
Council members
present:

Absent:

Columbia City Council Pre-Council Minutes
Monday, April 4, 2011 - 6:00 p.m.

Conference Rooms 1A and 18 - City Hall
Columbia, Missouri

Mayor McDavid, Paul Sturtz, Jason Thornhill, Gary Kespohl,
Daryl Dudley, Laura Nauser, and Barbara Hoppe

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.

8103-11 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 (8) - 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--,-7.-"'5---,-1,-,1__

MOTION TO AMEND:

MADE BY: _

SECONDED BY: _

MOTION: I 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 strikeout; material added to
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 east of the intersection
of North Tower Drive and Prathersville Road (1775 and 1785
ana 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--'-7-'<6_-1'--'1__

MOTION TO AMEND:

MADE BY: _

SECONDED BY: _

MOTION: I move that Council Bill B 76-11 be amended as set forth on this amendment
sheet.

==========================================

Material deleted from the original bill is shown in strikeout; material added to
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
(U7a-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.



Director:
Code reference:

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

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

General information
Location: 5th Floor Daniel Boone Building
Staff: 12 pennanent full-time, 2 temporary full-time
FY2011 Budget: $1.4 million
Funding: General fund local and federal fonnula grant sources
Divisions: Planning (development services, transportation planning, historic

preservation) and Community Development (housing programs
and housing and community development grant administration and
planning)
Tim Teddy
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 pennits - reports to Board ofAdjustment
Demolition pennit 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 (CATS0)

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 Plano
Safe Routes to School Grants
Transportation Enhancement Grants
Transportation hnprovement Program (annual)*
Travel demand modeling (roadway plan analysis)
Unified Planning Work Program (annual)*

Housing and Community Development
Annual Action Plano
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 (S-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 appointed .
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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 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

(benchmark: reduction of dependence on other staff to obtain case file
information)
• Integration ofplans 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)
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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 Charrette Report, which documents
community driven planning and identification of
downtown Columbia.

Summary

Using the 2009 LEED Neighborhood
Development Rating 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. Evaluation 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 Charrette Report.
Evaluation of this charrette scenario
identified possible code or ordinance
hurdles to sustainable development goals
forth by LEED-ND. These hurdles were
summarized 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 charrette scenario and the
identification of action items resulting from this evaluation are applicable to sustainable
development strategies anywhere in Columbia.



Action Items

From all of the items set forth by the 2009 LEED Neighborhood Development Rating System
the report identified a more concise list of items to be investigated by the City of Columbia
Planning Department and a list of items to be integrated by developers into 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 streets
- On-street parking
- Sidewalk additions and widths
- On-site stormwater retention
- On-site wastewater reuse

Developer Action Items

• Address the following items as preferred by the 2009 LEED Neighborhood
Development Rating System:

Residential and non-residential densities
- 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 irrigation
Preferred sidewalk widths
Enclosed transit shelters and enclosed bike storage
Publicly accessible recreation facilities
On-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 future sustainable development in
Columbia.



§ 14-392 COLUMBIA CODE

(2) Gri••um 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 esst 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 uulawful for any person to stop, stand or park a vehicle in any of the
hereinafter 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 affixed to such vehicle.

(1) Municipal 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 comer of Sixth Street and Walnut, and
northeast of the Fire-Police Building.

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

(4) Municipal Lot No.7. Located nOlth ofAsh Street, between Eighth and Ninth Streets.
(Code 1964, § 12.635; Ord. No. 14882 § I, 6-17-96; Ord. No. 17159. § 1, 2-4·02)

---> Sec. 14-393. Parking fees for unmetered off'street facilities.

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

First, second, third and fourth floors

Monthly

$60.00

Quarterly

$175.00

¥early

$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 anyone 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 hereby established:

Monthly

$40.00

Supp. No. 71

Quarterly

$115.00

1126

¥early

$440.00



MOTOR VEHICLES AND TRAFFIC § 14-393

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

-Monthly

$40.00

Quarterly

$115.00

}early -

$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 north of Walnut Street, the following rates are hereby
established:

Monthly

$40.00

Quarterly

$115.00

}early

$440.00

(e) For a parking permit for parking in all nondesignated parking spaces in the municipal
lot located at the southeast corner ofAsh and Ninth Streets which are on the nOl'th side of the
lot adjacent to Ash Street, the eleven (11) spaces on the north side of the centerisland and the
space l'eserved for the minister of the First Christian Church, the following rates are hereby
established:

Monthly
$40.00

Quarterly
$116.00

Yearly
$440.00

(f) For a pm'king permit for parking in parking spaces in designated areas of the municipal
parking plaza located south of Walnut Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets, the
following rates are hereby established:

(1) 'Thp tier
(2) Fourth floor, third floor the NE and SW

Sections, and the north 'h ofthe bottom
tier

Monthly

$50.00
60.00

Quarterly

$146.00
176.00

"Yearly

$660.00
660.00

For a designated pal'king space in the municipal parking 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 (6) per cent when purchased in groups of
five (6) or more by anyone individual, business or agency.

A fee of five dollars ($5.00) 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 located at the southeast comer ofBroadway and Providence Road, the following rates are
hereby established:

Supp. No. 71 1127



§ 14·393

Monthly

$40.00

COLUMBIA CODE

Quarterly

$116.00

Yearly

$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:

(1) First, second and third floors
(2) Top tier (uncovered) _

Monthly

$60.00
60.00

Quarterly

$176.00
146.00

Yearly

$660.00
650.00

For a designated parking space in the municipal parking structure located at the southeast
corner ofTenth 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 anyone individual, business or agency.

