full-time, 2 temporary full-time

FY2011 Budget: $1.4 million

Funding: General fund local and federal formula grant sources

Divisions: Planning (development services, transportation planning, historic

preservation) and Community Development (housing programs
and housing and community development grant administration and

planning)
Director: Tim Teddy
Code reference: Ch. 20, City Code

What we do — functions and services “Looking forward and looking after”

Development Services

Annexations and annexation agreements

Annual development report

Certified Local Government (CLG) grants (historic preservation)

City plans and studies (areas, corridors, neighborhoods)
Comprehensive plan

Concept reviews (inter-office pre-application project reviews)
Conditional use permits — repotts to Board of Adjustment

Demolition permit reviews (historic preservation)

Development plans (planned district site plan approvals)

Easement dedications and vacations

Most Notable Properties (historic preservation)

Rezonings (Zoning map amendments}

Street dedications and street vacations

Street name changes

Subdivision ordinance administration {coordinated with Public Works)
Subdivision plats (preliminary and final major, final minor and replats)
Tract splits

Zoning amendments (zoning ordinance revisions)

Zoning ordinance administration (coordinated with Public Works)

Transportation Planning (CATSO)

Census and other data analysis on population, economy, land use, travel behavior
Long Range Transportation Plan (every five years; next due 2013)*




City of Columbia Planning and Development Department
Responsive Government Initiative
April 4,2011

MoDOT planning framework (planning partnership with MoDOT)
Public Participation Plan*

Safe Routes to School Grants

Transportation Enhancement Grants

Transportation Improvement Program (annual)*

Travel demand modeling (roadway plan analysis)

Unified Planning Work Program (annual)*

Housing and Community Development
Annual Action Plan*
City Housing Programs:
Homeownership Assistance (existing home, neighborhood development)
Owner Occupied Rehabilitation
Emergency Repair
Code Deficiency Abatement Program (CDAP)
Dilapidated Building Removal
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP)
Community Development Block Grant (CDB@) administration
CDBG annual application review process
Community Housing Development Organizations (CHDO) applications*
Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER)*
Consolidated Plan (5-year plan; next due 2015)*
Environmental reviews*
Financial reports
Home Investment Partnerships (HOME) administration
HOME renfal production program
Labor reports*
Monitoring (review of grant “subrecipients” for compliance with rules)*

* Mandatory planning product or activity as a condition of federal funds

Boards/Commissions staffed
Planning & Zoning Commission (Ch. 20)
Bicycle & Pedestrian Commission (Ch. 2)
CATSO Coordinating Committee**
CATSO Technical Committee**
Community Development Commission (Ch. 2)
Historic Preservation Commission (Ch. 29)
Comprehensive Plan Task Force (Resolution 113-09A)
Loan & Grant Committee®**

** City-County-MoDOT agency. Membership established in by-laws.
#*+ Cjty Manager appointed




City of Columbia Planning and Development Department
Responsive Government Initiative
April 4, 2011

3 priorities
*  Getting the comprehensive plan done
* Completing an evalunation of development codes (subdivision and zoning)
* Adapting the CD division to new fiscal realities (federal budget cuts)

Major challenges
* Integrated tracking and information systems (HTE and beyond)
* Uniform, consistent standards of service to all customers (external — citizens,
applicants, peers; internal — departments, commissioners, council)
* Uncertainty in the federal budget, affecting formula grants

Customer service initiatives
*  “Go-to person” approach — problem solving that spans departments/divisions
(benchmark: customers served satisfactorily)
* Intercsted party meetings
(benchmark: value added to process; issues identified in advance)
* Annual reports
(benchmark: citation of reports; citizen feedback)
* Alignment of department recommendations with City vision and core values
(benchmark: frequency of agreement w/ boards/commissions/council)

Efficiency initiatives
* Expanded use of Consolidated Planning Grant (CPG) federal matching funds
(benchmark: lower net cost to city)
* Consolidated land use application
(benchmark: sufficiency of information to complete reports and close cases)
* Consent agenda tracking
(benchmark: time saved in placing routine items on consent agenda}
* Paperless transition/records scanning
(benchmarks: acceptance of electronic filings; reduction in physical space needed
- to store records; portability of files)
* Free and low-cost training opportunities
(benchmark; CEUs obtained in ratio to costs paid)

Productivity initiatives

*  Merging spatial data and electronic filing cabinet — internal linkage of case
files and locations 7

(benchmark: reduction of dependence on other staff to obtain case file

information}

« Integration of plans and projects

(benchmark — data collection useful in more than one product and service)

* Grouping of service requests by theme - for example, consolidating zoning-
related requests together '

(benchmark: More issues addressed in fewer projects)







LEED-ND Evaluation
Existing Neighborhood and Charrette Scenario

Purpose

This report was completed with the purpose of identiifying items within the 2009 LEED
Neighborhood Development Rating System that should be investigated further to assist and
encourage developers in implementing LEED-ND or other sustainable development

principles in future development projects.

