AGENDA
CITY OF TULSA BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
Regularly Scheduled Meeting
Tulsa City Council Chambers
175 East 2nd Street, 2nd Level, One Technology Center
Tuesday, August 25, 2020, 1:00 P.M.

Meeting No. 1257

The City Board of Adjustment will be held in the Tulsa City Council Chambers and by
videoconferencing and teleconferencing.

Board of Adjustment members and members of the public may attend the meeting in
the Tulsa City Council Chamber but are encouraged to attend and participate in the
Board of Adjustment meeting via videoconferencing and teleconferencing by joining
from a computer, tablet, or smartphone.

Join Videoconference: https://www.gotomeet.me/CityOfTulsa2/board-of-adjustments-
aug-25th

Join Teleconference by dialing: +1 (408) 650-3123

Participants must then enter the following Access Code: 791-905-117

New to GoToMeeting? Get the app now and be ready when your first meeting starts:
https://global.gotomeeting.com/install/791905117

The following City Board of Adjustment members plan to attend remotely via
GoToMeeting, provided that they may still be permitted to appear and attend at the
meeting site, Tulsa City Council Chambers, at One Technology Center, 175 East
Second Street, Tulsa Oklahoma: Stuart Van De Wiele, Austin Bond, Burlinda Radney
and Jessica Shelton.

CONSIDER, DISCUSS AND/OR TAKE ACTION ON:

1.  Approval of Minutes of June 23, 2020 (Meeting No. 1253).
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OTHER BUSINESS

Election of Secretary due to Ms. Briana Ross'’s retirement from the Board.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

22945-Wallace Engineering

Variance to reduce the build-to-zone requirement along Lewis Avenue and 11th
Street (Section 10.030, Table 10-4); Variance to reduce the ground floor ceiling
height from 14 feet (Section 10.030, Table 10-4); Variance to reduce the minimum
transparency required along a street facing building facade (Section 10.030, Table
10-4). LOCATION: 2311 East 11th Street South (CD 4)

The applicant has withdrawn this application.

NEW APPLICATIONS

22976—Perla Zamora

Variance to allow the total aggregate floor area of all detached accessory buildings
to exceed 40% of the floor area of the principal residential structure (Section 45.030-
A). LOCATION: 8923 East 15th Street South (CD 5)

22977—James C. Winn

Variance of the 1,000-foot spacing requirement for a medical marijuana dispensary
from another medical marijuana dispensary (Section 40.225-D). LOCATION: 5123
South Peoria Avenue East (CD 9)

22978—Bobby Patterson

Special Exception to allow a Commercial/Assembly & Entertainment/Small Use (up
to 250-person capacity) (axe-throwing venue) in an MX-1-P-U District (Section
10.020, Table 10-2). LOCATION: 1306 East 11th Street South (CD 4)

22979—NMolly Jones
Special Exception to permit alternative compliance parking ratios in an RM-2 District
to reduce the required number of parking spaces for an apartment use (Section
55.050-K & Section 55.020, Table 55-1). LOCATION: 7131 & 7141 South Quincy
Avenue East (CD 2)

22980—Back Land Use Planning — Carolyn Back

Variance of the front street setback from 25 feet to 15 feet (Section 5.030, Table 5-
3); Variance of the side street setback from 15 feet to 10 feet and of the setback for
a street-facing garage door from 20 feet to 18 feet (Section 5.030-B, Table Note [3]).
LOCATION: 1609 East Oklahoma Street North (CD 1)
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9. 22981—Cody Welch
Special Exception to permit moderate-impact medical marijuana processing
(Moderate-impact Manufacturing & Industry Use) in the IL District (Section 15.020,
Table 15-2). LOCATION: 165 South 122nd Avenue East, Suite B (CD 3)

10. 22982—Greg Hollinger
Variance of the required 25-foot rear setback (Section 5.030, Table 5-3); Special
Exception to increase the permitted driveway width  (Section 55.090-F).
LOCATION: 2103 East 37th Street South (CD 9)

11. 22985—Christian & Kristen Meyers
Variance of the minimum lot width in the RE District to permit a lot line adjustment
(Section 5.030, Table 5-3); Variance of the minimum lot area and lot area per
dwelling unit in the RE District to permit a lot line adjustment (Section 5.030, Table
5-3). LOCATION: 2604 East 38th Street South (CD 9)

OTHER BUSINESS

NEW BUSINESS

BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS

ADJOURNMENT

Website: tulsaplanning.org E-mail: esubmit@incog.org
CD = Council District

NOTE: If you require special accommodation pursuant to the Americans with
Disabilities Act, please notify Tulsa Planning Office at 918-584-7526. Exhibits, Petitions,
Pictures, etc., presented to the Board of Adjustment may be received and deposited in
case files to be maintained at Tulsa Planning Office, INCOG. All electronic devices must
be silenced during the Board of Adjustment meeting.

NOTE: This agenda is for informational purposes only and is not an official posting.
Please contact the Tulsa Planning Office at 918-584-7526 if you require an official
posted agenda.
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BOA-22945 —- WALLACE ENGINEERING

THE APPLICANT HAS WITHDRAWN THE
APPLICATION
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
CASE REPORT

STR: 9312 Case Number: BOA-22976
CZM: 38
CD: 5

HEARING DATE: 08/25/2020 1:00 PM
APPLICANT: Perla Zamora

ACTION REQUESTED: Variance to allow the total aggregate floor area of all detached accessory
buildings to exceed 40% of the floor area of the principal residential structure (Section 45.030-A)

LOCATION: 8923 E15ST S ZONED: RS-1
PRESENT USE: Residential TRACT SIZE: 37248.31 SQFT

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: BEG 293E & 40N SWC NE TH E128 N290.93 W128 S290.91 POB SEC 12
19 13,

RELEVANT PREVIOUS ACTIONS
Subject Property: None
Surrounding properties:

BOA-17458: On 08.13.96 the Board approved a Variance of the allowable square footage of an
accessory building to permit a 1,500 square foot accessory building in an RS-1 District. Property
located 8968 E. 14" St.

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: The Tulsa Comprehensive Plan identifies the
subject property as part of an “Existing Neighborhood® and an “Area of Stability“.

An Existing Neighborhood is intended to preserve and enhance Tulsa's existing single-family
neighborhoods. Development activities in these areas should be limited to the rehabilitation,
improvement or replacement of existing homes, and small-scale infill projects, as permitted through
clear and objective setback, height, and other development standards of the zoning code.

The Areas of Stability include approximately 75% of the city’s total parcels. Existing residential
neighborhoods, where change is expected to be minimal, make up a large proportion of the Areas of
Stability. The ideal for the Areas of Stability is to identify and maintain the valued character of an area
while accommodating the rehabilitation, improvement or replacement of existing homes, and small-
scale infill projects. The concept of stability and growth is specifically designed to enhance the unique
qualities of older neighborhoods that are looking for new ways to preserve their character and quality
of life. The concept of stability and growth is specifically designed to enhance the unique qualities of
older neighborhoods that are looking for new ways to preserve their character and quality of life.

: The subject tract is located East of the NE/c of of S. 89t E.
4.2
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STAFF COMMENTS: The applicant is requesting Variance to allow the total aggregate floor area of
all detached accessory buildings to exceed 40% of the floor area of the principal residential structure
(Section 45.030-A)

Section 45.030 Accessory Buildings and Carports in R Districts
45.030-A Accessory Building Size

1. RE and RS-1 Districts
In RE and RS 1 districts, the total aggregate floor area of all detached accassory
buildings, including accessory dwelling units, and accessory buildings not
erected as an integral part of the principal residential building may not exceed
750 square feet or 40% of the floor area of the principal residential structure,
winichever is greater. [1]

2. RS-2, R5-3. RS54, RS-5 and RM Districts
In RS 2, RS 3. RS 4, RS 5 or RM, zoned |ots used for detached houses or
duplexes, the total aggregate floor area of all detached accessory buildings,
including accessary dwelling units, and accessory buildings not erected as an
integral part of the printipal residential building may not exceed 500 square
feet or 4046 of the fioor area of the principal residential structure, whichever is

greater. |1]

1) For detached accessory buildings, including accessary dwelling units,
located within rear setbacks see §30.000.C2.

On the site plan prepared by the applicant, there are muitiple new proposed buildings. The building
reviewed by permitting and which is spoken to in the statement of hardship is labeled as the
playhouse and is dimensioned as 30 x 30. If the Board is not inclined to grant the additional square
footage that is labeled as “proposed future” shops, it should be noted in their motion of approval.

STATEMENT OF HARDSHIP:

Case Number: BOA-23976
August 11, 2020
['o wham it may concern:

My name is Perla Zamora my address is 8923 . 15" 8t 8, Tulsa, OK 74112 und the above casc
number BOA-22976 is about 4 classroom/playvhouse and game room we butld lor our children.
The purpose of the building s 10 house their school learning areu, with a section that will have
their computers and their library lor school purposes, the ather side of the room will cantain their
playroom area which will have their wys. tv. Xhox and seating area for them to relax while not
in school. Our house 15 oo small to be able i accommodate their school arens and sinee they are
homeschooling, we hud (o0 accommadate that space better.

Our children needed a space that could suit their needs and have u safe kearning environment.

This space alse has o restroom area so they can be in there withaut any interruptions.

Our land is shout an acre of fand and we did not think that this building would create any
prohlems to anvone arpund us since we are using it for our children’s schooling, Itis difficult tor
me to he able to instruct/educate our children properly if we are all stuck together in our smail
kitchen table.

Iherefore. |ask that zoning department to consider my hardship and 1o please consider our
request Lo keep the buailding us is since we will need it for years to come

Sincerely,
“odo Zamora.

Perla Zamaora
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SAMPLE MOTION: Move to (approve/deny) a Variance to allow the total aggregate floor
area of all detached accessory buildings to exceed 40% of the floor area of the principal residential
structure (Section 45.030-A)

¢ Finding the hardship(s) to be

e Per the Conceptual Plan(s) shown on page(s) of the agenda packet.

e Subject to the following conditions

In granting the Variance the Board finds that the following facts, favorable to the property owner,
have been established:

a. That the physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the subject property
would result in unnecessary hardships or practical difficulties for the property owner, as
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were carried out;

b. That literal enforcement of the subject zoning code provision is not necessary to achieve the
provision’s intended purpose;

c. That the conditions leading to the need of the requested variance are unique to the subject
property and not applicable, generally, to other property within the same zoning classification,

d. That the alleged practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship was not created or self-imposed
by the current property owner;

e. That the variance to be granted is the minimum variance that will afford relief;

f. That the variance to be granted will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood in
which the subject property is located, nor substantially or permanently impair use or
development of adjacent property; and

g. That the variance to be granted will not cause substantial detriment to the public good or
impair the purposes, spirit, and intent of this zoning code or the comprehensive plan.”

a4
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Subject Property
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Facing West on 15 Street

4.



Case No. 17456 (continued)

Commencing at the SWi/c of the SE/4, SW/4, SE/4, SW/4, Sec. 4, T-18-N, R-13-E,
I.B.M., Tulsa County, Oklahoma, thence Nly along the W line of said SE/4, SW/4,
SE/4, SW/4 which is the E line of Vienna Woods Addition to the City of Tulsa for
60.00'; thence due east for 91.00' to P.O.B.; thence N0°27'33"W for 44.00’; thence
S89°17'02"E for 40.01’; thence S0°27'33"E for 43.50’; thence due west for 40.00' to
P.0.B., City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma.

Case No. 17457
Action Requested:
Special Exception to allow a “Froject Headstart Program” classified U.U.11 Children’s
Nursery in an AG zoned district. SECTION 301. PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED IN
THE AGRICULTURE DISTRICT - Use Unit 11, located NW/c 54th Street North &
North Cincinnati Avenue.