(i) 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 southwest
corner ofSixth and Cherry Streets, the following rates are hereby established:

(1) First, second and third floors
(2) Top tier (uncovered)

Monthly

$60.00
60.00

Quarterly

$176.00
145.00

Yem'ly

$660.00
550.00

For a designated parking space in the municipal parking structure located at the southwest
corner ofSixth and Cheny 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 anyone individual, business 01' agency.

(j) Violations. No person shall park in nondesignated parking spaces without a hangtag 01'

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 be
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
temporary public parking lots. Parking spaces on temporary public parking lots shall be rented
only on a monthly basis at the rate offorty dollars ($40.00) per month.

SUpp.ND.71 1128



MOTOR VEHICLES AND TRAFFIC § 14-394

(I) The director of public works may issue special daily p",:king permits for unmetered
off-street parking facilities to licensed businesses that need additional parking for their
customers or guests. The director is authorized to make rules governing the issuance and
revocation ofsuch permits. The fee for these special 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 offifty (50) per
cent of the parking meter hood daily rate under section 14-424(a)(1).

(m) Wheneverit is determined by the city manager that the city or its parking utility would
benefit from the long-term lease of certain parking spaces, the 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 p",..king
spaces located on the upper-most uncovered flom's of existing city pm'king garageil no
matter where the leased space is located. No discount shall)e 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 ofthe 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, 7-5-83; Ord. No. 10340, § 1, 10-16·84; Ord. No. 10416,
§ 1, 1·7-85; Ord. No. 10548, § 1, 4-15-85; Ord. No. 10668, § 1, 8-5-85; 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, § I, 2-16·87; Ord. No. 11740, § 2, 1·4-88; Ord. No. 11743, § 1, 1-4·88; Ord:No.
11857, § 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; Ord. 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. 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. 19819,
§ 1, 2-18·08; Ord. No. 20047, § 1, 9-16·08)

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 of7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday,
in the following designated municipal parking lot spaces except clearly marked county
vehicles:

(1) Municipal parking lot, Christian ChUl'ch lot, located at the southeast comer ofAsh and
Ninth Streets, 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; O,·d.
No. 14882 § 1, 6-17-96)

Supp. No. 71 1128.1



In the fall of2007, the city put out a request for proposal for the design and development of the new
parking stmcture 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 stlUctures; 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 of2008. 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 ails his funding in place with a specific timetable.

The Parking Needs Assessment

In the fall of201 0 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 Charrette 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 constlUction of a facility. It was only intended to quantifY the need for the size of the
stlUcture that would be built. . .. ifany 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 ajudgment, but at least now we had some concrete data which was specifically
focused on this area of the community.





Director:
Code reference:

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

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

General information
Location: Slh Floor Daniel Boone Building
Staff: 12 permanent full-time, 2 temporary full-time
FY2011 Budget: $1.4 million
Funding: General fund local and fllderal 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)
Tim Teddy
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 - reports to Board ofAdjustment
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 Plano
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 Plano
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 I 13-09A)
Loan & Grant Committee***

•• City-County-MoDOT agency. Membership established in by-laws.
••• City Manager appointed .
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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 zoniug)

Adapting the CD division to new fiscal realities (federal budget cuts)

Major challenges
Integrated tracking and information systems (HTE and beyond)

• Uniform, consistent standards ofservice 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 ofreports; 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

(benchmark: reduction of dependence on other staff to obtain case file
information)
• Integration ofplans 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)
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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 Charrette Report, which documents
community driven planning and identification of development priorities for areas near

downtown Columbia. '- ~~iti.;~~rI' .~ '. ':. ';
Summary

Using the 2009 LEED Neighborhood
Development Rating 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. Evaluation 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 Charrette Report.
Evaluation of this charrette scenario
identified possible code or ordinance
hurdles to sustainable development goals
forth by LEED-ND. These hurdles were
summarized 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 charrette scenario and the
identification of action items resulting from this evaluation are applicable to sustainable
development strategies anywhere in Columbia.



Action Items

From all of the items set forth by the 2009 LEED Neighborhood Development ~ating System
the report identified a more concise list of items to be investigated by the City of Columbia
Planning Department and a list of items to be integrated by developers into 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 streets
- On-street parking
- Sidewalk additions and widths
- On-site stormwater retention
- On-site wastewater reuse

Developer Action Items

• Address the following items as preferred by the 2009 LEED Neighborhood
Development Rating System:
- Residential and non-residential densities

Project internal connectivity and multi-modal transportation
Building reuse and form-based codes for historic preservation
Integration of on-site storrnwater retention
Application of native plants in landscaping and the minimization of irrigation
Preferred sidewalk widths
Enclosed transit shelters and enclosed bike storage
Publicly accessible recreation facilities
On-site recyclables and waste collection

Conclusion

While developers rnust 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 developrnent priorities, and promote future sustainable development in

Columbia.
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(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 esst of
the MKT Railrosd 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 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 affixed to such vehicle.

(1) Municipal Building lot. The south thirty (30) fee"t ofthe west one hundred (100) feet of
the paved srea south of the municipal building and the paved area immediately east
of euch building.

(2) Fire, Police Building lot. At the southeast comer of Sixth Street and Walnut, and
northeast of the Fim-Police Building.

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

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

---> Sec. 14-393. Parking fees for unmetel'ed off-street facilities.

(a) For a parking permit for parking in a nondesignated unmetered psrking space in the"
municipal parking garsge locsted at the northeast corner of Eighth and Cherry Streets, the
following rates are hereby established.