Background

This report follows the Columbia Visioning Process, which identified LEED and sustainable
development as a community priority, and the Charrette Report, which documents
community driven planning and |denhf|cohon of developmen’r priorities for areas near

downtown Columbia,

Summary

i

Using the 2009 LEED Neighborhood
Development Rafing System, a study area
covered in the Charrette report was
evaluated under two scenarios. The first
scenario considered the study area as an
existing neighborhood. Evaiuation of The =
existing neighborhood identified LEED-ND ;
items met or not met by the current situation. |
The second scenario considered community
development priorities for the study area
identified in the Charrefte Report. §
Evaluation of this charrette  scenario Bz
identified possible code or ordinance ;
hurdles to sustainable development godis
forth by LEED-ND. These hurdles were
summgirized into lists of action items, one for
the Planning Department and one for
developers.

While this report covers only one study area and evaluations for existing neighborhoods may
vary from place to place in Columbia, the evaluation of the chamrette scenario and the
identification of action items resulting from this evaluation are applicable to- sustainable
development strategies anywhere in Columbia.




Action ltems

From all of the items set forth by the 2009 LEED Neighborhood Development Rating System
the report identified a more concise list of items fo be investigated by the City of Columbia
Planning Departiment and a list of items to be integrated by developers info future

developments.

Planning Department Action items

« Identify code, ordinance, or existing infrastructure restrictions or limitations to:
Minimum building-to-street-width ratio of 1:3
Allowable building heights
Zero lot line building setbacks
Mixed-use building requirements
Building reuse and form-based codes for historic preservation
Residential densities
Speed limits for residential and mixed use streefs
On-street parking
Sidewalk additions and widths
Ons-site sformwater retention
On-site wasiewater reuse

Developer Action ltems

« Address the following items as preferred by the 2009 LEED Neighborhood
Development Rating System:
Residential and non-residential densifies
Project internal connectivity and multi-modal transportation
Building reuse and form-based codes for historic preservation
Integration of on-site stormwater retention
Application of native plants in landscaping and the minimization of imgation
Preferred sidewalk widths
Enclosed fransit shelters and enclosed bike storage
Publicly accessible recreation facilifies
On-site recyclables and waste collection

Conclusion

While developers must address the sustainability and design priorities set forth by LEED-ND, @
pro-active approcach to addressing sustainable development hurdles that may exist in city
codes or ordinances by the Planning Department serves fo smooth the path for developers,
address community development priorities, and promote future sustainable development in

Columbia.




§ 14-392 COLUMEBIA CODE

(2) Grissum Building lot. On the north side of Lakeview Avenue, adjacent to and west of
the Grissum Building.

{3) Public Works storage lot. Located adjacent to and south of Chestnut Street and east of
the MKT Railroad right-of-way.

(4) Worley Street property. At the northwest corner of Worley Street and West Boulevard
North.

(b) It shall be unlawful for any person to stop, stand or park a vehicle in any of the
hereinafter listed munieipal parking lots, unless a parking sticker sold or issued under the
authority of section 14-393 of these ordinances shall be congpicuously displayed and perma-

nently affixed to such vchicle.

(1) Municipal Building lot. The south thirty (80) feet of the west one hundred (100) feet of
the paved area south of the municipal building and the paved area immediately east

of such building,
(2) Fire, Police Building lot. At the southeast corner of Sixth Street and Walnut, and
northeast of the Fire—Polica Building.

(3) Eighth and Ash rental lot. At the northwest corner of Bighth and Ash Streets, and the
southwest corner of Eighth Street and Park Avenue.

(4) Municipal Lot No. 7. Located north of Ash Street, between Eighth and Ninth Streets.
(Code 1964, § 12,636; Ord. No. 14882 § 1, 6-17-96; Ord. No. 17159, § 1, 2-4-02)

See. 14-398. Parking fees for unmetered off.street facilities,

(a) For a parking permit for parking in a nondesignated unmetered parking space in the
rounicipal parking garage located at the northeast corner of Eighth and Cherry Streets, the
following rates are herehy established.

Monthly Quarterly Yearly
First, second, third and fourth floors $60.00 $175.00 .$660.00

For a designated parking space in the municipal parking garage located at the northeast
corner of Eighth and Cherry Streets, the rate is established at one hundred dollars ($100.00)

per month.

The yearly permit rate will be discounted by five (5) per cent when purchased in groups of
five (5) or more by any one individual, business or agency.

(b) For a parking permit for parking in a nondesignated parking space in the municipal lot
located at Eighth and Ash Streets, the following rates are herehy established: -

Monthly Quarterly Yearly
$40.00 $115.00 $440.00

Supp. Ne. 71 1126




MOTOR VEHICLES AND TRAFFIC § 14-393

{c) For a parking permit for parking in designated parking spaces in Municipal Lot No. 7,
located north of Ash Street between Eighth and Ninth Streets, the following rates are hereby

established:
- Monthly Quarterly Yearly

$40.00 $116.00 $440.00

(d) For a parking permit for parking in all parking spaces in the municipat lot located east
of Tenth Street and north of the alley north of Walnut Street, the following rates are hereby
established:

Monthly _ Quarterly Yearly

$40.00 $116.00 $440.00

(e) For a parking permit for parking in all nondesignated parking spaces in fhe municipal
lot Iocated at the southeast corner of Ash and Ninth Streets which are on the north side of the

lot adjacent to Ash Street, the eleven (11) spaces on the north side of the center island and the
space reserved for the minister of the First Christian Church, the following rates are hereby

established:

Monthly Quarterly Yearly
$40.00 $115.00 $440.00

(D For a parking permit for parking in parking spaces in designated areas of the municipal
parking plaza located south of Walnut Strest between Seventh and Eighth Streets, the

following rates are hereby established:

7 Monthly Quarterly Yeariy
(1) Top tier . $50.00 $145.00 $660.00
(2) Fourth floor, third floor the NE and SW 60.00 175.00 660.00
Sections, and the north ¥ of the bottom
tier

For a designated parking space in the municipal pér]d.ng plaza located south of Walnut
Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets, the rate is established at one hundred dollars

($100.00) per month.
The yearly permit rate will he discounted by five (8) per cent when puxrchased in groups of
five (5) or more by any one individual, business or agency.