Comments and Questions:
Mr. Beach informed the Board that the Staff has determined this application is not
necessary, since the use requested is a use by right and therefore does not require

Board of Adjustment approval.

Mr. Gardner stated at one time Headstart Programs did have to go before the Board
of Adjustment for approval, but when the children’s nursery was moved into Use Unit
11, there was a provision under schools that states if it has been approved for a
school, Headstart Programs would be a use permitted by right.

Presentation:
The applicant, Sylvia L. Wilson, asked the Board if she did not need to apply for the
special exception, could she receive a refund of the $235.00 application fees?

Protestants: None.
Additional Comments:

Mr. Gardner explained the Board can authorize a refund, but she will need to send a
letter requesting the refund, which will be heard on August 27, 1996.

Case No. 17458

A Variance to allow a 1,500 SF accessory building in a RS-1 district. SECTION
402.B.1.D. ACCESSORY USES IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 6, located
8968 East 14th Street.

08:13:96:709:(20)
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Case No. 17458 (continued)

The applicant, Mark D. Hailey, 8968 East 14th Street, submitted a site plan (Exhibit F-
1) and stated the reason for the 1500 SF building is because he is setting on an acre
of land 132" x 305" deep and he has a 2057 SF house with no garage. He indicated
he has a concrete storage building thai is falling down. He explained he has five (5)
vehicles, two (2) boats and a mower. He further explained he would like to house all
of the listed above in the proposed building with a small woodworking shop in the
back. He stated the 1500 SF building will be large enough to house everything so that
the neighbors will not have to look at the vehicles parked out on a concrete pad in the
middle of the back yard.

Mr. White asked the applicant if he anticipated any commercial activities being
conducted in the new building? He stated it will be for storage and hobby use only.

Mr. White asked the applicant if there will be any living quarters where it could be used
as a dwelling? The applicant asked Mr. White if he meant would someone be
sleeping in the building? Mr. White answered affirmatively. The applicant stated there
will be running water, but no one will be living in the building.

Mr. White asked the applicant if he planned to remove the concrete block shed when
the new building is built? He answered affirmatively.

Ms. Turnbo asked the applicant if there will be any sales of hobby items from the
building? He answered negatively.

Protestants:
Hank Brent, representing the Mingo Valley Homeowner's Association, stated he had

two issues regarding the association and one issue personally. He explained he has
received numerous calls about the size of the building proposed. He further explained
the building is about 1 1/2 times larger than a double car garage and so the size is an
issue. He stated the other issue is the possibility of a business moving into the
building this size. He further stated the area already has two (2) businesses that the
association is trying to shut down. He explained Mr. Hailey could sale his property
and the new owner may try to open a business. He further explained he has an issue
regarding the water flow through the area. He stated the water runs between his lot
and the neighbors, which is one lot over from the applicant. He further stated when
there is a hard rain the water in his neighbor's yard stands about up to his thigh. He
explained his yard is up shin deep and on the west shoe top level. He further
explained all of the water drains through the area where the applicant wants to put the
building. He stated he has real concerns with allowing anything in the subject area
that will block the drainage of the water. He further stated the neighborhood has
already experienced two (2) businesses moving into the area. He explained a 1500
SF building is larger than most of the homes in the area.

08:13:96:709:(21)
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Case No. 17458 (continued)

Al Nichols, 8525 East 16th Street, representing the Mingo Valley Home Owner's
Association, stated the neighbors would have no objections to the applicant building a
reasonable building that would be approximate dimensions of a two (2) car garage.
He further stated a 1500 SF building is larger or equivalent to most of the homes in
the area. He commented the proposed building will be doubling the size of the
structure on the lot.

Mr. Hailey stated the pictures show other buildings of the same size or larger than
the proposed building within the neighborhood. He further stated the proposed
building will be on the crest ¢ a hill and the water comes down the east side, runs
through the patio and onto the neighbors yard. He explained he did not move the
water flow because he does not want his house to flood. He stated he plans to keep
the property for a while. He further stated his neighbors directly across the street
and next door do not have a problem with this application. He explained a two (2)
car garage is not large enough to house his boats and vehicles, which will cause the
vehicles to be parked in the yard on another concrete pad.

Mr. White asked the applicant if the photos he submitted reflect the type of building
he is going to install? He answered affirmatively. He stated the building will be
prefabricated steel with tan coloring to match the house.

Mr. Bolzle asked Mr. Brent if he had a rather large building on his lot? He stated
most of the buildings were built before it was in the City limits. He further stated the
buildings were not subject to zoning at the time.

Mr. Bolzle asked Mr. Brent if his primary concern is the possibility that the building
could be converted to commercial use as well as your concerns about storm water
issues? He answered affirmatively. He stated there is no guarantee on how long
we will live, Mr. Hailey could have an accident, he and his wife could be killed, his
property is put up for sale. He further stated someone could buy the property and
install a business.

Mr. Bolzle asked the staff if Mr. Hailey's proposed sight is in a City regulated
floodway or floodplain? Mr. Beach stated he did not pull up a copy of the flood map.

Mr. Brent stated he did not know for sure, but he thought the subject lot is located in
a floodplain. He further stated the house west of him had to buy flood insurance.

08:13:96:709:(22)
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Case No. 17458 (continued)

Mr. Hailey stated when he purchased his home he had to have flood insurance, but
at the time of closing the Corp. of Engineers had upgraded the land and therefore he
is not required to have flood insurance currently. He further stated that several of
the pictures he submitted, of similar buildings as the proposed, have been installed
in the last five (5) years. He explained that if he were to ever open his building up
for a commercial building, with the area being zoned as residential, that would give
the neighbors legal recourse.

Mr. Bolzle asked the applicant if the upgrading was the result of the Mingo Creek
improvements? He answered affirmatively.

Mr. Gardner stated that in the past when the Board was concerned about the
possibility that a large building would be used for a commercial business, the Board
has required the filing of a document with the clerk’s office that would run with the
land stating the large building cannot be used for commercial purposes. He
explained the document will put any future buyers on notice that the building cannot
be used for commercial use.

Mr. White asked the staff if the document is adequately binding? Mr. Gardner stated
the document would be picked up in the abstract when it is brought up to date for
sale.

Mr. Bolzle asked the staff if the applicant's building permit would go to stormwater
management as a matter of course? Mr. Gardner stated he believes the stormwater
management will look at the plan, but it is no longer in a floodplain. He further
stated certain size buildings require a review by stormwater management, but there
may not be any requirement on this subject lot since it is no longer in a regulatory
floodplain for stormwater to actually review this application.

Mr. Bolzle stated the large lots seem to appeal to people who would want to have an
out building where they could have a personal shop or where they could work on
their own personal cars, etc.

On MOTION of BOLZLE, the Board voted 3-0-0 (Bolzle, Turnbo, White, "aye"; no
"nays" no "abstentions”; Abbott, Box "absent") to a Variance to allow no
greater than a 1,500 SF accessory building in a RS-1 district. SECTION 402.B.1.D.
ACCESSORY USES IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 6, per plan
submitted; subject to the land owner filing a use restriction of record with the county
clerk for this property which prohibits the use of the structure for commercial
purposes now or in the future; subject to the out building not having cooking
facilities; subject to the location being approved by stormwater management; finding
that the approval of this application as restricted will not be injurious to the

08:13:96:709:(23)

ANO



Case No. 17458 (continued)

neighborhood, nor harmful to the spirit and intent of the Code; on the following
described property:

Part of the S/2, SW/4, NE/4, Sec. 12, T-19-N, R-13-E of the I.LB.M., Tulsa
County, State of Oklahoma, according to the U.S. Government Survey thereof,
more particularly described as follows: Beginning at a point 2007.13° S and
805" E, NW/c, NE/4, Sec. 12, T-19-N, R-13-E, thence S 305, thence E 132,
thence N 305", thence W 132" to the POB

Case No. 17459

A Special Exception to allow a home occupation (beauty shop). SECTION 401.
PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 6, located
4728 North Elgin Avenue.

The applicant, Alvin L. Woodrow, 4728 North Elgin Avenue, submitted a site plan
(Exhibit G-1), photos (Exhibit G-2) and stated he bought the subject home one year
ago. He further stated his girlfriend, Elaine Scott, is a hairdresser and prefers to work
in the home. He explained the two car garage has been converted into a beauty salon
and Ms. Scott will be the only operator in the shop. He further explained he installed a
bathroom and it is equipped for handicapped accessibility. He stated he has room to
park four (4) cars in his driveway, however he is going to widen the driveway to insure
he has adequate parking area. He revealed that the Code Enforcement Officer told
him a neighbor filed a complaint stating he couldn’t get in or out of his driveway due to
the salon. He stated the cars parked in his neighbors driveway has never been
moved for the year since he has lived in the neighborhood. He further stated he
wanted to get along with everyone in the neighborhood and when he converted the
garage into a beauty shop he didn't realize it was going to cause problems. He
commented he-talked with the pastor at the church across the street and the pastor
has no problem with the beauty salon. He further commented he discussed the
beauty salon with several neighbors and they do not have any problems with the
beauty shop in the neighborhood. He indicated there are never any cars parked on
the street at anytime. He indicated the customers’ appointments are staggered so
there are never two women waiting at one time.

Mr. Bolzle asked the applicant if there were any other beauty salons or barber shops
in the area? He stated there is one on 46th Street, which is approximately 1/4 mile
from his home. He further stated there is a barber shop on the south side of 46th
Street. )

08:13:96:709:(24)
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Jeff S. Taylor

Zonming Official
Plans Examiner |11

TEL(918) 596-7637
staylor@cityoflulsa.org

ZONING CLEARANCE PLAN REVIEW

7/212020

Perla Zamora
per.lita03@live.com

APPLICATION NO: ZN LOD- 62158-2020 (PLEASE REFERENCE THIS NUMBER WHEN CONTACTING OUR
OFFICE)

Project Location: 8923 E 15 St S

Description: Accessory Building

INFORMATION ABOUT SUBMITTING REVISIONS

OUR REVIEW HAS IDENTIFIED THE FOLLOWING CODE OMISSIONS OR DEFICIENCIES IN THE
PROJECT APPLICATION FORMS, DRAWINGS, AND/OR SPECIFICATIONS. THE DOCUMENTS SHALL
BE REVISED TO COMPLY WITH THE REFERENCED CODE SECTIONS.

REVISIONS NEED TO INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:
1. A COPY OF THIS DEFICIENCY LETTER
2 AWRITTEN RESPONSE AS TO HOW EACH REVIEW COMMENT HAS BEEN RESOLVED
3 THE COMPLETED REVISED/ADDITIONAL PLANS FORM (SEE ATTACHED)
4. BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT APPROVAL DOCUMENTS, IF RELEVANT

REVISIONS SHALL BE SUBMITTED DIRECTLY TO THE CITY OF TULSA PERMIT CENTER LOCATED AT
175 EAST 2" STREET. SUITE 450, TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74103, PHONE (918) 596-9601.

THE CITY OF TULSA WILL ASSESS A RESUBMITTAL FEE. DO NOT SUBMIT REVISIONS TO THE
PLANS EXAMINERS.

IMPORTANT INFORMATION

1. IF A DESIGN PROFESSIONAL IS INVOLVED in, HIS/THER LETTERS, SKETCHES, DRAWINGS,
ETC. SHALL BEAR HIS/HER OKLAHOMA SEAL WITH SIGNATURE AND DATE.

2. SUBMIT TWO (2) SETS OF DRAWINGS [F SUBMITTED USING PAPER, OR SUBMIT ELECTRONIC
S N IF ORIGINALLY SUBMITTED ON-LINE,

REVISED PLANS
REVISION MARKS

3. INFORMATION ABOUT ZONING CODE, INDIAN NATION COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENT (INCOG),
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT (BOA), AND TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
(TMAPC) IS AVAILABLE ONLINE AT WwWW INCOG.ORG OR AT INCOG OFFICES AT
2W. 2 ST, 8" FLOOR, TULSA, OK, 74103, PHONE (918) 584-7526.