First, second, third and fourth floOl's

Monthly

$60.00

Quarterly

$175.00

Yearly

$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 he discounted by five (5) per cent when purchased in groups of
five (5) or more by anyone individual, business or agency.

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

Monthly

$40.00

Supp. No. 71

Quarterly

$115.00

1126

Yearly

$440.00
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(e) For a parking permit for parking in designated pm'king spaces in Municipal Lot No.7,
located north ofAsh Street between Eighth and Ninth Streets. the following rates are hereby
established:

-Monthly

$40.00

Quarterly

$116.00

Y<!al'ly

$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 north ofWalnut Street, the following rates are hereby
established:

Monthly

$40.00

Quarterly

$116.00

Yearly

$440.00

(e) For a perking permit for parking in all nondesignated parking spaces in the municipal
lot located at the southeast corner ofAsh and Nillth Streets which are on the north side of the
lot adjacent to Ash Street, the eleven (11) spaces on the north side ofthe center island and the
space reserved for the minister of the First Christian Church, the following rates are hereby
established:

Monthly
$40.00

Quarterly
$116.00

Yearly
$440.00

(f) For a pm'king permit for parking in parking spaces in designated ereas of the municipal
perking plaza located south of Walnut Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets, the
following rates ere hereby established:

(1) 'Thp tier
(2) Fourth floor, third floor the ME and SW

Sections, and the north ~ of the bottom
tier

Monthly

$50.00
60.00

Quarterly

$145.00
176.00

'Yearly

$660.00
660.00

For a designated parking space in the municipal parking 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 (6) per cent when purchased in groups of
five (6) or more by anyone individual, business or agency.

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

(g) For a parking permit for parking in all perking spaces in the west row of the municipal
lot located at the southeast corner ofBroadway and Providence Road, the following rates are
hereby established:

Supp. No. 71 1127
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Monthly

$40.00

COLUMBIA CODE

Quarterly

$116,00

Yearly

$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 ofTenth and Cherry Streets, the following rates are hereby established:

(1) First, second and third floors
(2) Top tier (uncovered) _

Monthly

$60.00
60.00

QUa/terly

$176.00
146.00

Yearly

$660.00
660.00

For a designated parking space In the municipal parking structure located at the southeast
corner ofTenth 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 anyone individual, business or agency.

(i) 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 southwest
corner of Sixth and Cherry Streets, the following rates are hereby established:

(1) First, second and third floors
(2) Thp tier (uncovered)

Monthly

$60.00
50.00

Quarterly

$176.00
145.00

Yearly

$660.00
650.00

For a designated parking space in the municipal parking structure located at the southwest
corner ofSixth and Cherry Streets, the rate is established at one hundt'ed 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 anyone 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 be
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
temporary public parking lots. Pro'king spaces on tempOl'ary public parkinglots shall be rented
only on a monthly basis at the rate offorty dollars ($40,00) per month.

Supp. No. 71 1128
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(I) The director of public works may issue special daily parking permits for unmetared
off·street parking facilities to licensed businesses that need additional pm'king for their
customers or guests. The director is authorized to make rules governing the issuance and
revocation ofsuch permits. The fee for these special daily parking permits shall be seventy-five
(75) per cent of the parking metal' hood daily rata under section 14-424(a)(I). 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 offifty (50) per
cent of the parking meter hood daily rate under section 14-424(a)(I).

(m) Wheneverit is determined by the city manager that the city orits parking utility would
benefit from the long-term lease of certain parking spaces, the 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 terme 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 floo,'s of existing city parking garages no
matter where the leased space is located. No discount shall)e 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 tbe needs of the city; bowever, 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 oftbe date ofrelocation.

(3) The city retains tbe rigbt to terminate tbe lease at any time for any reason.
(Code 1964, § 12.765; Ord. No. 9873, § 1, 7-5-83: Ord. No. 10340, § 1, 10-15-84; Ord. No. 10416,
§ 1, 1-7-85: Ord. No. 10548, § 1, 4-15-85: Ord. No. 10668, § 1, 8-5-85; Ord. No. 10767, § I,
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. 11743, § I, 1-4-88: Ord:No.
11857, § 1,4-18-88; Ord. No. 12708, § I, 8-20-90; Ord. No. 12709, § 2, 8-20-90; Ord. No. 12787,
§ 1, 11-5-90; Ord. No. 13983 § 1, 3-21-94; Ord. No. 14515 § 1, 6-19-95; Ord. No. 14516 § 1,
6-19-95; Ord. No. 14691 § I, 11-20·95; Ord. No. 15732, § 1; 9-8-98; 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: O,·d. No. 19036, § 1, 5-16-06; Ord. No. 19766, § 1, 12-17-07; Ord. No. 19819,
§ 1, 2-18·08; Ord. No. 20047, § 1, 9-16-08)

Seo. 14·394. Reserved parking; oounty vehioles.

When signs are placed, erected or installed giving notice thereof, it sball be unlawful for any
person to park a vehicle between tbe hours of7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., Monday tbrough Ftiday,
in the following designated municipal parking lot spaces except clearly marked county
vehicles:

(1) Municipal parking lot, Christian Church lot, located at the southeast corner ofAsh and
Ninth Streets, 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)

Supp. No. 71 1128.1





In the fall of2007, the city put out a request for proposal for the design and development of the new
parking structure at Fifth and Walnut. Eight finns 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 of2008. 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 of2010 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 detennine
the precise off street parking; needs in 20II. 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 Chanetle 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. . .. ifany 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.
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505 Davis Road
Etgin,ll 60123

Voice: 847.697.2640
Fox: 847.697.7439
www.wolkerporking.com

3/21/11

Ken Koopmans

Cily of Columbia, MO

126 North Tenth Street

Columbia, MO 65205·6015

DATE:

TO:

ADDRESS:

COMPANY:

CITY/STATE:

CC:

HARD COPY TO FOllOW: No

FROM: David W. Ryan, P.E.