A fee of five dollars ($6.00) each shall be imposed for replacement of magnetic entry cards
issued to holders of permits for the municipal parking plaza.

(g) For a parking permit for parking in all parking spaces in the west row of the municipal
lot Iocated at the southeast corner of Broadway and Providence Road, the following rates are

hereby established:
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Moﬂthly Quarterly Yearly
$40.00 ' $115.00 $440,00 -
(h) For a parking permit for parking in a nondesignated parking space in the arsas

designated for permit parking in the municipal parking structure located at the southeast
corner of Tenth and Cherry Strests, the following rates are herehy established:

Monthly Quarterly Yearly
(1) First, second and third floors $60.00 $176.00 $660.00
(2) Top tier (uncovered) 60.00 146.00 550.00

For a designated parking space in the municipal parking structure located at the southeast
corner of Tenth and Cherry Streets, the rate is established at one hundred dollars ($100.00) per

month,

The yearly permit rate will be discounted by five (6) per cent when purchased in groups of
five (6) or more by any one individual, business or agency.

(i) For a parking permit for pérk:ing in a nondesignated parking space in the areas
designated for permit parking in the municipal parking structure located at the southwest
corner of Sixth and Cherry Streets, the following rates are hereby established:

Monthly Quarterly Yearly
(1) TFirst, second and third floors $60.00 $175.00 $660.00
(2) Top tier (uncovered) 50,00 145.00 5650.00

For a designated parking space in the municipal parking structure located at the southwest
corner of Sixth and Cherry Streets, the rate is established at one hundred dollars ($100.00) per

month,

The yearly permit rate will be discounted by five (5) per cent when purchased in groups of
five (6) or more by any one individual, business or agency.

(j) Violations. No person shall park in nondesignated parking spaces without a hangtag or
sticker appropriately affixed to the vehicle in accordance with policy established by the city
manager. No person shall park a vehicle other than the designated vehicle in a space properly
marked as reserved for the designated vehicle, Members of the police department and any
other agents of the city assigned to traffic duty are hereby authorized to remove or cause to he
removed at the owner's expense any vehicle found parked or maintained in violation of these

provisions,

(k) The city manager may authorize the use of hard-surfaced, city-owned property for
teraporary public parking lots, Parking spaces on temporary public parking lots shall be rented
only on a monthly basis at the rate of forty dollars ($40.00) per month.

Supp. No. 71 1128
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() The director of public works may igsue special daily parking permits for unmetered
off-street parking facilities fo licensed businesses that need additional parking for their
customers or guests, The director is authorized to make rules governing the issuance and
revocation of such permits. The fee for these special daily parking permits shall be seventy-five
(78) per cent of the parking meter hood daily rate under section 14-424(a)(1). If a business
obtains more than twenty (20) permits for a single day, an additional discount of five (5) per
cent for each additional ten (10) permits shall apply up to a maximum discount of fifty (50) per
cent of the parking meter hood daily rate under section 14-424(a)(1),

(m) Whenever it ig determined by the city manager that the city or its parking utility would
benefit from the long-term lease of certain parking spaces, thé city manager is authorized to
enter into negotiations to lease between five (5) and thirty (30) off-street parking spaces to any
particular lessee under terms and conditions that the city manager deems advisable provided
that: .

(1) The annual rate per leased parking space is equal to the rate charged for parking
spaces located on the upper-most uncovered floors of existing city parking garages no
matter where the leased space is located, No discount shall he given for leasing five (5)

or more spaces.
(2) The city retains the right to change the location of the leased spaces at any time
dependent upon the needs of the city; however, if the city determines it is necessary to
move the leased spaces to another city lot, the lessee shall have the right to terminate
the lease effective as of the date of relocation,
(3) The city retains the right to terminate the lease at any time for any reason.
{Code 1964, § 12.766; Ord, No, 9873, § 1, 7-5-83; Ord. No. 10340, § 1, 10-16-84; Ord. No. 10418,
§ 1, 1-7-86; Ord. No. 10548, § 1, 4-16-85; Ord. No. 10668, § 1, 8-5-86; Ord. No. 10767, § 1,
10-21-85; Ord, No. 10893, § 1, 2-3-86; Ord. No. 10917, § 12, 2-17-86; Ord. No. 10924; § 1, 3-3-86;
Ord. No. 11376, § 1, 2-16-87; Ord. No. 11740, § 2, 1-4-88; Ord. No. 117483, § 1, 1-4-88; Ord; No.
118567, § 1, 4-18-88; Ord. No. 12708, § 1, 8-20-90; Ord. No. 12709, § 2, 8-20-90; Ord. No. 12787,
§ 1, 11-5-90; Oxd, No. 13983 § 1, 3-21-94; Ord, No. 14515 § 1, 6-19-95; Ord. No. 14616 § 1,
6-19-95; Ord. No. 14691 § 1, 11-20-95; Ord. No. 16732, § 1, 9-8-98; Ord. No, 16856, § 1, 1-4-99;
Ord. No. 16148, § 1, 9-7-39; Ord. No. 16223, § 1, 11-1-99; Ord, Ne, 17011, § 1, 9-17-01; Ord, No.
17146, § 1, 1-22-02; Ord. Ne, 19036, § 1, 5-15-06; Ord. No. 19766, § 1, 12-17-07; Ord. No. 19819,
§ 1, 2-18-08; Ord. No. 20047, § 1, 9-16-08)