A COPY OF A “RECORD SEARCH" [ X ]IS [ ]IS NOT INCLUDED WITH THIS LETTER PLEASE

PRESENT THE "RECORD SEARCH" ALONG WITH THIS LETTER TO INCOG STAFF AT TIME OF

APPLYING FOR BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT ACTION AT INCOG UPON APPROVAL BY THE BOARD OF

ADJUSTMENT, INCOG STAFF WILL PROVIDE THE APPROVAL DOCUMENTS TO YOU FOR IMMEDIATE

SUBMITTAL TO OUR OFFICE. (See revisions submittal procedure above.). q . \ ;-.

(continued)



REVIEW COMMENTS ]

— — - —

SECTIONS REFERENCED BELOW ARE FROM THE CITY OF TULSA ZONING CODE TITLE 42 AND CAN BE VIEWED AT
WWW. CITYOFTULSA-BOAORG

Application No. ZN LOD- 62158-2020 |

Note: As provided for in Section 70.130 you may request the Board of Adjustment to grant a variance from the
terms of the Zoning Code requirements identifled in the letter of deficiency below. Please direct all questions
concerning variances, special exceptions, appeals of an administrative official decision, Master Plan
Developments Districts (MPD), Planned Unit Developments (PUD), Corridor (CO) zoned districts, zoning changes,
platting, lot splits, lot combinations, alternative compliance landscape and screening plans and all questions
regarding {BOA) or (TMAPC) application forms and fees to an INCOG representative at 584-7526. It is your
responsibility to submit to our offices documentation of any appeal decisions by an authorized decision making
body affecting the status of your application so we may continue to process your application. INCOG does not
act as your legal or responsible agent in submitting documents to the City of Tulsa on your behalf.

Staff review comments may sometimes identify compliance methods as provided in the Tulsa Zoning Code. The
permit applicant is responsible for exploring all or any options avalilable to address the noncompliance and
submit the selected compliance option for review. Staff review makes neither representation nor
recommendation as (o any optimal method of code solution for the project.

45.030-A RE and RS-1 Districts

In RE and RS-1 districts, the total aggregate floor area of all detached accessory buildings and accessory
buildings not erected as an integral part of the principal residential building may not exceed 750 square feet or
40% of the floor area of the principal residential structure, whichever is greater.

Review comments: You are proposing a combined 1764 sq ft of ficor area for all detached accessory
structures on this lot (864 sq ft existing & 900 sq ft proposed). The proposed detached structures exceed 750
sq ft and 40% of the size of your house. Based on the size of your house (1376 sq ft) you are allowed 750 sq
ft of detached accessory structures on your lot.

Apply to BOA for a variance to allow a combination of all detached accessory structure floor area to exceed
40% of the floor area of the principal residential structure.

This letter of deficiencies covers Zoning plan review items only. You may receive additional letters from other
disciplines such as Bullding or Water/Sewer/Drainage for items not addressed In this letter. A hard copy of this
letter is avallable upon request by the applicant.

Note: All references are to the City of Tulsa Zoning Code. Kink to Zoning Code:
hitp:www.tmapc.org/Documents/TulsaZoningCode.pdf

P e No Pla xaminer B Jy H bm A Revision. If you originally submit paper
plans revislons must be submmed as paper plans. If you submlt online, revisions must be submitted online

END -ZONING CODE REVIEW

NOTE: THIS CONSTITUTES A PLAN REVIEW TO DATE IN RESPONSE TO THE SUBMITTED INFORMATION ASSOCIATED
WITH THE ABOVE REFERENCED APPLICATION. ADDITIONAL ISSUES MAY DEVELOP WHEN THE REVIEW CONTINUES
UPON RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED IN THIS LETTER OR UPON ADDITIONAL SUBMITTAL FROM
THE APPLICANT.

KEEP OUR OFFICE ADVISED OF ANY ACTION BY THE CITY OF TULSA BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT OR TULSA
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION AFFECTING THE STATUS OF YOUR APPLICATION FOR A ZONING
 CLEARANCE PERMIT__
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
CASE REPORT

STR: 9331 Case Number: BOA-22977
CZM: 47

CD: 9

HEARING DATE: 08/25/2020 1:00 PM

: James C. Winn, Ezy’s House of Dank

Variance of the 1,000-foot spacing requirement for a medical marijuana
dispensary from another medical marijuana dispensary (Section 40.225-D)

LOCATION: 5123 S PEORIA AV E ZONED: CH
PRESENT USE: Medical Marijuana Dispensary TRACT SIZE: 294967.75 SQ FT

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: BEG NWC LT 1 BLK 1 CANTRELL ADDN TH N132.30 NE45.94 N100.86
NE151.53 NE251.08 N133.60 NW69.36 NE323.84 S639.32 W580 POB SEC 31 19 13 6.772ACS,

RELEVANT PREVIOUS ACTIONS: None

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: The Tulsa Comprehensive Plan identifies the
subject property as part of a “Mixed-Use Corridor “and an “Area of Growth“.

Mixed-Use Corridors are Tulsa’s modern thoroughfares that pair high capacity transportation
facilities with housing, commercial, and employment uses. Off the main travel route, land uses include
multifamily housing, small lot, and townhouse developments, which step down intensities to integrate
with single family neighborhoods. Mixed-Use Corridors usually have four or more travel lanes, and
sometimes additional lanes dedicated for transit and bicycle use. The pedestrian realm includes
sidewalks separated from traffic by street trees, medians, and parallel parking strips. Pedestrian
crossings are designed so they are highly visible and make use of the shortest path across a street.
Buildings along Mixed-Use Corridors include windows and storefronts along the sidewalk, with
automobile parking generally located on the side or behind.

The purpose of Areas of Growth is to direct the allocation of resources and channel growth to where
it will be beneficial and can best improve access to jobs, housing, and services with fewer and shorter
auto trips. Areas of Growth are parts of the city where general agreement exists that development or
redevelopment is beneficial. As steps are taken to plan for, and, in some cases, develop or redevelop
these areas, ensuring that existing residents will not be displaced is a high priority. A major goal is to
increase economic activity in the area to benefit existing residents and businesses, and where
necessary, provide the stimulus to redevelop.

S. &
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: The subject tract is located in a Shopping center at the
SE/c of S. Peoria Ave. and E. Skelly Drive. There is an operating dispensary within 1,000 feet of the
subject Dispensary.

The conflicting dispensary, Nirvana located 5234 S. Peoria Ave., was not subject to the 1,000-foot
spacing requirement because they had an OMMA Dispensary License prior to December 1, 2018.
Nirvana originally applied for a Certificate of Occupancy, CO0-031228-2019, on 05/07/2019 and a
separate building permit, BLDC-038218-2019 on 7/25/2019. Their building permit was issued on
12/03/2019 and their Certificate of Occupancy was issued on 2/14/20.

The first application for a permit on the subject property related to a dispensary was COO-052825-
2020 on 01/23/20. That application was voided on 1/30/2020 and it was determined they would
require a building permit. Their building permit application, BLDC-056594-2020 was applied for on
03/11/20 and their first Letter of Deficiency was issued on 03/23/2020, a second Letter of Deficiency
was issued on 06/15/2020.

The applicant stated in their hardship that Dispensary is 980’ away, but provided an exhibit showing
the dispensaries as 729-feet apart as measured in a straight line between the nearest perimeter walls
of the buildings (or portion of the building, in the case of a multiple-tenant building) occupied by the
dispensaries.

STAFF COMMENTS: The Applicant is requesting Variance of the 1,000-foot spacing requirement
for a medical marijuana dispensary from another medical marijuana dispensary (Section 40.225-D)

medical marijuana dispensary may not be located within 1,000 feet of
another medical marijuana dispensary.

straight line between the nearest perimeter walls of the buildings {or portion of the
buitding, in the case of @ multiple-tenant building) occupied by the dispensaries.
The separation reguired under Section 40.225-D shall not be applied to limit the
tocation of a medical marijuana dispensary for which a license was issued by the
Cklahoma State Department of Health prior to December 1, 2018 for the particuiar
location.

STATEMENT OF HARDSHIP:
To the City of Tulsa Board of Adjustment,

I, James C. Winn, owner of Ezy’s House of Dank at 5123 S Peoria Ave, Tulsa, is applying for a
variance due to being barley short the 1000ft distance from another dispensary. Below touches on all
7 hardships in my own words.

1. The property owner of the shopping center cannot physically change and/or move the location
of the building, which would be an unnecessary hardship. This facility is so old, it dates back
before 1-44 was built. The property owner already lost part of the shopping center due to the
widening of 1-44 to through the Tulsa area.

2. The 1000’ zoning code provision is not necessary to achieve the literal enforcement of the
provisions intended purpose. The spirit of the provisions is to ensure that dispensaries do not
overwhelm in one general area. There is only us and 1 other dispensary in the general area.
Our 2 dispensaries are over 980ft apart and cannot be physically seen while standing on each
dispensary property.

3. The conditions leading to the need of this requested variance are unique to the subject
property and not applicable generally because this is the first time in history that medical

REVISED 8/18/2020



cannabis was passed by the will of the people with the spirit of SQ788 being easy access for
Oklahomans to start a medical cannabis business and easy access to medical cannabis. We
have been operating for some time now with no issues from the neighboring dispensary. If the
city would apply the 1000’ rule in this case as if you would have to walk there(like every other
state), not as the crow flies, it would meet the 1000’ rule because of the strip mall being a L
shape and not being able to walk in a straight line to get to the other dispensary.

4. This unnecessary hardship was not self-imposed because we were legally bound with a 2yr
lease before the 1000’ rule was passed. | applied for and signed the lease in October 2018.
The shopping center managing partner was aware of what kind of business we were opening
in the space | leased and are very supportive because of how hard it is to get a reliable lease
holder in this economy and area of town.

5. The variance would be a minimum variance because it is close to being 1000’ away but falls
short. Also, due to the city, state, and federal government claiming emanant domain for the
widening of 1-44, | cannot move the dispensary farther away from Nirvana into another retail
spot due to the previous retail spot, that would have made that possible, was torn down for the
I-44 widening project.

6. The variance will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood nor substantially or
permanently impair the use or development of adjacent properties. | would actually argue that
the denial of this variance would impair the use and development of businesses in the area
due to the fact that 615t and Peoria is a very impoverished area. In the strip mall that we are in,
there are 3 vacant spots with numerous more across the street. When you have a flourishing
business like ours in an area like this, it will definitely encourage other small businesses to
open in the area.

7. This variance, if granted, will benefit the public good by currently employing up to thirty part-
time employees that are mostly minorities that have a hard time finding employment.

SAMPLE MOTION:
Move to (approve/deny) a Variance of the 1,000-foot spacing requirement for a medical
marijuana dispensary from another medical marijuana dispensary (Section 40.225-D)

¢ Finding the hardship(s) to be
Per the Conceptual Plan(s) shown on page(s) of the agenda packet.
Subject to the following conditions

In granting the Variance the Board finds that the following facts, favorable to the property owner,
have been established:

a. That the physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the subject property
would result in unnecessary hardships or practical difficulties for the property owner, as
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were carried out;

b. That literal enforcement of the subject zoning code provision is not necessary to achieve the
provision’s intended purpose;

c. That the conditions leading to the need of the requested variance are unique to the subject
property and not applicable, generally, to other property within the same zoning classification;

g.d
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d. That the alleged practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship was not created or self-imposed
by the current property owner;

e. That the variance to be granted is the minimum variance that will afford relief;

f. That the variance to be granted will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood in
which the subject property is located, nor substantially or permanently impair use or
development of adjacent property; and

g. That the variance to be granted will not cause substantial detriment to the public good or
impair the purposes, spirit, and intent of this zoning code or the comprehensive plan.”