PROJECT NAME: Short Street Porking Supply/Demand Study

PROJECT NUMBER: 31-6849.60

SUBJECT: Response for Council Meeting

Ken,

We have reviewed the questions from Mr. Ian Thomas included in your e-mail dated 3/21/11 and offer
the following responses. The numbers below correspond wilh Ihe ilem numbers included in Mr. Thomas'
e-mail.

1. Conflict of Interest
• The objective of the Short Street Porking Supply/Demond study was fa provide data relative 10

the porking wilhin the study area. The objeclive of the study was not to recommend Ihe
construction of a parking structure. It was understood throughout Ihe process Ihat the parking
sfructure was part of the Regency Hotel redevelopment and the Cily was looking for dala to
support the size of the structure. The objeelives are noted in the Introduction seelion of the
report on page 1.

• The parking study is based on data collected during occupancy counts during two "lypical"
parking days wilhin the study area. The data collected is faelual and nol adjusted to impact
the study in any specific way.

• As directed by the Cily, the H3 Studio Charrelte Report IH3 Charrelte) doted 10/08/2010
was used as the basis of determining future parking demand generators and any addilions or
reduelions to the existing parking supply. The H3 Charrelte report was developed
independently and our report makes no future demand assumptions other than those
presented in the H3 Chorrelte.

• Walker is often hired to perform a' parking supply/demand study to determine the
approximate size of a parking struelure prior to being seleeled or authorized for design
services. The generation of the report is an independent exercise to develop facts about
parking in a specific orea. It would be unethical for Walker, as a licensed professional
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corporation os well as for Ihe principals involved in the projeel (all licensed professionals) to
allempt to alter the results of a study to ochieve 0 predetermined outcome.

2. Unjustified conflation wilh the recommendations of the "H3 Charrelle".
• To develop the future supply and demand analysis, we solicited input from the City with

respect to future development within the study area. As direeled by the City, the H3
Charrelle was used as the basis of the parking supply/demand study 10 determine future
demand generalors and any additions or reduelions to Ihe current parking supply. In
addition, information was also solicited from the public in a meeting condueled by Walker
and the City (October 27, 2010). At thaI time, no additional recommendations were made
and there were no objections to the use of the H3 Charrelle as the basis fodulure projeelions.

• It is noted in both the Executive Summary (page iii) and in the Conclusion (page 21) that We
have not considered any added parking supply associated wilh the development projeels
noted in the H3 Charrelle. It is also noted that this omission was intentional because the City
may allow zoning variations developmenls within close proximity to the proposed struelure,
and that any additional supply of parking provided with the developments would effectively
reduce the overall projeeled deficit.

• The Executive Summary (page ii) acknowledges that the projeelians made are based on full
development of the prajeels cited in the H3 Charrelle. This was the basis of the study and any
dev~lopments that do not come to fruition or are eliminated from consideration would
effectively reduce the projeeled parking deficit.

• It is acknowledged in the Future Conditions seelion (page 12) that il is "highly unlikely" that
all the development scenarios presenled within the H3 Charrelle will occur exaelly as
described, also that the report was used as a tool to projeel future demand. Developments
that do not occur or changes fa the proposed developments will have an impael on the
projeeled parking deficit.

3. Planning for "Peak Demand".
• The occupancy count days seleeled for the report were provided by the City and intentionally

seleeled as days that represent "typical weekday aelivity in downtown Columbia", as noted in
the Executive Summary (page iiI under the Critical Findings seelion. The peak demand as
referenced in the report reHeeis the peak demand on a "typical" day in downtown Columbia.

• These dates Were specifically seleeled to nat correspond wilh 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 10 develop a
more appropriate parking demand model. The shared parking model considers that a user
may park in the same space fo visit multiple destinations, ~ffeelively reducing Ihe parking
demand accordingly.

4. Neglect of difference between an·street and off-street parking demand.



MEMORANDUM
SHORT STREET PARKING SUPPLY/DEMAND STUDY

PAGE 1 • WALKER
PAAKNJ CONSIAIANTS

• The report looks at Ihe current supply and demand of the off-street and on-street spaces
independently to determine on-street vs. off-street demand. In projecting a future surplus or
deficit, the report combines the peak demand to provide on overall surplus or deficit number
for the entire parking system. Combined demand is used to project future conditions because
we have no practical way to ascertain the future demogrophic of on-street vs. off-street
parking demand.

• The study acknowledges on off-street surplus within the study area in the Parking Adequacy
section (page 4). Additionally, in Ihe Parking Adequacy Conclusions section (page 9),
recommendations are provided for oddressing the existing, heavily used on-street parking
spoces with the understanding that these spaces are the most desirable and utilized.

5. Failure of data to support suggested need.
• The peok parking demands referenced were not randomly selected; rather they were based

on actual demand observed during the occupancy counts.
• Effective supply is utilized at the rates indicaled 10 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 can relatively quickly locate available spaces
rather than searching for the lost space available.

• The report shows there is currently a parking surplus within the study area, and also
acknowledges there are blocks within the study area thai are over 95% occupied. The goal
of the report is 10 provide facts regording the existing supply, not to suggest a current parking
shortage.