Sec, 14-354. Reserved parking; county vehicles, _

When signs are placed, erected or installed giving notice thereof, it shall be unlawful for any
person to park a vehicle between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p,m., Monday through Friday,
in the following designated municipal parking lot spaces except clearly marked county
vohicles: ,

(1) Municipal parking lot, Christian Church lot, located at the southeast corner of Ash and

Ninth Streetas, the eleven (11) spaces immediately south of Ash Street which are

adjacent to Ninth Street.
(Ord. No, 11785, § 1, 2-15-88; Ord. No. 13073, § 1, 8-19-91; Ord. No. 14461 § 1, 4-17-95; Ord.

No. 14882 § 1, 6-17-96)
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In the fall of 2007, the city put out a request for proposal for the design and development of the new
parking structure at Fifth and Walnut. Eight firms responded and three were placed on the shortlist and
interviewed. At the interview, they EACH were all told that this would be for two structures; one at
Fifth and Walnut and one at Short and Walnut.

As a result of those interviews, two separate contracts were taken to the City Council. The Short Sireet
project confract was taken to the council in January of 2008. This contraci was only for a Phase I, to
bring back to counsel several design concepts. That contract was signed and executed and Walker was
given a notice to proceed. Subsequently the developer at that time lost his funding and Walker was
asked not to do anything further. No funding has been drawn down on that contract; which still exists
as a valid confract. The contract tonight is an expansion of that one because the developer now has a

TIF and ahs his funding in place with a specific timetable.

The Parking Needs Assessment

In the fall of 2010 the city did not see this as a conflict of interest with Walker (to conduct the patking
needs assessment), The purpose was merely an extension of the existing focus but now to determine
the precise off street parking; needs in 2011. The developments on Orr street had changed
significantly, there was now going to be a new apartment complex at Walnut and College, and there
have been other business changes {o this sector of the community. So as an extension to their current
focus, we asked Walker to take the recent downtown Charretie and the Sasakki Report, and combine
all of this with very solid and factual data; to give us a “need”. This was never intended to be a report
to “justify” the construction of a facility. It was only intended to quantify the need for the size of the
structure that would be built . . .. if any was built at all.

Mr, Thomas says that Walker planned - or wrote their report toward - a “worst-case” scenario; which
may be the case. But, the report was recommending 525 spaces and the city is now only considering a
300 space facility. Therefore the city tempered the report from the consultant and didn’t take it at face
value. We made a judgment, but at ieast now we had some concrete data which was specifically

focused on this area of the community.
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505 Davis Road
DATE: 3/2] /] ] Elgin, IL 60123

Ken K ' Yoice: 847.697.2640

To: en Roopmans Fax: 84_7.697.7439 _
COMPANY: CHY of COlUmbiO, MO wwew . walkerporking.com
ADDRESS: 126 North Tenth Skreei
CITY/STATE: Columbia, MO 65205-6015
CC: '

HARD COPY 1O Folow: No

FROM: | David W. Ryan, P.E.
PROJECT NAME: Short Sireet Porklng Supply/ Demc:nd Sludy
PROJECT NUMBER: 31-6849.60 _
SUBJECT: Response for Council Meeting
" Ken,

We have reviewed the questions from Mr. lan Thomas included in Your e-mail dated 3/21/11 and offer
the following responses. The numbers below correspond with the item numbers included in Mr. Thomas’

e-mail.

1. Conflict of Interest

» The objective of the Short Street Parking Supply/Demand study was to provide dato relalive to
the parking within the study area. The objective of the study was nol lo recommend the
construction of a parking structure. It was undersiood throughout the process that the parking
structure was part of the Regency Hotel redevelopment and the City was looking for daia to
support the size of the structure. The objeciives are noted in the Iniroduction section of the
report on page 1.

« The parking study is based on data collected during occupancy counts during two “lypical”
parking doys within the study area. The data collecled is faclual and not adjusted to impact
the study in any specific way.

e As directed by the City, the H3 Studio Charrelte Report {H3 Charrette) dated 10/08/2010
was used as the basis of determining future parking demand generators and any addiiions or
reduclions to the existing parking supply. The H3 Charrette reporl was developed
independently and our report makes no fulure demand assumplions other than those
presenled in the H3 Charrelte. :

o Walker is often hired to perform a porking supply/demand study to defermine the

' approximate size of a parking structure prior fo being selected or authorized for design
services. The generalion of the repori is an independent exercise to develop facls about
parking in a specific area. It would be unethical for Walker, as a licensed professional
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. corporation as well as for the principals involved in the project (all licensed professionals) to

altempt lo alter the results of a siudy to achieve a predetermined outcome.