5.5
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CERTIFICATE of OCCUPANCY No: CO0-031228-2019

PROPERTY
Address: 5234 S PEORIA AVE E SUITE A

BUILDING PERMIT:
BLDC-038218-2019

ZONING USE
Zoning District: CS
Use: Commercial/Retail Sales/Medical Marijuana Dispensary

Use Conditions:

BUILDING OCCUPANCY Building Code Edition: IBC 2015, IEBC 2015
Use Group Const. Type Floor Area Occ.lLoad Descriptive Area Posted
B VB 1,139 11 Office Space/Waiting Area/Breakroom/Restroom
M VB 192 3 Sales Floor
S-1 VB 151 1 Storage Room

Floor area of Permit: 1,482

OCCUPANCY CONDITIONS:

The above described property has been found to comply with the appropriate provisions of the City of Tulsa
Zoning Code and Building Code and is approved for use and occupancy as herein limited.

Any easement closed by City Ordinance is subject to the City re-opening the easement unless the developer
has foreclosed the City's right to re-open. It is the developer's responsibility to file a lawsuit in the District
Court to foreclose the City's right to re-open a closed easement. This Certificate of Occupancy (and prior

permits) do not annul the City's rights to re-open a closed easement.

Approval Date: February 14, 2020 Code Official: Adam Murray

5.0
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From the parking lot of the shopping center, the lot is bounded is bounded to the North by 1-44/ Skelly
Drive.
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DA oG DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

PLANS EXAMINER I 175 EAST 2™ STREET, SUITE 450

TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74103
TEL (918)596-9657

danabox@cityoftulsa.org

ZONING CLEARANCE PLAN REVIEW

LOD Number: 1 March 23, 2020

James Winn Phone: 918-703-5430
3205 S. Yale Ave.
Tulsa, OK 74105

APPLICATIONNO: BLDC-056594-2020

(PLEASE REFERENCE THIS NUMBER WHEN CONTACTING OUR OFFICE)
Location: 5123 S. Peoria Ave.
Description Medical Marijuana Dispensary

INFORMATION ABOUT SUBMITTING REVISIONS

OUR REVIEW HAS IDENTIFIED THE FOLLOWING CODE OMISSIONS OR DEFICIENCIES IN THE
PROJECT APPLICATION FORMS, DRAWINGS, AND/OR SPECIFICATIONS. THE DOCUMENTS
SHALL BE REVISED TO COMPLY WITH THE REFERENCED CODE SECTIONS.

REVISIONS NEED TO INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

1. A COPY OF THIS DEFICIENCY LETTER

2. AWRITTEN RESPONSE AS TO HOW EACH REVIEW COMMENT HAS BEEN RESOLVED

3. THE COMPLETED REVISED/ADDITIONAL PLANS FORM

4. BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT APPROVAL DOCUMENTS, IF RELEVANT
Pursuant to Federal, State, and Local declarations of emergency arising from the Covid-19 threat and as
directed by the Administration, our office is closed to the public until further notice. We will continue

providing service via remote working. Please bear with us as we go through this together.

IMPORTANT INFORMATION

1. IF A DESIGN PROFESSIONAL IS INVOLVED, HIS/HER LETTERS, SKETCHES, DRAWINGS, ETC.
SHALL BEAR HIS/HER OKLAHOMA SEAL WITH SIGNATURE AND DATE.

2. PAPER SUBMITTALS (INCLUDING REVISIONS AND ADDENDUM) FOR ANY PROJECT IS NOT
ACCEPTED AT THIS TIME. PLEASE SUBMIT IN ELECTRONIC FORMAT. EMAIL ATTACHMENTS
MAY BE SUBMITTED TO . IF YOU ORIGINALLY SUBMITTED ON-LINE,
SUBMIT ELECTRONIC REVISIONS IN “SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS", FOR REVISED OR
ADDITIONAL PLANS. REVISIONS SHALL BE IDENTIFIED WITH CLOUDS AND REVISION
MARKS.

3. INFORMATION ABOUT ZONING CODE, INDIAN NATION COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENT (INCOG),
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT (BOA), AND TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
(TMAPC) IS AVAILABLE ONLINE AT WWW.INCOG.ORG OR AT INCOG OFFICES AT
2W. 2 ST, 8t FLOOR, TULSA, OK, 74103, PHONE (918) 584-7526.

4. A COPY OF A “RECORD SEARCH” [ X ]IS [ 1IS NOT INCLUDED WITH THIS LETTER. PLEASE
PRESENT THE “RECORD SEARCH" ALONG WITH THIS LETTER TO INCOG STAFF AT TIME OF
APPLYING FOR BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT ACTION AT INCOG. UPON APPROVAL BY THE
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT, INCOG STAFF WILL PROVIDE THE APPROVAL DOCUMENTS TO
YOU FOR IMMEDIATE SUBMITTAL TO OUR OFFICE. (See revisions submittal procedure above)

(continued)



REVIEW COMMENTS

SECTIONS REFERENCED BELOW ARE FROM THE CITY OF TULSA ZONING CODE TITLE 42 AND CAN BE VIEWED AT
WWW.CITYOFTULSA-BOA.ORG

BLDC-056594-2020 5123 S. Peoria Ave. March 23, 2020

Note: As provided for in Section 70.130 you may request the Board of Adjustment (BOA) to grant a
variance from the terms of the Zoning Code requirements identified in the letter of deficiency below.
Please direct all questions concerning and all questions regarding
BOA application forms and fees to the INCOG BOA Planner at 918-584-7526. It is your responsibility to
submit to our office documentation of any decisions by the BOA affecting the status of your application
so we may continue to process your application. INCOG does not act as your legal or responsible
agent in submitting documents to the City of Tulsa on your behalf. Staff review comments may
sometimes identify compliance methods as provided in the Tulsa Zoning Code. The permit applicant
is responsible for exploring all or any options available to address the noncompliance and submit the
selected compliance option for review. Staff review makes neither representation nor recommendation
as to any optimal method of code solution for the project.

Section 40.225 Medical Marijuana Uses
1. Sec.40.225-D: A medical marijuana dispensary may not be located within 1000 feet of
another medical marijuana dispensary.

2. Sec.40.225-): The separation distance required under Sec.40.225-D must be measured in a
straight line between the nearest perimeter walls of the buildings (or portion of the building,
in the case of a multiple-tenant building) occupied by the dispensary.

Review comment: Submit a copy of the BOA accepted separation distance of 1000’ from

other dispensaries. Please direct all questions concerning and
all questions regarding BOA application forms and fees to the INCOG BOA Planner at 918-
584-7526.

Note: All references are to the City of Tulsa Zoning Code. Link to Zoning Code:

This letter of deficiencies covers Zoning plan review items only. You may receive additional letters from other
disciplines such as Building or Water/Sewer/Drainage for items not addressed in this letter.

A hard copy of this letter is available upon request by the applicant.

END - ZONING CODE REVIEW

NOTE: THIS CONSTITUTES A PLAN REVIEW TO DATE IN RESPONSE TO THE SUBMITTED INFORMATION ASSOCIATED
WITH THE ABOVE REFERENCED APPLICATION. ADDITIONAL ISSUES MAY DEVELOP WHEN THE REVIEW CONTINUES
UPON RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED IN THIS LETTER OR UPON ADDITIONAL SUBMITTAL FROM
THE APPLICANT.

KEEP OUR OFFICE ADVISED OF ANY ACTION BY THE CITY OF TULSA BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT OR TULSA

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION AFFECTING THE STATUS OF YOUR APPLICATION FOR A ZONING
CLEARANCE PERMIT.

2
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DA oG DEVELOP ENT SERVICES

PLANS EXAMINER Il 175 EAST 2™ STREET, SUITE 450

TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74103
TEL (918)596-9657

danabox@cityoftulsa.org

ZONING CLEARANCE PLAN REVIEW

LOD Number: 2 June 15, 2020
James Winn Phone: 918-703-5430
3205 S. Yale Ave.

Tulsa, OK 74105

APPLICATIONNO: BLDC-056594-2020

(PLEASE REFERENCE THIS NUMBER WHEN CONTACTING OUR OFFICE)
Location: 5123 S. Peoria Ave.
Description Medical Marijuana Dispensary

INFORMATION ABOUT SUBMITTING REVISIONS
OUR REVIEW HAS IDENTIFIED THE FOLLOWING CODE OMISSIONS OR DEFICIENCIES IN THE
PROJECT APPLICATION FORMS, DRAWINGS, AND/OR SPECIFICATIONS. THE DOCUMENTS
SHALL BE REVISED TO COMPLY WITH THE REFERENCED CODE SECTIONS.
REVISIONS NEED TO INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:
1. A COPY OF THIS DEFICIENCY LETTER
2. AWRITTEN RESPONSE AS TO HOW EACH REVIEW COMMENT HAS BEEN RESOLVED

3. THE COMPLETED REVISED/ADDITIONAL PLANS FORM
4. BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT APPROVAL DOCUMENTS, IF RELEVANT

SUBMITTALS FAXED / EMAILED TO PLANS EXAMINERS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED.
IMPORTANT INFORMATION

1. IF ADESIGN PROFESSIONAL IS INVOLVED, HIS/HER LETTERS, SKETCHES, DRAWINGS, ETC.
SHALL BEAR HIS/HER OKLAHOMA SEAL WITH SIGNATURE AND DATE.

2. PAPER SUBMITTALS (INCLUDING REVISIONS AND ADDENDUM) FOR ANY PROJECT IS NOT

MAY BE SUBMITTED TO . IF YOU ORIGINALLY SUBMITTED ON-LINE,
SUBMIT ELECTRONIC REVISIONS IN "SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS", FOR REVISED OR
ADDITIONAL PLANS. REVISIONS SHALL BE IDENTIFIED WITH CLOUDS AND REVISION
MARKS.

3. INFORMATION ABOUT THE ZONING CODE, BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT (BOA), PLANNING
COMMISSION (TMAPC), AND THE TULSA PLANNING OFFICE AT INCOG CAN BE FOUND

ONLINE AT IN PERSON AT 2W.2ND ST., 8TH FLOOR, IN TULSA,;
OR BY CALLING 918-584-7526 AND ASKING TO SPEAK TO SOMEONE ABOUT THIS LETTER OF
DEFICIENCY.

4. A COPY OF A “RECORD SEARCH" [ X 1IS [ _1IS NOT INCLUDED WITH THIS LETTER. PLEASE
PRESENT THE “RECORD SEARCH" ALONG WITH THIS LETTER TO INCOG STAFF AT TIME OF
APPLYING FOR BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT ACTION AT INCOG. UPON APPROVAL BY THE
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT, INCOG STAFF WILL PROVIDE THE APPROVAL DOCUMENTS TO
YOU FOR IMMEDIATE SUBMITTAL TO OUR OFFICE. (See revisions submittal procedure above)

(continued)
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REVIEW COMMENTS

SECTIONS REFERENCED BELOW ARE FROM THE CITY OF TULSA ZONING CODE TITLE 42 AND CAN BE VIEWED AT
www.tulsaplanning.org/plans/TulsaZoningCode.pdf

BLDC-056594-2020 5123 S. Peoria Ave. June 15, 2020

Note: As provided for in Section 70.130 you may request the Board of Adjustment (BOA) to grant a
variance from the terms of the Zoning Code requirements identified in the letter of deficiency below.
Please direct all questions concerning separation distance acceptance and all questions regarding
BOA application forms and fees to the BOA Planner at the Tulsa Planning Office at 918-584-7526 or
esubmit@incog.org. It is your responsibility to submit to our office documentation of any decisions by
the BOA affecting the status of your application so we may continue to process your application.
INCOG does not act as your legal or responsible agent in submitting documents to the City of Tulsa on
your behalf. Staff review comments may sometimes identify compliance methods as provided in the
Tulsa Zoning Code. The permit applicant is responsible for exploring all or any options available to
address the noncompliance and submit the selected compliance option for review. Staff review makes
neither representation nor recommendation as to any optimal method of code solution for the project.