6. Assumption about walking radius.
• The walking distances used in conjunction with the report were developed by Walker and

published in an article titled "How Far Should Parkers Have to Walk"? The orticle has been
published in'several trade publications including Urban land and Parking magazines (copy
attached). The distances referenced provide a general rule of thumb regarding acceptable
walking distances between parking localion and destination.

• The future porking 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 thai
have on impact on the overall use of the proposed structure; moreover, if walking dist~nces

further from the structure were included in the final recommendation, the number of spaces
required would be 977, not the 422 noted in the Conclusion (page 22). Our
recommendation assumes thai locations within walking distances A and B will most likely
utilize the proposed parking structure.

7. Summary:
• As indicated, 'the H3 Charrette was the basis for our projection of future supply and d~mand;

therefore, we are in full agreement thatlhe Council should look closely at these assumptions.
Any changes made to our assumptions will impact the final results.
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• The future deficit considers the parking system os 0 whole; moreover, we agree thot
odditionol off-street porking will not solve the on-street parking issue ond recommend, os
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 provided above or need any
additional information at this time.

Thanks,
Dave
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. ne of the most frequently asked

questions in any parking plan­

ning prOce.5S is: How far can we
expectpeople to walk from a parking facility

to their ultimate destinations'?

Yetwhile mast parking consultants will tell

you there are genemJly accepted rules of

thumb, no two consllitanls answer thatques­

tion inqllite the Same way.
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0f>rteCff--etf tJl the. JilJJe IY94 issue ofLJrb..111.I....1nd, a pubJicalion ofrlre
("1"'" b;lJId IllS/flUte.
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How Far Should Parkers Have to Walk?

The primal}' ~all'lC lor k~ck 01 con­
sens~s is lhallhere are different faclolS
that affecl dllferenlsilualions. For
inslanCe, parking desi!/l1C!S usually call
for maximum walking distances
between 300 <lnd OOOloolor retail cus­
lome"', bul behl'~n 1,200 <md 1,500
I~l/or ~IQyee parking. Dislances
h'creaseeyen more when yoU look al
special event st~ndards: mmdmunl
walkingd~~lan':es accepted lor lIJeme
parks, stadlUJl1.5 and arenas reach as
hlghas2..lXXlleet

OilereilSOn we talk in temlS 01
"niles a/thumb" is that Ihen; are no
delin/live standards orguklelines Ipr
thelndVSfry' ThelntJst widely ((uoted
refereni;eon pedestrian design In .Ihe
archIte<:IUt:<\l and b<mSportatlon press Is
anQI(lerbOOk, Pedestriall PfarliIing and
L.¥.sigli,byJohnHil,lin, PhD .
(Refereiwe l),uPQn which we have
reliedlle.wily forthi, article.

lnhis !xiok,l'ruin aslerts that "there
ate indicaUons that Ihe lolertlble limit
of human\valklng dlslance Is more .
situatioMe!ated than enerID'·related:'
111e lOlerablewa1king di'I,"lce fOr "II.

given. designsltLlailoll is related 10 such
lac.tol$a~ th.etripP\l~ of Ihe
individllal, lhe availableliine and lhe
walking en\'ironment."
. We\vould e>:pandl'rum'slistof

vatiabll'$ alfe<:Ung acceplablewi!lking
distance 10 Include lhe l)1leS 01 user.;,
frequency 01 occUll\'nee or use, lhe
frimlJiarjlY 01 Ule w;envilh the facility,
the pllrcepiionol se~uril)';lheexpecla·
lions and coikerns01 the~, the ..
degree 01 weather prote<:t[on provided
along the paU, 91 IIavel,lhepercepllon
or absence of barrie~ or conOiclsalong
the path 01 travel, and Ihe cosl ofaller'
nallves 10 walking. If any.

Anolher rea'()IJ we ,.an.rely only on
lUleS ollhumb is IJe<:ause until recenl­
lY, parking .racililil'$ 'vere cOIl.,id/ireclto
be liltle nlOre Ihan a necess,")' evil 10
,my land-use de\'elol)menl.As II reStlll,
many elem~nlsol hmcllonal design
have been addressed wilh lhese lllies
01 UlIImb, Which aro'ajlpJied across Ihe
board 10 eyery type of parking proJecl.

In recent yealS, however, proper\}'
owner.; and developer.; have come to
recognize that pnrkiolg ls the Ii,1\! and

last impression allorded to both visitolS
and emplo>'i'eS. As suth, Uler are
bocoming increasingly determined 10
make the p<~rking mcilily renee' and be
compalible with the image of the com·
plex as a whole.

Because eachowner ha.o; a difl~rent
vIsl0nor ml.><;ion lor Ihe properly, Ihe
appfuprialewalklJig disiance and other
design paramelelSwill no! be 'he same
even lor complexeswiUlthe ""me 'and
uses. for example, Ihe neighbOlhood
shopping cenler wiJIllave dilferent
pmking convenleneeneern than eilher
a tush lashion cenwr or a regronal mall.

"""lih this change in phiiosopJl)',
rulesollhumb no longetprovide acl~

qUale guides lor parking dl'$igll.

The LOS Approach
In order to evaluate Ihe quamal;ve varl·
;Jbles in parking design Ina .sy,;lemalic
and loglc.11 way, Walker Parking
ConsultaritslEngineel':> has d"veJoped
the level 01servic" (LOS) approach to
p~rking design. Ii<Jrrowed from the
lraIfic ellginooring profession, II allows
us 10 consideravariety 01 variables
al1ectingacceplability ofsuch design
dec.lslons as pm1dng stall and aisle
\\,I(lths,m'll1ingradil, enll)' and exII
queuingstandards, and sloping 01 park.
ing lloorsand express ramps.