2. Unjustified conflation with the recommendations of the “H3 Charrette”.

To develop the future supply ond demand analysis, we solicited input from the City with
respect to future development within the siudy area.  As directed by the Cily, the H3
Charrefle was used as the basis of the parking supply/demand study to determine future
demand generators and any additions or reductions to the current parking supply. In
addition, information was also solicited from the public in a meeting conducled by Walker
and the Cily {October 27, 2010). At that time, no additional recommendations were made
and there were no objections to the use of the H3 Charrette as the basis for future projeclions.
It is noled in both the Executive Summary {page iii} and in the Conclusion {page 21} that we
have not considered any added parking supply associated with the development projecls
noted in the H3 Charretie. 1t is also noted that this omission was intentional because the City
may allow zoning varialions developmenis within close proximily fo the proposed structure,
and that any additional supply of parking provided with the developments would effeclively
reduce the overall projecied deficit.

The Executive Summary {page ii) acknowledges that the projections made are based on full
development of the projects cited in the H3 Charretle. This wos the basis of the sludy and any
developments that do not come to fruition or are eliminated from consideration would
effectively reduce the projected parking deficit.

It is acknowledged in the Future Conditions section {page 12} that it is “highly unlikely” that
ali the development scenarios presenied within the H3 Charreite will occur exacily as
described, also that the report was used as a tool to project future demand. Developmenis
that do not occur or changes fo fhe proposed developments will have an impact on the
pr0|ecied parking deficit.

3. Plonnmg for “Peck Demand”.

The occupancy count days selecied for the report were provided by the Cily and intentionally
selected as days that represent “ypical weekday aclivity in downiown Columbia”, as noted in
the Executive Summary (page ii) under the Critical Findings section. The peak demand as
referenced in the repori reflects the peak demand on a “iypical” day in downtown Columbia.
These dates were specifically selected to not correspond with special events such as the
festivals noted or a University of Missouri football game.

In addition to specifically selecting “typical” days, shared parking was used to develop o
more appropriale parking demand model. The shared parking model considers that a user
may park in the same space lo visit multiple destinations, effectively reducing the parking
demand accordingly. -

4. Neglect of difference between on-street and offstreet parking demand. .
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5. Failure
[ ]

The report looks at the current supply and demond of the offstreel and on-sireet spaces
independently to determine on=sireet vs. offsireet demand. In projecting a future surplus or
deficit, the report combines the peak demand io provide an overall surplus or deficit number
for the eniire parking system. Combined demand is used to project future conditions because
we have no practical way to ascerlain the fulure demogrophlc of onsireet vs. offsfreet
parking demand.

The study acknowledges an off-sireet surplus within the siudy area in the Parking Adequacy
seclion [page 4). Additionally, in the Parking Adequacy Conclusions section (page 9),
recommendations are provided for addressing the exisling, heavily used onsireet parking
spaces with the understanding that these spaces are the most desirable and utilized.

of data to suppori suggested need.

The peak parking demands referenced were not randomly selected; rather they were based
on acival demand observed during the occupancy counts.

Effective supply is ulilized at the rales indicaled to provide a useable parking system that
allows users access to available spaces. The demand is compared to effective supply with the
goal of providing a parking system where users con relatively quickly locate available spaces
rather thon searching for the last space ovailable. '

The report shows there is currenily a parking surplus within the siudy area, and also
acknowledges there are blocks within the study area that are over 95% occupied. The goal
of the report is to provide facls regarding the existing supply, not to suggest a current parking
shoriage.

6. Assumplion about walking radius.

7. Summary:

The walking distances used in conjunciion with the repori were developed by Walker and
published in an arficle tilled “How Far Should Parkers Have to Walk”2 The article has been
published in-several trade publications including Urban Land ond Porking magazines (copy
oftached). The distances referenced provide a general rule of thumb regarding accepiable
walking distances between parking location and destination.

The future parking deficit number was essentially reduced by using only the results within
walking distances A and B. The goal was to capture future supply and demand numbers that
have an impact on the overall use of the proposed struciure; moreover, if walking distances
further from the siructure were included in the final recommendation, the number of spaces
required would be 977, not the 422 noted in the Conclusion {page 22). Our
recommendalion assumes that localions within walking distances A and B will most likely
utilize the proposed parking siruclure.

As indicated, the H3 Charrette was the basis for our projection of future supply and demand;
iherefore, we are in full agreement that the Council should look closely at these assumptions.
Any changes made to our assumptions will impact the final results.
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o The future deficit considers the parking system as a whole; moreover, we agree that
additional offsireet parking will not solve the on-sireet parking issve and recommend, as
suggested, that the recommendations noted in the Parking Adequacy Conclusions {page 10)

be considered.

"Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the responses proﬁded above or need any
additional information at this time.

Thanks,

Dave




BY MARY S. SMITH AND
THOMAS A, BUTCHER

p. 7i¢ Of the most frequently asked
) questions in any parking plan-
" ning process is; How far can we

expect people to walk from a parking facility
to their ultimate destinations?

Yet while most parking consultants will tell
you there are generally accepted rules of
thumb, no two consultants answer that ques-
tion in quite the same way,

Mazy S, Smith ond Thottes A Burdzer arz Vice Presidents of W(dkcr
Parking Lamuimrrl’s/mgmeem Walker fias 11 offices aeross the U5,
ot ehigh it manages parking projects thioughou the word, This
niicte is o expanded version of *Parkers as Pedesnions,” which
oppexrredd &y the Jine 1994 i issie of Urban Land, @ p.!d:.l'rmnon of the
{bem Land !ﬂsmme -
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How Far Should Parkers Have to Walk?