Section 40.225 Medical Marijuana Uses

1. Sec.40.225-D: A medical marijuana dispensary may not be located within 1000 feet of
another medical marijuana dispensary.

2. Sec.40.225-1: The separation distance required under Sec.40.225-D must be measured in a

straight line between the nearest perimeter walls of the buildings (or portion of the building,
in the case of a multiple-tenant building) occupied by the dispensary.
Review comment: Submit a copy of the BOA accepted separation distance of 1000" from
other dispensaries. Please direct all questions concerning separation distance acceptance and
all questions regarding BOA application forms and fees to the INCOG BOA Planner at 918-
584-7526.

Note: All references are to the City of Tulsa Zoning Code. Link to Zoning Code:

www.tulsaplanning.org/plans/TulsaZoningCode.pdf
Please notify the reviewer via email when your revisions have been submitted

This letter of deficiencies covers Zoning plan review items only. You may receive additional letters from other
disciplines such as Building or Water/Sewer/Drainage for items not addressed in this letter.

A hard copy of this letter is available upon request by the applicant.

END — ZONING CODE REVIEW

NOTE: THIS CONSTITUTES A PLAN REVIEW TO DATE IN RESPONSE TO THE SUBMITTED INFORMATION ASSOCIATED
WITH THE ABOVE REFERENCED APPLICATION. ADDITIONAL ISSUES MAY DEVELOP WHEN THE REVIEW CONTINUES
UPON RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED IN THIS LETTER OR UPON ADDITIONAL SUBMITTAL FROM
THE APPLICANT.

KEEP OUR OFFICE ADVISED OF ANY ACTION BY THE CITY OF TULSA BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT OR TULSA
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION AFFECTING THE STATUS OF YOUR APPLICATION FOR A ZONING
CLEARANCE PERMIT.
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
CASE REPORT

STR: 9307 Case Number: BOA-22978
CZM: 37
CD: 4

HEARING DATE: 08/25/2020 1:00 PM
: Bobby Patterson

: Special Exception to allow a Commercial/Assembly &
Entertainment/Indoor/Small (up to 250-person capacity) Use (Axe-throwing Venue) in an MX-1-P-U
zoning district (Sec.10.020 Table 10-2)

LOCATION: 1306 E11 ST S ZONED: MX-1-P-U

PRESENT USE: Vacant TRACT SIZE: 25939.13 SQFT
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: LTS 45-52 LESS N2.5 LT 52 BLK 4, ORCHARD ADDN
RELEVANT PREVIOUS ACTIONS:

Subject property: None.

Surrounding Property:

BOA-21571; On 06.11.2013 the Board approved a Special Exception to allow improvements at Tracy
Park, located 1134 S. Peoria Ave.

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: The Tulsa Comprehensive Plan identifies the
subject property as part of a “Main Street” and an “Area of Growth®.

The purpose of Areas of Growth is to direct the allocation of resources and channel growth to where
it will be beneficial and can best improve access to jobs, housing, and services with fewer and shorter
auto trips. Areas of Growth are parts of the city where general agreement exists that development or
redevelopment is beneficial. As steps are taken to plan for, and, in some cases, develop or redevelop
these areas, ensuring that existing residents will not be displaced is a high priority. A major goal is to
increase economic activity in the area to benefit existing residents and businesses, and where
necessary, provide the stimulus to redevelop.

Main Streets are Tulsa’s classic linear centers. They are comprised of residential, commercial, and
entertainment uses along a transit-rich street usually two to four lanes wide and includes much lower
intensity residential neighborhoods situated behind. Main Streets are pedestrian-oriented places with
generous sidewalks, storefronts on the ground floor of buildings, and street trees and other amenities
Visitors from outside the surrounding neighborhoods can travel to Main Streets by bike, transit, or car
Parking is provided on street, small private off street lots, or in shared lots or structures.

L. A
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ANALYSIS OF SURROUNDING AREA: The subject tract is located at the SE/c of E. 11th Street
and S. Peoria Ave.

STAFF COMMENTS: The applicant is Requesting a Special Exception to allow a
Commercial/Assembly & Entertainment/Indoor/Small (up to 250-person capacity) Use (Axe-throwing
Venue) in an MX-1-P-U zoning district (Sec.10.020 Table 10-2)

Table 10-2: MX District Use Regulations

USE CATEGORY Suppiemental
Subcategory VOB A NTLEN Repulatons

Specific use
RESIDENTIAL

Household Living (allowed building types regulated by character zone)
Group Living Section 40.160
Assisted living facility P P P
Community group home P P P |[Section40.100
Elderiy/retirement center P P P
Life care retirement center P P P
Shelter, emergency and protective 5 S S |Section40.130
College or University ) 5 P_ | 2esiion 40,070
Day Care P P P |Section.40. 120
Fraternal Organization S P P
Governmental Service - 5 S S
_Hospital S S S | Section 40.070
Library or Cultural Exhibit P P i P 1
Natural Resource Preservation o P P P
Parks and Recreation P P P
Postal Services 5 S S
_Religious Assembly P P P
Safety Service 5 P P -
School - | - | P |Section40.350
Utilities and Public Service Facility
Minor P P P
Major S S S
Wireless Communication Facility Seciion.40.420
Freestanding tower S S S
Buiiding or tower-mounted antenna P P P
Animal Service S8610n.40 020
Boarding or shelter - - - = 5
Grooming P P P
Veterinary P P P
Assembly and Entertainment Section 40.040
Indoor B
Small (up to 250 persons capacity) . S |P/S[1]|P/S[T]
Large (>250 person capacity) - |[P/S[1]1|P/S[1]
Qutdoor - S S

Assembly and Entertainment use are subject to the supplemental regulations of Sec. 40.040:

Section 40.040 Assembly and Entertainment]

Whenever an assembly and entertainment use is located on a lot abutting an R or AG-R-zoned lot, a
screening wall or fence must be provided along the common lot line in accordance with the F1
screening fence or wall standards of §63,070-C.

0.3
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SAMPLE MOTION: Move to (approve/deny) a Special Exception to allow a
Commercial/Assembly & Entertainment/Indoor/Small (up to 250-person capacity) Use (Axe-throwing
Venue) in an MX-1-P-U zoning district (Sec.10.020 Table 10-2)

e Per the Conceptual Plan(s) shown on page(s) of the agenda packet.

e Subject to the following conditions (including time limitation, if any):

The Board finds that the requested Special Exception will be in harmony with the spirit and intent of
the Code and will not be injurious to the neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare.

6.4
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LT 1 LESS E138.50 & LESS $150 THEREOF BLK 5, CLARLAND ACRES, CITY OF
TULSA, TULSA COUNTY, STATE OF OKLAHOMA

21571—City of Tulsa Parks — Jack Bubenik FILE COPY

Action Requested:
Special Exception to permit a public park (Use Unit 5) to be located in an RS-3
zoned district (Tracy Park). LOCATION: 1134 South Peoria Avenue (CD 4)

Ms. Back informed the Board that the subject City Park was dedicated to the City before
the code was enacted, therefore, the special exception is being requested to allow the
City to perform the necessary work.

Presentation:

Lucy Dolman, City of Tulsa, 175 East 2" Street, Tulsa, OK; stated the Parks
Department is requesting the Board of Adjustment see the new sign standard as
replacement as an allowable improvement in the park. The new sign will be placed in
the same general location as the sign that is being removed. The new sign standard
will bring continuity and be a good impression for the park. It will also provide a unique
design that will be specific to the Park Department. The old sign standard was unsightly
and confusing. The Parks Department master plan directed the Tulsa Parks to
repurpose, replace and remove outdated structures and this will be done with the new
sign standard.

Interested Parties:
There were no interested parties present.

Comments and Questions:
None.

Board Action:

On MOTION of VAN DE WIELE, the Board voted 3-0-0 (Henke, Tidwell, Van De Wiele
“aye”; no “nays”; no “abstentions”; Snyder, White absent) to APPROVE the request for
a Special Exception to permit a public park (Use Unit 5) to be located in an RS-3 zoned
district (Tracy Park), subject to conceptual plan 5.6, 5.7 and 5.8. In making this motion
to approve this special exception per the conceptual plan and to replace existing
signage for Tracy Park and is to include future modifications and improvements
commensurate with park amenities with no further Board of Adjustment approval
required. Finding that the proposed improvements will be compatible with the
neighborhood and will be in harmony with the spirit and intent of the code, and will not
be injurious to the neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare; for the

following property:

06/11/2013-1095 (6)
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P0A -2157T1 Y
TRACY PARK & PRT VAC 11TH PL BEG SECR PARK TH S30 W300.3 N30 E300.3

POB, RIDGEWOOD ADDN OF TRACY PARK ADDN, CITY OF TULSA, TULSA
COUNTY, STATE OF OKLAHOMA

to permit a public park (Use Unit 5) to be located in an AG/CS
zoned district (Savage Park). LOCATION: 17800 East 21% Street (CD 6)

Presentation:
Lucy Dolman, City of Tulsa, 175 East 2" Street, Tulsa, OK; stated this park is the
same as the previous park presented, and she was available for any questions.

Interested Parties:
There were no interested parties present.

None.

Board Action:

On MOTION of VAN DE WIELE, the Board voted 3-0-0 (Henke, Tidwell, Van De Wiele
“aye”; no “nays”; no “abstentions”; Snyder, White absent) to APPROVE the request for
a to permit a public park (Use Unit 5) to be located in an AG/CS
zoned district (Savage Park), subject to conceptual plan 6.13, 6.14 and 6.15. In making
this motion to approve this special exception per the conceptual plan and to replace
existing signage for Savage Park and is to include future modifications and
improvements commensurate with park amenities with no further Board of Adjustment
approval required. Finding that the proposed improvements will be compatible with the
neighborhood and will be in harmony with the spirit and intent of the code, and will not
be injurious to the neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare; for the
following property:

W/2 W/2 NW SEC 13-19-14, CITY OF TULSA, TULSA COUNTY, STATE OF
OKLAHOMA

to a previously appr n (BOA-14205) to replace existing
sign for Hunter Park. 5804 East 91% Street South (CD 8)

06/11/2013-1095 (7)

©.L



' “;-,-_-1;-_ ‘ —- i_. i
LosT “ﬂ@@ﬂ@@@@ 12 {'@ﬁ

.Iﬂ_.
.--+

L jﬂgg il

- r i ()
E 1 L dd - l

Subject Property

.7



Facing West on 11" Street

08708720

20




e oo DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

PLANS EXAMINER 175 EAST 2" STREET, SUITE 450

TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74103
TEL (918)596-9688

clange@cityoftulsa.org

ZONING CLEARANCE PLAN REVIEW

LOD Number: 1 June 24, 2020
Bobby Patterson Phone: 918.381.9274
22770 Grimes RD

Haskell, OK 74436

APPLICATIONNO: BLDC-063110-2020

(PLEASE REFERENCE THIS NUMBER WHEN CONTACTING OUR OFFICE)
Location: 1306 E 11 ST
Description: I/R Assembly & Entertainment

INFORMATION ABOUT SUBMITTING REVISIONS

OUR REVIEW HAS IDENTIFIED THE FOLLOWING CODE OMISSIONS OR DEFICIENCIES IN THE
PROJECT APPLICATION FORMS, DRAWINGS, AND/OR SPECIFICATIONS. THE DOCUMENTS SHALL
BE REVISED TO COMPLY WITH THE REFERENCED CODE SECTIONS.