TheJevelol selViee classllicatipT1
systemisslmilarlo the grading system
use<! In schools: LOS Ais Ihe be>.1 or
idealperlonnance, LOS B is good. Cis
ffi/erag<l, and Dis belOlv average bill
minimallyacceptable. IDS E is Ille
apProxinjate palm 01 faUure,and LOS I'
descnbes.gridlock.condilions.

The LOS system is used 10 refleellhe
acceplability b}' the users 01 a commu­
niI)' of certain parameters. Most road­
ways thaI are new or are being
improved are designed to allaln a LOS
OfCor ll!Juer. LOS Disloleraled by
coiilmutCls in our major urban centers
like Ne!'; Yol!<, Los Angelesand Chicago;
aDd .elfoi1s lomitigale UlCconditioils
'1iould not lxJ initiated unless Ihe LOS
drops toEoreven F. In a smatlIO\\'n, a
streelcondition of LOS f3 may gene"'te
an otIlclY forlraffic improvemenls.

Simllarly, issul'S reiated spedficall>'
to the p<~rliing p<1tron can be refleeted

by a level ofsemce approach, In mallY
ca.'!OS the specific type 01 user p1a.l'S a
major role, cven within thesame land"
ll~ type. 15 lhldypicalU',er II. family
going to a lheme park (perlmps loaded
down wilh slrollels and diaper bags) or
agroup 01 adljlt mendsgofng toa1001­
ball ga.rrn:? 15 Ilari elderly couple
meeting lhefi\mlly al the airport ora
business Imve.ler? Are Iheretr.lri;iPolla·
lion a1tetrl~tivesfor the user? Is(heuser
II. shoppllt I"ho has anumber of loca­
tion choicl1S or ~ visilOr who comes 10
Ihe sHeloraspecific reason thai will nol
l~ heavily inlluenccd by p.~rklng conve,
iliencc,sucb\.li; II. visitto a specific doc·
tor? How long is the person going to
stay - a few minulC'$ oraU d<\Y, .Are
there a vuriely of ]l<'1rkingoptiOris,\1
vorious prices and walking disIDllces
such as in a central buslnessdislricl?
Howoften .doeslheuser parkin the
same facUity: eveJY day or ()nce a year?

Is il a slrc;<sfljl situation,sllchas
hunying 10 the airport or going to the
hC\'>pit~l, <.>ra m<:ire fOtilinecommute
orshopping trip?

TIle inctivldtmlpmker's expectations
also an; impOllanL Is the location sub­
ur!.>an or Wban?fs the lolan overflow
)o<;atlon at the regional shopping
l'enterusedonly 0,1 Chri¥inas season or
a 1<.>1 inlront of a strlp!convllnience
center? Is itaspoclalevelllwhel'ec
corigef.tl<.>ll ~nd 10ngwalliill~diSlaIices,
are anlkipaled or a submbanoffice
park where convenience Is part of the
marketing olthe building to (en\lnts?
15 ila C'llpOmte headqumters where
Ihe image or the CQljXlmllon is an issue
ora $pe¢ulallveol/ire bunding.

¥c\lri\yalw is an elemcllt per­
ceived by Ihe user; will h~J~he be
hunyingto traverse thearea as qUickly
as possible, orwilllhepelSOnleel com­
fortable enough 10 walk a fairly long·
lIisl!Jnce? Major laclol$lhal alloctlbe
perception (If security include limc (If
daY,lhe n<;igllborhood,lhe general
actIvity level<; and lighting.

Wilh alllh~ diUerenl VlIritibles. it is
easy 10 see Why it h& beendiIHclllt 10
sel pred5C standards. We do feel, how·
ever, Ihat it L, pOSSible 10 devdop such
>IaJidilrds.

In each ollhl) iloove questions and
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situations, a somewhat heue~ level of
selYk'<1 is nee(l('(] to $illi,~' the f()Tffier
Ihan the lafler lype of user. We ali;<)
mighl design fO diflerent level~(lI ser·
vice al dlfferenl pOinl'within the sys.
lem. Fo~ e.-<ample, we (;on.5ider thatlhe
parldng':;sed ,?n aveiage o.rlypkat do}])
al shopping celllel$ shoilld be·
designed for LqS A;forbusySafurdays
LOS Bsll(}Uld be ,nainlairied; ancllh"
parking lhal only gelS \'Sed fora few
hours on th(1)usies! days of IlleyNr
mighl \)~d~lgnWf'?tLOSG. We
usually design .alrportpillklngforLOS
A, aIIh()ugh,*iJslonally, we drop to
B for longwnn, ftequenlll,'er parking.

othell'l....ues
Olheri'l$Ues affeeling walking dlsI<mce
are related IOlhe path 01 havel llSell.
l3<L'il'd On otir e;<perien':e and l\viUI<tble
lilerature, ,ve have detenninii<J there
arealleji$! f,;j,tvarlo!JleSreJoled 10
paUlliflrtivel:degree 01 v.'eath&prrj.
tecHon,dimi)le, line ellsighl (eal! Ih.e
parkers.;;, th",deslina!ioll from Ihe
parking spaee?) and'iridion" (J1ll",r'
iUpliOJ'l_" and con.~"inl$ on Ihe Imlhol
h,,~et such il$er<)$Shlg~ireet~ ,vilhw
Ivithwllr;"fHC$igni)ls,i\nd nalural.and
po;ycllOlogici)lbarrlemsu<;l! asrnllroad
lracks (Jr i)change inueighbQrllood}