The primaty cause for lack of con-
sensus is thal there are different factors
that affect different situations. For
instance; parking designers vsually call
for maximum walking distances
between 300 and 600 feet for retail cus-
lomers, bul betiveen 1,200 and 1, 500
feel for employee parkinig, Distanices
iricrease everi more when you fook at
spec:al event standards: maximum
walking distances accepted for theme
parks, stadiums and avenas reach as
high-as2 X0 feet, -

‘One feason we talk in tenns of

*niles of thumb" is that here are no
deimihve stariclards or guidelmes for
the mdusiry The fost widely quoted
veferénce on pedesiran design in the
architeetoral and ransponiation press ls
an-older book, Pedestrian Flanning and
Design, by John J. Frain, PhD
(Refetenct l), upon which we have
refied heaw!y for this anicle,

In his book, Frein asserts that “there
are indicalions that the Iolenb!e hmu
of hunan walking distance i morg
_ srtuahcme!ated than eneriy- refated.”

The tolerable walking distance for "a
given design situatlon is réfated to such
factors as the trip purpose of the
individual, the avaitable time and the
watking envlronment”

We wmﬂd expand Fruin's list of
variables affeclmg acceptable \-.'a]}\mg
distance to Irclude the types of users;

frequency of occurence or use, the
farniliarity of the user wilh the laczh{y,
the perr_epimn of securily, the expecta:

- tions anid coneerns of the user, the
degree ol weallier prolection provided
along the path of Iravel, the perception
or absence of bamiers or conﬂu,ts alcug
the pathi of travel, and the cast of alle:
natives 1o walkmg itany.

-Another reason we can rely only on
m!es of lhumb is bB( -ause umll mccnt-
be litile more than a necgsv,gw ewl to

_ any land-use development. -As a result,
many elements of imetional design
lhave been addressed wilh these rules

- of twunb, whiich are applied across the
board lo every lype of patking profect.

In recenl years, however, property

‘owhiers and developéers have come o

recognize that parking is the first aric)
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last impression afforded to both visitois
and employees. As sucl;, théy are
becoming increasingly determined to
make the parking facility reflect and be
compatible with the image of the com-
plex as a whole.

Because each owner has a different
yision of mission for the property, the:
appropriate walking distance and other
design paramelers will not be the same
even for complexes with the same land
uses. Forexample, the neighborhood
shﬁppmg center will have different

parking convenience needs than either
o high fashion center or a regional mall.

With fhis change i philosophy,
Tulgs of thumb no longer provide ade-
quate g'tiides for parking desigo.

The Lﬂﬁ Appmanh

tn order o evaluate he qualitative vari-
ables in parkmg design in a syslematic
and logical way, Walker Parking
Consul mmﬂﬁngmeem has developed
the level of service (LOS) approach to

' parkmg d@slgn Borowed from the

traffic o engmeenng profession, it allows
us 1o consider a varety of variables
affecting acceptability of such design
decisions as parking stall and aisle
widths, aming radil, entiy and exit.
queumg standards, and s}cpmg of park-
irig floors and express ramps.

" Thelevel of service classification
system is similar 1o the grading system
used in schools; LOS A'is the bestor
Jde*\l perfonnance LOS Bis good, Cis
average, and D is below average but
mmlmailyacceplable LOSEisthe
approximate point of failure, and LOSF
desciibes gridlock conditions.

“The LOS systen is used to reflect the
ncceplablmy by the users of & commu
nity of certaln parareters. Most road-
svays Mt ave new or are being _
improved are desigred to attain a LOS
oL C or betier. LOS D i 1olerated by
commutels in our niajoy urbain centers
Jike Newy Yoik, Los Angeles and Chicago;
and effotis to mmgale the conditiohs
woulld not be inftiated unless the LOS
dropstoEoreven F. Inasmall town, a
street condition of LOS B may generate

“ an otitcry Jor tralfic improvements,

- Similarly, kssues related specifically
to the parkinig patron can be reflected

b)-' a Ievel of setvice approach. Inmany
cases the spcr:lfc: type of user plays a
major yole, even within the same land-
usié type. Js the lypical user a family
going lo a theme park (perhaps loaded
down with strollers and diaper bags) or

@ group of adult fends going to a foot-

hall game? Is it an elderly couple
meating (he l'arnlly at the alrpoit or a

business mveler? Are there hansporta-

lion altematives forthe user? Is the user
ashopper who has anumber of loca-
tion choices or a visilor who comes to-
lhe site for a specific reason that witl not

:hf: heavily influenced by parking conve-
hience, such’as A visit o a specific doc-

tor? How long is the pérson going to
stay — a few minutes or all day: Are
there o v*mely of parklng nptlons at

various prices and walking disiances

‘such a8 i a central business dlslncl?

How. often does the user park inthe
samie facllity: every:day or oncea year?

s it 4 siressful siluation, snch as
huriyiiig (o the airport or going to the
hospital, or a more Tauline commute
o1 shopping nig?