REVISIONS NEED TO INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

1. ACOPY OF THIS DEFICIENCY LETTER

2. AWRITTEN RESPONSE AS TO HOW EACH REVIEW COMMENT HAS BEEN RESOLVED
3. THE COMPLETED REVISED/ADDITIONAL PLANS FORM (SEE ATTACHED)

4. BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT APPROVAL DOCUMENTS, IF RELEVANT

REVISIONS SHALL BE SUBMITTED DIRECTLY TO THE CITY OF TULSA PERMIT CENTER LOCATED AT
175 EAST 2" STREET, SUITE 450, TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74103, PHONE (918) 596-9601.

THE CITY OF TULSA WILL ASSESS A RESUBMITTAL FEE. DO NOT SUBMIT REVISIONS TO THE
PLANS EXAMINERS.

SUBMITTALS FAXED / EMAILED TO PLANS EXAMINERS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED.
IMPORTANT INFORMATION

1. IF A DESIGN PROFESSIONAL IS INVOLVED, HIS/HER LETTERS, SKETCHES, DRAWINGS, ETC.
SHALL BEAR HIS/HER OKLAHOMA SEAL WITH SIGNATURE AND DATE.

2. SUBMIT TWO (2) SETS OF DRAWINGS IF SUBMITTED USING PAPER, OR SUBMIT ELECTRONIC
REVISIONS IN “SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS”, IF ORIGINALLY SUBMITTED ON-LINE, FOR
REVISED OR ADDITIONAL PLANS. REVISIONS SHALL BE IDENTIFIED WITH CLOUDS AND
REVISION MARKS.

3. INFORMATION ABOUT THE ZONING CODE, BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT (BOA), PLANNING
COMMISSION (TMAPC), AND THE TULSA PLANNING OFFICE AT INCOG CAN BE FOUND ONLINE

AT ; IN PERSON AT 2 W. 2ND ST., 8TH FLOOR, IN TULSA; OR BY
CALLING 918-584-7526 AND ASKING TO SPEAK TO SOMEONE ABOUT THIS LETTER OF
DEFICIENCY.

4. A COPY OF A “RECORD SEARCH" [ X 1IS [ ]IS NOT INCLUDED WITH THIS LETTER. PLEASE
PRESENT THE “RECORD SEARCH" ALONG WITH THIS LETTER TO INCOG STAFF AT TIME OF
APPLYING FOR BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT ACTION AT INCOG. UPON APPROVAL BY THE BOARD
OF ADJUSTMENT, INCOG STAFF WILL PROVIDE THE APPROVAL DOCUMENTS TO YOU FOR
IMMEDIATE SUBMITTAL TO OUR OFFICE. (See revisions submittal procedure above.).

(continued)
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REVIEW COMMENTS

SECTIONS REFERENCED BELOW ARE FROM THE CITY OF TULSA ZONING CODE TITLE 42 AND CAN BE VIEWED AT
WWW.CITYOFTULSA-BOA.ORG

BLDC-063110-2020 1306 E11 ST June 24, 2020

Note: Please direct all questions concerning special exceptions and all questions regarding (BOA) or (TMAPC)
application forms and fees to a representative at the Tulsa Planning Office at 918-584-7526 or esubmit@incog.org
. It is your responsibility to submit to our office documentation of any appeal decisions by an authorized decision
making body affecting the status of your application so we may continue to process your application. INCOG
does not act as your legal or responsible agent in submitting documents to the City of Tulsa on your behalf. Staff
review comments may sometimes identify compliance methods as provided in the Tulsa Zoning Code. The
permit applicant is responsible for exploring all or any options available to address the noncompliance and
submit the selected compliance option for review. Staff review makes neither representation nor
recommendation as to any optimal method of code solution for the project.

Sec.10.010 Table 10-2: Your proposed Ax-throwing venue is designated a Commercial/Assembly &
Entertainment/Indoor Small (up to 250 persons capacity) use and is in an MX-1 zoning district. This is
allowed by Special Exception approved by the BOA.

Review Comment: Submit a copy of the Special Exception permitting a Commercial/Assembly &
Entertainment/Indoor (Small (up to 250 persons capacity) use in an MX-1 zoning district.

Note: All references are to the City of Tulsa Zoning Code. Link to Zoning Code:
http:/itulsaplanning.org/plans/TulsaZoningCode.pdf
Please notify the reviewer via email when your revisions have been submitted

This letter of deficiencies covers Zoning plan review items only. You may receive additional letters from other
disciplines such as Building or Water/Sewer/Drainage for items not addressed in this letter.

A hard copy of this letter is available upon request by the applicant.

END - ZONING CODE REVIEW

NOTE: THIS CONSTITUTES A PLAN REVIEW TO DATE IN RESPONSE TO THE SUBMITTED INFORMATION ASSOCIATED WITH
THE ABOVE REFERENCED APPLICATION. ADDITIONAL ISSUES MAY DEVELOP WHEN THE REVIEW CONTINUES UPON
RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED IN THIS LETTER OR UPON ADDITIONAL SUBMITTAL FROM THE
APPLICANT,

KEEP OUR OFFICE ADVISED OF ANY ACTION BY THE CITY OF TULSA BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT OR TULSA METROPOLITAN
AREA PLANNING COMMISSION AFFECTING THE STATUS OF YOUR APPLICATION FOR A ZONING CLEARANCE PERMIT.

(.10
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
CASE REPORT

STR: 8307 Case Number: BOA-22979
CZM: 52
CD: 2

HEARING DATE: 08/25/2020 1:00 PM
: Molly Jones

ACTION REQUESTED: Special Exception to permit alternative compliance parking ratios in an RM-
2 District to reduce the required number of parking spaces for an apartment use (Section 55.050-K;
Section 55.020 Table 55-1)

: 7131 SQUINCY AV E; 7141 S QUINCY AV E ZONED: RM-2
PRESENT USE: Vacant TRACT SIZE: 208609.69 SQ FT

: Lots Two (2) and Three (3), Block One (1), River Grove Subdivision, Tulsa
County, State of Oklahoma

RELEVANT PREVIOUS ACTIONS: None

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: The Tulsa Comprehensive Plan identifies the
subject property as part of a “Town Center “ and an “Area of Growth “

Town Centers are medium-scale, one to five story mixed-use areas intended to serve a larger area
of neighborhoods than Neighborhood Centers, with retail, dining, and services and employment. They
can include apartments, condominiums, and townhouses with small lot single family homes at the
edges. A Town Center also may contain offices that employ nearby residents. Town centers also
serve as the main transit hub for surrounding neighborhoods and can include plazas and squares for
markets and events. These are pedestrian-oriented centers designed so visitors can park once and
walk to number of destinations.

The purpose of Areas of Growth is to direct the allocation of resources and channel growth to where
it will be beneficial and can best improve access to jobs, housing, and services with fewer and shorter
auto trips. Areas of Growth are parts of the city where general agreement exists that development or
redevelopment is beneficial. As steps are taken to plan for, and, in some cases, develop or redevelop
these areas, ensuring that existing residents will not be displaced is a high priority. A major goal is to
increase economic activity in the area to benefit existing residents and businesses, and where
necessary, provide the stimulus to redevelop.

ANALYSIS OF SURROUNDING AREA: The subject tract is located south of the SE/c of E. 71st
Street S. and S. Quincy Ave. The property is North do the St. John Ascension clinic. The property is
immediately West of a Patio Home Subdivision and across Quincy Ave. from Prairie Rose Retirement
center.

1.
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STAFF COMMENTS: The Applicant is requesting a Special Exception to permit alternative
compliance parking ratios in an RM-2 District to reduce the required number of parking spaces for an
apartment use (Section 55.050-K; Section 55.020 Table 55-1)

55.050-K Alternative Compliance|
The motor vehicle parking ratios of this chapter are not intended to prevent
development and redevelopment or to make development and redevelopment
economically impractical. In order to allow for flexibility in addressing the actual
expected parking demand of specific uses, alternative compliance parking ratios
may be approved through the special exception procedures of Section 70.120 only
if:

1. The applicant submits a parking study demonstrating that the motor vehicle
parking ratios of Segtion.55.020 do not accurately reflect the actual day-to-
day parking demand that can reasonably be anticipated for the proposed use
based on field surveys of observed parking demand for similar use within the
city or on external data from credible research organizations, such as the
Urban Land Institute (ULI) or the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE);

2. The board of adjustment determines that the other allowed parking
reduction alternatives of Se¢tion.2R.020 are infeasible or do not apply; and

3. The board of adjustment determines that the reduced parking ratios
proposed are not likely to cause material adverse impacts on traffic
circulation and safety or on the general welfare of property owners and
residents in the surrounding area.

The applicant has provided a description of their parking on site along with a description of their
proposed co-housing development which is proximity to a Tulsa Transit Aero Stop and has plans to
utilize car-sharing between residents. Additionally there is a parking study provided which provided by
the Victoria Transport Policy Institute which finds parking management programs (walking, cycling,
ridesharing, public transit and carsharing) similar to the strategies to be utilized by the applicants can
reduce their parking needs by up to 40%.

SAMPLE MOTION: Move to (approve/deny) a Special Exception to permit alternative
compliance parking ratios in an RM-2 District to reduce the required number of parking spaces for an
apartment use (Section 55.050-K; Section 55.020 Table 55-1)

e Per the Conceptual Plan(s) shown on page(s) of the agenda packet.

e Subject to the following conditions (including time limitation, if any):

The Board finds that the requested Special Exception will be in harmony with the spirit and intent of
the Code and will not be injurious to the neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare,
that the other allowed parking alternative of Section 55.050 are infeasible or do not apply and the
reduced parking ratios proposed are not likely to cause material adverse impacts on traffic circulation
and safety or on the general welfare of property owners and residents in the surrounding area.

13
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DANA L. BOX DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

PLANS EXAMINER II 175 EAST 2" STREET, SUITE 450
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74103

ZONING CLEARANCE PLAN REVIEW

July 8, 2020

LOD Number: 1 Phone: 918-606-1999
Molly Ann Jones

5103 S. Sheridan Road, Suite 503

Tulsa, OK 74145

APPLICATIONNO ZC0-063536-2020

(PLEASE REFERENCE THIS NUMBER WHEN CONTACTING OUR OFFICE)
Location: 7141 S. Quincy
Description: Co-housing Development

TEL (918) 596-9657
danabox@cityoftulsa.org

INFORMATION ABOUT SUBMITTING REVISIONS

OUR REVIEW HAS IDENTIFIED THE FOLLOWING CODE OMISSIONS OR DEFICIENCIES IN THE
PROJECT APPLICATION FORMS, DRAWINGS, AND/OR SPECIFICATIONS. THE DOCUMENTS
SHALL BE REVISED TO COMPLY WITH THE REFERENCED CODE SECTIONS.

REVISIONS NEED TO INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

1. A COPY OF THIS DEFICIENCY LETTER

2. AWRITTEN RESPONSE AS TO HOW EACH REVIEW COMMENT HAS BEEN RESOLVED
3. THE COMPLETED REVISED/ADDITIONAL PLANS FORM (SEE ATTACHED)

4. BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT APPROVAL DOCUMENTS, IF RELEVANT

REVISIONS SHALL BE SUBMITTED DIRECTLY TO THE CITY OF TULSA PERMIT CENTER LOCATED
AT 175 EAST 2™ STREET, SUITE 450, TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74103, PHONE (918) 596-9601.

THE CITY OF TULSA WILL ASSESS A RESUBMITTAL FEE. DO NOT SUBMIT REVISIONS TO THE
PLANS EXAMINERS.

SUBMITTALS FAXED / EMAILED TO PLANS EXAMINERS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED.
IMPORTANT INFORMATION

1. IF ADESIGN PROFESSIONAL IS INVOLVED, HIS/HER LETTERS, SKETCHES, DRAWINGS, ETC
SHALL BEAR HIS/HER OKLAHOMA SEAL WITH SIGNATURE AND DATE.