To h,llyrl'ned all palh-of·lrnvel villi­
abies in i) di).ssiliC,l!ion 01 walking diS'
lance hy level (If selVice would~I)ln:

anoverlycornplex malrlx. AilerSOme
S!udy,hc)W<,."ver, we found tl!<llihe
degree 01 wi'ltherproleellon is in",
moot erilic"l ""nab]",. We f,lTther
dedded lhat acceptabl",wallling <;U$~
tai!ec" cntlr¢ly ,'ilhln n porkiug fa':i1ily
are shorter Ihan thO5\' lor urb~n side. .
walk,~, pede.irli)n bridges or inside
buildi!\g5 SW:h <IS aiIPoIls- l3eclIuse Ihe
user of!! fadlity w,:ilks down a pQJking
(lisle 9r follow~<t palh between ,;al~ to

moeh lhe elcvotor, a high degme of
"Irlellon" exists lor thissyslem. Also,
~illce parking structures M:genemlly
perceived lIS being lesssafe than open
surface lots, the dis!incllons between
walking within parking lots and slruc'
lures would be rccognized.

'fherefqre, we ha\'e detem1ined lhe
level of5el\lceof walking distances for
five dil/erenl types of cimllmstances.
'Ihe iiI>! three relleci degrees of prolcc­
Ii(motong adediC;tted jX\thof travel
(i-e.; not\\1Ihina parldng facUlty):

(I) totally onprolecled,
(2) covered 10 recttlCe the effects 01

rain OfsnoW, and
(3) c1imale controlled such·<1£ ina

pedestrian bridge_
The lIna1lwo categori\!S are:
(4) walking wtlhin a surface parking ­

lot, and
(5) walking Within l\ p."-rklng struc­

ture onibroge.
111(' table belov.' presents ollfTocom­

mended giadution of ma.ximum
a<;ceplable "",Iking dlst<tnce for levels of
sel\1ce Athrough D, whicbis the lowest
level thatwould be u=l under dGSiljn
circumstances. We hn.ve not tried to
determine{\ distidelion bel\vcqn E.
(the point?1 fililum) Md F(gridlock),

Exp<iriencrl husshown lhal climate
in Ihol(X'A~lity ~~olaprim~.yJaclor.
There are lew, il rnJy, places In the .
United States that have n lruly idC<11
walking climateyear round, Heat ClIn
be just usdiscoumging to walkinjJas
cold-min just as discollrogin~as
snQW, CCltainlya p6lfecl day incre..'\S€S
the ;lcceplable \v~lkrng distan.:csand
would P19ba\)ly im:rcase to llle.llIDXi­
mum walldng distances in climale­
controlled scttings.ln thelew localities
whem perfect wlmther is theyear"rolmd
nonn, we recommend that the climate­
cQntrolledflgureson Ihelable be USed.

The mnximum,vall<ing distance lor·
on unjlrotectedpathoflravc! in a non·
parking environment was det"nnined
filOl, using seven\l different types of
infomiatlon.

Fruin'sVata
The most importanl d"lerminant was
Fruin'sclata OJ! the relationship between
Ihe. walking distance. and the proportion

•of pooPIe who chOOse to \valk \'ClbClS

·U!OSC who chOOse other modes 01 travel.
Thl$ dala came Irom anorigin/destina-

·Hon SUITe}' al tbe PortAuthorityBus
Tenninol in midlo\vn,\lallha!tan:lhi~

mid·town temllnal~ituation is probab~'
tIS dose to ideal 'orstudying U!e poJnt
at which an unprotocted walking oJ£­
lance goes from being minimally
;lcceplableto unllcceplable.WiUl a
Ivalkingdistimce of less than 1,000 feel,
virtually evelyonech6ie 10 waik, raUler
than calch a bus,lake ala.~ or other
available alternatives,

Acommon criteria lor design in lhe
Iranspollalion and pmkinginduSl'Y is
the 85lh pemenlile, ],11., one seleelS il
paraml:ter that is accepk1.ble loBS per­
cent ()f the poPlllaliol!. tJesigohlg lvr·
the l00U! percenlileis excessively
eXp('nsive: d<i$igning for the meml .
Ie5u[ts in problems for SO p('rcent 01 the
populajlon. In the mid-town bus leoni­
nal ~tudy, al a dlslance 01 abouI2,500
feet, 85 pemelll chose to \'ialk, II the
\va!k was a mile, about hallOle p('ople
chose 10 walk. I'ruin was careful 10
note Ihat the dala \\'<IS collected OJl a
'fair spring day, resulting in longer
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walking dt5lanc<'S Ihan would ollwr·
wto;(! ha\'t' (X~cuned il] New Yurk City."

FruhleOlnpilrep lheab<>Ve d1slan<:e<;
10 the "severely ¢rilicizi;d" maximum
walking dl~nce$ IJt)rn curl>$ide to
gale; al ~Vr;l1 ai!JlQrt.5 a5 O'Hare (1735
fet~), Allanla (17~JO feet), DalwslFmt
1V<lI1h (DFW) (I,(;50fee1) and San
FrdllCt<co(I,300 leel.)Los Angelcs,
Kennedy, Miami and~troit wch had
maximum dls!lll1<:<.'Sof about), \(XlIcet

TIie airprlrt \valking pUU'3 would .
be primarily ill prolected, dilll/l1¢-

. <:6fdr()Ued~p*c""Ho\.e\'er, people
may I", hllfr)1ng t(l calr;l1 a pl'lOr:; tired
aller a 10l1S bvsin(i"S day; or Ioling
children, s1rollen> and C<11ly'On
Ivggag<:. Also, lhe toml wulking
di:;lance; Im01parkingspace to gate
wmlld be substantially 10ngeT.