The individual parker’s cxpcchlions ‘
also are impontant. Is the location sub-
urban or urban? Is the lot an overflow
location at the regl{mal shoppmg

denter used only al Chiistmas season m"

alatinfrontofa slnplconvemence
center? Isit 'ispmni everil whera.:
cangwmn and long walking dlqmnces
are anlicipated or a suburban office
park wheré convenjence is pant of the
markeling of the buildiog o tenants?
Bita cmpomte headquaﬁms wheré
the image of the corporation is an issue
ora speculative office bullding,

Securily also is an element per-
ceived by the user; will hefshe be
hunymg to raverse e arca as qu;c.:kly
as passible, or will the person feel cam-
fortable enough to walk a fairly long
distance? Major iar!ms that alfeci the
perception of securily include lime of
dy, the neighborhood, the general
auwnly levels and !s;,htmg

Wilh all these dillerent variablos, it is

‘edisy tosee why it has been difficult to

sel precise Standards We do feel, how-
ever, that it Is possible to rlwc:!c:p such
standards.

I 'each of the above questions and




situations, a somewhat betler lovel of
seiviee is needed 10 salisfy the former
than the latier type of user, Wealso
ight desagn 1o dlifferent levels of ser
vice at different points within the sys-
tern, For anmple, we consider hat the
parking used on avezage or typicat days
at shopping cemem shoild be
designed for LOS A; for busy Samrdays
LOS B should bis maintained; and the
parkam, that cml;,r gels uﬁed fo:a few.
‘hours on the thisfest days of the yéar
ighl be desi_n_,ned fm’ LOS C. We
usually design aiq:mrt parkmg for LOS
A, although, cecasionally, we drop to
B for longlerm, frequent ﬂ;,'er parkmg

ﬂther lssues
Other issues affecm‘:g -.valkm,i, dislance
-are relaled to the pddh of travel jtsell..
‘Based on oiir experience and aviilable
Hterature, we have deferminéd theie
‘are it heist fovr variables refaled to
path of travel; dégree of weather pro-
tection, climate, Ene of sight (Can the .
‘parker see the destination from the
parking space?) and *friction” (inter<
ruplions and mm:.ham!:» on the path of
travel such as crossing sireels with or
without traffic - signals, and iatoral aricd
: pgrclmlogacal banters such 43 raihoad
tracks ord chaﬂge n ne:ghhorhmd)
To fully reflect all path-oHravel vari-
ablesina classifiealion of wakkmg dis: -
tance by level of service would require
an overly eomplex matrix. Aftersome
studly, however, wé found thﬂt the
degree of wealher protection is the
miost erflical vanable We fuﬂ‘hw
decided that acc,emalﬂe wa!kmg dis-
tam_ex enlircly within i parking ﬁclllly
are shorter than those for urban side-
walks, pedestian bridges or inside
buildings such as aimports. Because the
userofa famhty walks downa paﬂ;mg
alsle or follows a path between cars o

reach the clovatoer, & high degree of
“riction” exdsts for this system. Also,
since parking struciures are generally
perceived as being less safe than open
sutface lols, the distinclions between
walking within parking lals and struc.
hures shovld be recognized.

lherefore, we have determined the
level of service of walking distances for
five different typos of circumstances.
The first three reflect degrees of protec-
lion alond & dedicated path of travel
(i.2.; mot wilhin 3 parking facility):

D lota!ly unpmtecled

(2) covered to reduce the effecls of

R or snoi;, and

{3) climate controfled suchasina -
pedestiian bridge.

The final two categories are:-

(!) walkmg within & surface paﬂung )

lot, and
()] walldng within a [mrking strue-
ture oy garage.

The iable below presents olir Tecom-

mended gradax:on of maximum ,
at:(,epiahle walking distance for Jevels of
senvice A through D, which s the lowest
level that would be used under design

(,,II’CUJ'I'LS‘QHCES. We have not tred to

,‘dclermme a distiction between B
(ihe point. o[ failure)} and I (gddlock),

E.x;)enencc haos' shoum lh'll climate
in the Jocality is ot a primary { fac[or

-There are few, if any, places in the |

United States that have a tnly deat
walkmg climate year round. Heat can
be just as d:scoumgmg io w*alkmg as

cold —min just as discoliraging o
‘snow. Cerlainlya perlect day increases

the acceplable walking distances and
would probably increase to the maxi-
mum walking dlslanr:fs in climale-
controlied scmngs. in the few localities

wherc perfect weather is the yearyound -

non, we recommend that the climate-

,;contm]led figures on the lable be used.

‘The maximuny walking distance for--
“an uaprotecled path of fravel in a non-
. parking environment was delermined
- first, using severnl different ypes of

inforrnation,

FPruin’s Datxs

'The most Important determinant was
Pruin’s data on the relationship between

tha walking distance and the propottion

.of people whorchease to walk versus
‘those who chocse other modes of lravel,
“This dala came from an ongmfdesnna—
“lion swvey at the Port Authority Bus

Tenminal in midtown-Manhattan. This’

mniddown termtinal situation is probably
-8s close ko ideal for studying the point
“al which an unprotected watking dis-
‘lance goes from being minimally
‘acceptable to unaceeptables With a

walking distance of éss than 1, 000 feet,

virtually eveiyone chose fo walk, raller

than caich a bus, lake atad or Dlher

‘available ahemamfes

A common criteria for design in the
transponation and parkmg incustry is
the 85th percentile, 1., ohe selects a

'pammmer that is acceptab}e o &5 per
‘cend of the poputfation. Designirg fqr

the 100th parcentile is excessively
expensive; designing for the mear

‘Tesults in problems for 50 pércent of the
: populm:on In the mid town bus lermi-
“nal study, at a distance of about 2,500
{eet, &5 percenl chose to walk. [f the
'walk was a mile, abott half the people
‘chose to walk, Fruin was careful to.

note that the dala was collected on a
"fair spring day, resulting in longer
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walking clistances than would other-
wise have occumed in New York City.”