2. SUBMIT TWO (2) SETS OF DRAWINGS IF SUBMITTED USING PAPER, OR SUBMIT ELECTRONIC
REVISIONS IN "SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS”, IF ORIGINALLY SUBMITTED ON-LINE, FOR
REVISED OR ADDITIONAL PLANS. REVISIONS SHALL BE IDENTIFIED WITH CLOUDS AND
REVISION MARKS.

3. INFORMATION ABOUT THE ZONING CODE, BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT (BOA), PLANNING
COMMISSION (TMAPC), AND THE TULSA PLANNING OFFICE AT INCOG CAN BE FOUND

ONLINE AT IN PERSON AT 2W. 2ND ST., 8TH FLOOR, IN TULSA;
OR BY CALLING 918-584-7526 AND ASKING TO SPEAK TO SOMEONE ABOUT THIS LETTER OF
DEFICIENCY.

4. A COPY OF A "RECORD SEARCH” [ X ]IS [ 1IS NOT INCLUDED WITH THIS LETTER. PLEASE
PRESENT THE “RECORD SEARCH” ALONG WITH THIS LETTER TO INCOG STAFF AT TIME OF
APPLYING FOR BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT ACTION AT INCOG. UPON APPROVAL BY THE
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT, INCOG STAFF WILL PROVIDE THE APPROVAL DOCUMENTS TO
YOU FOR IMMEDIATE SUBMITTAL TO OUR OFFICE. (See revisions submittal brocedure above.).
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(continued)

REVIEW COMMENTS

SECTIONS REFERENCED BELOW ARE FROM THE CITY OF TULSA ZONING CODE TITLE 42 AND CAN BE VIEWED AT
http://tulsaplanning.org/plans/TulsaZoningCode.pdf

Z2C0-063536-2020 7141 S. Quincy July 8, 2020

Note: As provided for in Section 70.130 you may request the Board of Adjustment (BOA) to grant a variance from
the terms of the Zoning Code requirements identified in the letter of deficiency below. Please direct all questions
concerning variances, special exceptions, appeals of an administrative official decision, Master Plan
Developments Districts (MPD), Planned Unit Developments (PUD), Corridor (CO) zoned districts, zoning changes,
platting, lot splits, lot combinations, alternative compliance landscape and screening plans and all questions
regarding (BOA) or (TMAPC) application forms and fees to a representative at the Tulsa Planning Office 918-584-
7526 or esubmit@incog.org.. It is your responsibility to submit to our office documentation of any appeal decisions
by an authorized decision making body affecting the status of your application so we may continue to process
your application. INCOG does not act as your legal or responsible agent in submitting documents to the City of
Tulsa on your behalf. Staff review comments may sometimes identify compliance methods as provided in the Tulsa
Zoning Code. The permit applicant is responsible for exploring all or any options available to address the
noncompliance and submit the selected compliance option for review. Staff review makes neither representation
nor recommendation as to any optimal method of code solution for the project.

1. Sec.55.020 Table 55-2: The proposed co-housing development is designated a Residential/Apartment
use and is in an RM-2 district. The minimum parking requirement for Apartments use is 1.25 spaces
for 0-1 bedroom units and 2.0 spaces for 2+-bedroom units. According to the plans provided, there
are four {4) one-bedroom units and 32 two-bedroom units plus a two- bedroom guest suite in the
Common House. This will require a total of 71 parking spaces. Your site plan provides 51 spaces.

”

istrict an| o requirements/notes
Subcatagory CBD District Pistricts and P =
District] Qverlay {1]
Speacific use
[1] See Sacrign 20.044 for information on Pl Overla

RESIDENTIAL
Household Living

Decachad house dweliing unit 0.0¢ 1.00 2.00

Townhouse dwelling unit 0.00 1.00 2.00

Duplex dweliing unit 0.00 1.00 2.00

Manufactured housing unit dwelling unit 0.00 1.00 2.00

Maobile home dweliing unit 0.00 1.60 2.00

Multi-unit heuse 01 bedroom dwelling unit 0.00 1.10 1.25

Muld unit house 2+ bedroom dwelling unit 0.00 1.50 2.00

riment/condo 0-1 bedroom dwaelling unit 0.00 1.10 1.25

Review comment: Submit a site plan providing 71 parking spaces that comply with the design criteria
of Sec.55.090. You may wish to sider an Alternate Compliance Parking ratio approved per Sec.55.050-K.

2. Section 65 Landscaping and Screening
Review comment: Provide a landscape plan with the following:
e The location of property lines and dimensions of the site;
e The location, size and type (tree, shrub, ground cover) of proposed landscaping and the
location and size of the proposed landscape areas;
e Planting details and/or specifications;
e The method of protecting any existing trees and vegetation proposed to be preserved,
including the identification of existing and finished contours illustrating the limits of grading
near the drip line of any trees;

2

T1



The proposed irrigation plan for each required landscape area;

The schedule of installation of required trees, landscaping and appurtenances;
The location of al proposed drives, alleys, parking and other site improvements;
The location of all existing and proposed structures on the site;

The existing topography and proposed grading.

e o o o o

3. Sec.67.040 Lighting Plans

Sec. 67.040-A General-Applicants have two (2) options for the format of the required lighting plan:
Option 1. Submit a lighting plan that complies with the fixture height lighting plan requirements
of §67.040-B; or
Option 2. Submit a photometric plan demonstrating that compliance will be achieved using taller
fixture heights, in accordance with §67.040-C.

Review comment: If no outdoor lighting is proposed, a note must be placed on the face of the site plan

indicating that no outdoor lighting will be provided.

Note: All references are to the City of Tulsa Zoning Code. Link to Zoning Code:
http:/ltulsaplanning.org/plans/TulsaZoningCode.pdf

Please notify the reviewer via email when your revisions have been submitted

This letter of deficiencies covers Zoning plan review items only. You may receive additional letters from other
disciplines such as Building or Water/Sewer/Drainage for items not addressed in this letter.

A hard copy of this letter is available upon request by the applicant.

END - ZONING CODE REVIEW

NOTE: THIS CONSTITUTES A PLAN REVIEW TO DATE IN RESPONSE TO THE SUBMITTED INFORMATION ASSOCIATED
WITH THE ABOVE REFERENCED APPLICATION. ADDITIONAL ISSUES MAY DEVELOP WHEN THE REVIEW CONTINUES
UPON RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED IN THIS LETTER OR UPON ADDITIONAL SUBMITTAL FROM
THE APPLICANT,

KEEP OUR OFFICE ADVISED OF ANY ACTION BY THE CITY OF TULSA BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT OR TULSA
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION AFFECTING THE STATUS OF YOUR APPLICATION FOR A ZONING
CLEARANCE PERMIT.




GENERAL NOTES - ZONING

REQUIREMENTS
MIN LOT AREA/UNIT: 1,600 SF
MIN LOT WIDTH; 20 FT

SETBACKS
FRONT (OTHER §T) 10 FT
SIDES; & FT
REAR: 10 FT
MAX BUILDING HEIGHT: 35 FT
PARKING: 67 SPACES
AUNITS {1 BED} 41175
B UNITS {7 BED) 1047
CUNITS {7 BED) 1817
DUNITS (7 BED) 4x?

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
SITE AREA: 208 608 SF

PROPOSED USE
COMMON HOUSE (1) MIXED USE
ASSEMBLY, FULLY SPRINKLED
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As a Cohousing development, the project falls into a parking grey area
We're currently providing 52 spaces (including a bike rack), and believe this
will be sufficient to meet the needs of the homeowners and any visitors
without placing undue burden on the surrounding area As is common for
many coh 4 the ity developing the project has
placed an emphasis on shared resources and plans to share cars, in addition
to their designed communal spaces Heartwood Commons will also meet
HUD's requirements under the Fair Housing Act: Housing for Older Persons

1),

and will be a 55+ the hi i for the program
will ensure that the residents remain in the 55+ a age range, which should
bolster our parking request The next page highlights other residential parking
requirements in the Tuisa Zoning Code and requests the requirement be taken
down to 43 spaces {from 71) Page three highlights the site relative to public

transportation Finally, included is a study from Victoria's Transit Policy Institute;

page 25 indicates parking reductions for transit access, carsharing, bikeability,
and demographics (under 30 and over 65 years of age)

N

®

BOA SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS
PARKING SPECIAL EXCEPTION
0803 20

Table 55-1: Minimum Motor Ratios

Measurement (spaces per) All Other Additional
ceD H Dusncl'and M Districts and Pl requlrefments/notes
District Overlay [1
use erlay [1]
Detached house
dwelling unit 000 100
dwelling unit 000 100
dwelling unit
house 000 ; 110 125
0-1 bedroom dwelling unit
Assisted 000 ' 033 045
033 045
Homeless Center as part excepuon
Life care retirement center dwelling unit 000 a50% 065* *plus 0 20 per nursing

Residential reatment center

52 SPACES CURRENTLY PROVIDED (including 1 bike rack}
An average of the above housing types would require 43 spaces, which we wauld exceed This approach would more accurately reflect the program of the

ity, as it isn’t a reti center, but will house exclusively 55+ individuals who plan to share many resources, including cars If 43 became
the minimum requirement, we wouid still provide the 52 spaces currently planned, which would cover one car per unit, in addition to 16 visitors It's also likely
the members would agree to zoning provision 55 050-F.2, allowing a 4-space reduction for car-sharing use

JD%S,T]GE r\SJ BOA SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS
PARKING SPECIAL EXCEPTION
STUDIO 080320



VICTORIA
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EFFICIENCY « EQUITY » CLARITY

www.vtpi.org
Info@vtpi.org
Phone: 250-508-5150

Site has easy access to the 700,
AL | 490, 410, and Rapid Transit bus
lines, as well as the Riverside bike
Muts trail on two sides, which residents
plan to use,
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Parking Management

Comprehensive Implementation Guide
5 June 2020

by
Todd Litman
Victoria Transport Policy Institute

Abstract

Parking management refers to various policies and programs that result in more efficient
use of parking resources. This guide describes and evaluates more than two-dozen such
strategies. It investigates problems with current parking planning practices, discusses
the costs of parking facilities and the savings that can result from improved
management, describes specific parking management strategies and how they can be
implemented, discusses parking management planning and evaluation, and describes
how to develop the optimal parking management program in a particular situation. Cost-
effective parking management programs can usually reduce parking requirements by 20-
40% compared with conventional planning requirements, providing many economic,
social and environmental benefits.

Todd Alexander Litman © 2007-2020
You are welcome and encouraged to copy, distribute, share and excerpt this document and its ideas, provided
the author is given attribution. Please send your corrections, comments and suggestions for improvement
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Introduction

A typical automobile is parked 23 hours each day, and uses several parking spaces each week.
Parking facilities are an essential component of a transportation system. They are also costly; for
every dollar motorists spend on their vehicles, somebody (they, their employers, local
government, businesses, etc.) spend more than a dollar to park it. Parking conflicts are among
the most common problems facing designers, operators, planners and other officials. Such
problems can be often defined either in terms of supply (too few spaces are available,
somebody must build more) or in terms of management (available facilities are used
inefficiently and should be better managed). Management solutions tend to be better than
expanding supply because they support more strategic planning objectives:

e Reduced development costs and increased affordability.
e More compact, multi-modal community planning (smart growth).

e Encourage use of alternative modes and reduce motor vehicle use {thereby reducing traffic
congestion, accidents and pollution).

e Improved user options and quality of service, particutarly for non-drivers.
* Improved design flexibility, creating more functional and attractive communities.
e Ability to accommodate new uses and respond to new demands.

e Reduced impervious surface and related environmental and aesthetic benefits.