Ftllin noled Ihalimer-ICJllJmQI
dislam~es ut rhOs<:: nlrporlS mJlb'C [rom
2,000 10 mOrt, 1I1(Ln 8,000 feet. Some 01
the inter·temlinaJ pedestrian comll:<'~

tk)j'5 are il1doo~, while olhem are
llnprole<.:led. MU51peopie lL5C the
inler·leTminal bll" ~lVic'~ at the longer
(li~!ances. (It i:; inlell%ling 10 nole Ihat
~ince publil;l\liOil o[ FnJin's\.look,
m';vlug ~idewllJI(s haw beenadded to
O'Hare, both in"'e terminal and
between elevator cores in the gamges;
linda people-mover has been added 10
the pedestrian t'lTmmalullhe Amerimn
,:onc()u~ atDFW,)

For SIIE!<;IaI evidlls, several reler·
ences (2,3) have died 1,500 to2,lXXl
leel as a.rcU-'JOnable "'alking dislam;e.
. For lInivc~ly eamj)\"ws (II-'JOaUy a

LOS CorD condilkm), OUT e.~len5ive

e,~perlence with palking studies hM
f{)11l1d Ihat asignificant number 01slu'
dent5 will walk "'s lara~ a mile In good
we,llher, mlheTlhmj wall (<ir the 1mivcr·
siiyshulHe bus. Ho\vel"cr,lhe usage 01
the shuttle S}~lemlncreases shill'plyIn
jJ<.ldrWealhcr.lllc studclllswill not
park in distanllols(more than 1.500 10
2,000 reet) al all if shultle scJ\'Ice is nOI
available 10 provide protection on poor
welJlher days.

elly Wal.k:lng
In dtiessuch a<; Chicago, anecdolal
analysis of eomm11le, \vllikin.,,/ dt5lancc'i
indlcales thai I,GOO feel is a reaUstic

maximum for LOS D ror typical wenlber
conditions.

The LO~ A unprotected walking
dlslancesil] ourchmtalso weTedmived
from .\O\ltCes 11m! dted simil<l)" figures.
$cver<\l (2,3) dted an Ideal walking
dtstance inside Ille ling road at major
shopping cen({llS as 400 feel; Illis dJs.
lance allo".o has been found 10 be a ren­
sonabicmaximllln walking distance for
shopp¢JS in cenlrol businessdlSlricts.
Ooesollrce(3)dled 350 feet oslile idrol
w<llkingdi-'JIancefor hospllllipatking.

Therefore,lhe acceptablemmdmum
lmprole<:t€d ;valking distances have
beel) scaled from LOS Aof 400 leel 10
L05 Dot I,GOOleet. The protected
walking distances werescaledfj'()m 500
feel for LQSA 10 2,000 reellor LOS D,
an Il]cre.nseof25 pcrcenl over lhe
Improle61€4(jislances, The lalrwealher
bus lenllln~lslUdy, OUr experiences
with univmslJysludenl pnrking andlhe
allport dala ciledby Fl1.Iin led us lo
scale1he dimaleoControlled walking
dislan= from \,lXXl [eel for LOS Alo
5,200 feel (j\l-'Jt under a mi~) for LOS D.
We undemland thaf it is considered
"Jdoot (i.e., LOS A) in Ille allport
indusI!}'19 provide al1Jrivingsidewalk
or diller people-mover II the walking
distance Inside the terminal. and lhus
lmder climahxonlrolled circum·
s1ances, exceeds 1,000 feel..

\ViJer<:>ltll"lie Is frict.ionalong Ille
pcdcsm<i!1 rath of travel,sllch as streets
10Clws and Itamc signllls.the accept­
able walkingdistnnce may be reduced
b)' 25percenl or more,

Forsurfacclot Walking distances,
we have relied on a number of expen.
encesand an()(;dotes In lhe design of
jk11king foiShoppingcenle~ MdoIhe,'
uses Sll(:h aslheme parks. We Ibell tur­
Iher discotintedlhe\valking dlslances
within·parkingslnlctutes.ll shollldbe
I)oled ,hat the QcCeptilble\Valkirlg
dislances we havegiven are substanlia)·
Iy lonllllrlhan those published byone
or the authols(Relerence4) bemuse 01
addilio!lal e.~pcnellce gailledwith
nicgasllUdures (more than 3,000 pa*­
ingspaq's) since Ibe bOok. ParkiJlg
Snutillres, was published in)9$9.

Apalh oflmveloflen. includes
components from severnl of lhe above

cutegolies and conditions, In Ihese
casesacceplable10laljk1lhis Jess Ihan
Ihe lollil p.1th indimai.~onlrolIed cir­
CUmstanceS for l\ LOS Olle notch below
the LOS used ror Ute IndiVidual COJll)l<T
nents, FOT exarnple. an airport to 00
designed for LOS A would wanlio have
a ma.~imllln palh ollravel of 300 le,,1
from Itle parking Sjk1ce to the elevalor
wilhin apaiklng fadlity, mida \\'e-~Uler­
protecled jkllh of no more than 500 fCCI
lrom 11m elevator lobby 10Ihe. r"rillinal.
111ere maylhen be a dima!eeonlrolled
path 01 no more Iban 1,000 (eel from
Ihe entrance 10 the lenninallo Itle gale.
'11m overall jk11h of Imvel should not
exceed 2,400 fe"I(LOS 13).
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