Fruin compated the above distances
to the “severely criticized™ maximum”
walking distances from cuibéide to
gates al such aimporis as O'Hare (1735
feet), Alanta (1730 feet), Dallas/Fort
Worth (DFW) (1,650 feet) and San
Francisco (1,300 feel) Los Andeles,
Kennedy, Miami and Delroit each had
maximumi distarices of about 1, 100 feet.

Thie aipxor Walkmg fuiths would:
be privirarily. in Protected, chnmle—

_ conlmlled spaces. However, peopk* _
may be hunying to catch a p]anc fired
after a long bugiiess day; or toting
¢hildren, strollers and camy-on
lugigage. Also, the lolad walking
iiistances from ]:aarkmg space to gate
wouk! be substont fally longer.

Fruin noted !h':l interlerminal
distances ot those aliponts mnge from

2,000 to more than 8,000 feet. Some of -
the interterminal pedestian comec-
tions are indoor, while others are
unprotected. Most peopk* use the
interlemina) bui§ service at the longer
distanices. (it is interesting to note that

-since publication of Fruin’s ook,

- hoving sidewalks have been’ addcd k()

" O'Hare, both in the terminal and
between elevalor cores in the garages;
and a peoplentover has been adided to
the pedestiian terminal o the American
concousg st DAV)

- For speclal events, several refer-
ences (3.3) have ched 150010 2,000
feel a5'a reasonable walking distance,

. For university campuses (ustally a
LOS G or D condition), our exlensive
experience with parking studies has
found that a su:,mficant numbicr of stu-
denis will walk @s far as a wile In good
weather, rather i wait for the univer- _

sily shuttle bus, However, the usage of
ihe shu llle system increases sh'lmiyjn
pocr wealher, The students will not
park in distant lots (move than 1,500 o

. 2,000 feet) al all if shukile seivice is not
avatlable to provide protection on poor
weallier days.

City Walldng

In cities such as Chicago, nnccdoni
pnalysis of cormmuter wa!klng dislances
indicates that 1,600 feet is a realistic
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maximum for LOS D for typical weather
conditions. _

The LOS A unprotecied walking
distances in our chan also were devived
from sources that cited similay hr;ursﬁ
Sever! (2.3) cited an ideal walkmg
distance inside the ring road at major
shapping cenlars as 400 feel; this dis-
fance also has been found to be a rea-
sonable maximum walking distance for
shnppem in centra) business (IISIHCL&
Onesource (3).cited 350 feel as tie ideal
walking distancé for hcx:.pual pmi-:mg

Thcrefow. the accepmble maxinmum
unprotected walking distances have
been scaled from LOS A of 400 feet 1o
LGOS D of 1,600 feet. The: protecled
xﬂjkmq distancés were scaled from 500
feet for LOS A 10 2,000 fect for 108D,
an incrense of 25 percent over the

tinprotected distances, The fair weather

bus terminal study, our ewpenences
with lll]l‘f&?bli}f sludent pc,rkmg and tha
aiport data cited by Fruin led us lo
scale the climatecontrolled walking
distemeas hrom 1,000 feet for LOS A to

- 5200 ee! Gust under a mile) for LOS D.

‘;‘gfc,_undeﬁt__and that it is considered
“ideal” (e, LOS A) in the abiport
industry to provide a moving sidewalk
or other people-rnover if the watking
distarice Inside the terminal, and thus
under clhimate-controlled circum-
stances, exceeds 1,000 feet,

‘Where there i& Triction-alon gthe
pedestrian p"uh of travel, siich as stieets
to'cross and traffic signals; the aceepl-
able walking distanice may be’ reduced
by 25 percent or more,

For surface loi walking distances,
we have refled on a number of enpen-
enices and anecdotes in the design of
pm‘kmg for *'-hopplng centers and other
uses such as theme parks. We ther fur-
(her discotiniéd the walking distances
within parkmgalmclurﬁ It shold be
noled that the acceptable walking
distances we have given are substantial-
ly longer than those published by one
ol the authos (Reference 4) becatise of
additional experience gzuned willy
megas!mclures {more than 3,000 park-
Ing spaces) since the book, Parking
Stuctures; was publtshed i 1989,

A path of rave) often includes
componetts from saverl of the above

categories and conditions. In these
cases acceptabie fotal path i3 less Lhan
the lotal path in clmme{onlml(ed cit-
cumgtances for a LOS ong noteh below
the 105 tsed-for ihe Individual compo-
nents, For awamplu, an airport to be
desi gned for LOS A would want 1o have
amaximum pall of travel of 300 feet
from the parking space lo the elevator
viithin a parking fﬂuluy. and a weather-
protecied path of ad more than 500 feel
from the elevator lobby to 1he terminal.
Theie may then be a clirtatecontrolled
path of no more thai 1,000 feet from
the entrance 1o the terminal io the gate,
The overall path of travel should not
exceed 2,400 feet (LOS B).
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