Parking management refers to various policies and programs that result in more efficient use of
parking resources (Barter 2014). Parking management includes several specific strategies; nearly
two dozen are described in this guide. When appropriately applied parking mar it can
significantly reduce the number of parking spaces required in a particular situation, providing a
variety of economic, social and environmental benefits. When all impacts are considered,
improved management is often the best solution to parking problems.

Parking Management Principles
These ten general principles can help guide planning decision to support parking management.

v % N U e w N R

Consumer choice. People should have viable parking and travel options.

User information. Motorists should have information on their parking and travel options.

Sharing. Parking facilities should serve multiple users and destinations.

Efficient utilization. Parking facilities should be sized and managed so spaces are frequently occupied.
Flexibility. Parking plans should accommodate uncertainty and change.

Prioritization. The most desirable spaces should be managed to favor higher-priority uses.

Pricing. As much as possible, users should pay directly for the parking facilities they use.

Peak management. Special efforts should be made to deal with peak-demand.

Quality. Parking facility guality (aesthetics, convenience, safety, etc.) is as important as quantity.

10. Comprehensive analysis. All significant costs and benefits should be considered in parking planning.
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Parking management generally improves travel options (walking, cycling, ridesharing, public
transit, carsharing), parking options (allowing motorists to choose between more convenient
but higher priced spaces, and less convenient but cheaper spaces), and pricing options (hourly,
daily or monthly fees, mobile phone payments, etc.). Parking management is becoming
increasing feasible, due to new technologies and services, and increasingly important, due to
new planning goals.

Parking Management Benefits

Facility cost savings. Reduces costs to governments, businesses, developers and consumers.

Improved service quality. Many strategies improve service quality by increasing consumer options,
reducing congestion, improving user information, and creating more attractive facilities.

More flexible facility location and design. Parking management gives architects, designers and planners
more ways to address parking requirements.

Reduced congestion. |n large commercial districts, a major portion of peak-period vehicle traffic consists
of vehicles cruising for parking (about 15% according to Hampshire and Shoup 2018). Efficient parking
management eliminates this traffic.

Revenue generation. Some management strategies generate revenues that can fund parking facilities,
transportation improvements, or other important projects.

Reduces land consumption. Parking management can reduce land requirements and so helps preserve
greenspace and other valuable ecological, historic and cultural resources.

Supports mobility g Parking manag 1t is an important component of efforts to
encourage more efficient transportation, which helps reduce problems such as traffic congestion,
roadway costs, potlution emissions, energy consumption and traffic accidents.

Supports Smart Growth. Parking management helps create more accessible and efficient land use
patterns, and support other land use planning abjectives.

Improved walkability. By allowing more clustered development and buildings located closer to
sidewalks and streets, parking management helps create more walkable communities.

Supports transit. Parking management supports transit oriented development and transit use.

Pod

d stor costs, water pollution and heat island effects. Parking management
can reduce total pavement area and incorporate better design features.

Supports equity objectives. Management strategies can reduce the need for subsidies, improve travel
options for non-drivers, and increase affordability for lower-income households.

More livable communities, Parking management can help create more attractive and efficient
communities by reducing paved areas, increasing walkability and allowing more flexible design.

This guide describes various parking management strategies, how to evaluate these strategies
and develop an integrated parking plan, plus examples and resources for more information. it
describes contingency-based planning, which deals with uncertainty by identifying possible
responses to future conditions, such as the set of strategies that will be implemented if the
current parking supply turns out to be inadequate sometime in the future.

Parking Management Comprehensive Implementation Guide
Victoria Transport Policy Institute

Examples

Below are three examples of parking management programs. More examples and case studies
are described in a later section of this guide.

Reducing Building D p Costs

A mixed-use building is being constructed in an urban or suburban area that will contain 100
housing units and 10,000 square feet of commercial space. By conventional standards this
requires 200 parking spaces (1.6 spaces per housing unit plus 4 spaces per 1,000 square feet of
commercial space), costing from $2 million for surface parking (about 9% of the total
development costs), up to $6 million for underground parking (about 25% of total development
costs). However, because the building is in a relatively accessible location (on a street that has
sidewalks, with retail business and public transit services located nearby) and on-street parking
is available nearby to accommodate occasional overflows, the building owners argue that a
lower standard should be applied, such as 1.2 parking spaces per housing unit and 3 spaces per
1,000 square feet of commercial space, reducing total requirements to 150 spaces. To further
reduce parking requirements the developer proposes the following:

e Unbundle parking, so parking spaces are rented separately from building space. For
example, rather than paying $1,000 per month for an apartment with two parking spaces
renters pay $800 per month for the apartment and $100 per month for each parking space.
This typically reduces parking requirements by 20%.

e Encourage businesses to implement commute trip reduction programs for their employees,
including cashing out free parking (employees are offered $50 per month if they don't use a
parking space). This typically reduces automobile commuting by 20%.

e Regulate the most convenient parking spaces to favor higher-priority uses, including delivery
vehicles and short errands, and handicapped users.

e Include four carshare vehicles in the building. Each typically substitutes for 5 personal
vehicles, reducing 4 parking spaces.

e |ncorporate excellent walking facilities, including sidewalk upgrades if needed to allow
convenient access to nearby destinations, overflow parking facilities and transit stops.

e Incorporate bicycle parking and changing facilities into the building.

e Provide information to resident, employees and visitors about transit, rideshare and taxi
services, bicycling facilities, and overflow parking options.

* Develop a contingency-based overflow parking plan that indicates where is available nearby
if on-site facilities are full, and how and spillover impacts will be addressed. For example,
identify where additional parking spaces can be rented if needed.

This management program allows total parking requiremenits to be reduced to 100 spaces,
providing $100,000 to $500,000 in annualized parking facility capital and operating cost savings
{compared with $20,000-$50,000 in additional expenses for implementing these strategies), as
well as providing improved options to users and reduced vehicle traffic.
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Increasing Office Building Profits and Benefits

An office building has 100 employees and 120 surface parking spaces, providing orie space per
employee plus 20 visitor spaces. The building earns $1,000,000 annually in rent, of which
$900,000 is spent on debt servicing and operating expenses, leaving $100,000 annual net profit.

Parking management begins when a nearby restaurant arranges to use 20 spaces for staff
parking during evenings and weekends for $50 per month per space, providing $12,000 in
additional annual revenue. After subtracting $2,000 for walkway improvements between the
sites, and additional operating costs, this increases profits 10%. Later a nearby church arranges
to use 50 parking spaces Sunday mornings for $500 per month, providing $6,000 in annual
revenue. After subtracting $1,000 for additional operating costs, this increases profits by
another 5%. Next, a commercial parking operator arranges to rent the building’s unused parking
to general public during evenings and weekends This provides $10,000 in net annual revenue,
an additional 10% profit.

Inspired, the building manager develops a comprehensive management plan to take full
advantage of the parking facility’s value. Rather than giving each employee a reserved space,
spaces are shared, so 80 spaces can easily serve the 100 employees A commute trip reduction
program is implemented with a $40 per month cash-out option, which reduces parking
requirements by another 20 spaces. As a resuit, employees only need 60 parking spaces. The
extra 40 parking spaces are leased to nearby businesses for $80 per month, providing $32,000 in
annual revenue, $9,600 of which is used to fund cash-out payments and $2,400 to cover
additional costs, leaving $20,000 net profits.

Because business is growing, the tenant wants additional building space for 30 more employees.
Purchasing land for another building would cost approximately $1 million, and result in two
separate work locations, an undesirable arrangement. Instead, the building manager stops
leasing daytime parking and raises the cash-out rate to $50 per month, which causes an
additional 10 percentage point reduction in automobile commuting. With these management
strategies, 87 parking spaces are adequate to serve 130 employees plus visitors, leaving the land
currently used by 33 parking spaces available for a building site. To address concerns that this
parking supply may be insufficient sometime in the future, a contingency plan is developed
which identifies what will be done if more parking is needed, which might involve an overflow
parking plan, providing additional commuter incentives during peak periods, leasing nearly
parking, or building structured parking if necessary.

This parking management plan saves $1 million in land costs, a $50,000 annualized value.
Parking spaces can still be rented on weekends and evenings, bringing in an additional $25,000.
These parking management strategies increased total building profits about 75%, allow a
business to locate entirely at one location, and provide parking to additional users during off-
peak periods. Other benefits include increased income and travel options for employees,
reduced traffic congestion and air pollution, and reduced stormwater runoff.

Parking Manag Comprehensive implementation Guide
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D -A ing Parking Pr

A growing downtown is experiencing parking problems. Most downtown parking is unpriced,
with 2-hour limits for on-street parking. During peak periods 90% of core-area parking spaces
are occupied, although there is virtually always parking available a few blocks away, and many
of the core spaces are used by commuters or long-term visitors, who moved their vehicles every
two hours to avoid citations. During peak periods, a major portion of downtown traffic consists
of vehicles cruising for parking (Hampshire and Shoup 2018).

Local businesses asked the city to build a $5 million parking structure, which would either
require about $500,000 in annual subsidies or would require user charges. Experience in similar
downtowns indicates that if most public parking is unpriced, few motorists will pay for parking
so the structure would be underutilized and do little to alleviate parking problems Local officials
decide to first implement a management program, to defer or avoid the need for a parking
structure. Parking surveys are performed regularly to track utilization and turnover rates, in
order to identify problems. The program’s objectives are to encourage efficient use of parking
facilities, insure that parking is convenient for priority uses (deliveries, customers and short
errands), and maintain parking utilization at about 85%. It includes the following strategies:

e Increase enforcement of regulations, particularly during busy periods, but insure that
enforcement is friendly and fair.

® Reduce on-street time limits {e.g , 2-hours to 30 minutes) where needed to increase turnover
e Expand core area boundaries to increase the number of spaces managed for short-term use.

e Encourage businesses to share parking, so for example, a restaurant allows its parking spaces to
be used by an office building during the weekdays in exchange for using the office parking during
evenings and weekends.

o Encourage use of alternative modes. The city may partner with the downtown business
organization to support commute trip reduction programs and downtown shuttle service.

» Develop special regulations as needed, such as for disabled access, delivery and loading areas, or
to accommodate other particular land uses,

e Implement a residential parking permit program if needed to address spillover problems in
nearby residential areas, but accommodate non-residential users as much as possible.

e Provide signs and maps showing motorists where they may park
e Have an overflow parking plan for occasionally special events that attract large crowds.

e Establish high standards for parking facility design, including aesthetic and safety features, to
enhance the downtown environment.

s Price parking, using convenient pricing methods. Apply the following principles:
o Adjust rates as needed to maintain optional utilization (i.e., 85% peak occupancy).

o Structure rates to favor short-term uses in core areas and encourage longer-term parkers to
shift to other locations

o Provide special rates to serve appropriate uses, such as for evening and weekend events.

o Use revenues to improve enforcement, security, facility maintenance, marketing, and
mobility management programs that encourage use of alternative modes.
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Types of Parking Paradigm Shifts and Innovations
Table 1 describes various types of parking facilities and the role they play in an efficient parking Parking planning is undergoing a paradigm shift, a fundamental change in how problems are
system. These categories overlap: surface parking lot can be unpriced, priced but serve just one perceived and solutions evaluated (Belmore 2019; Economist 2017). The old paradigm assumed
destination, or commercial. Parking facilities that are regulated and priced to favor higher value that “transportation” means driving, so parking facilities should be as abundant and cheap as
trips (such as deliveries and customers over commuters and residents), and serve multiple possible, with costs borne indirectly by governments and businesses. The new paradigm strives
destinations tend to be used most efficiently to provide optimal parking supply and price It assumes that transportation includes multiple
modes, and not everybody drives. It considers too much supply as harmful as too little, and too
Table 1 of Facilities low prices as harmful as excessive prices. The new paradigm strives to use parking facilities
efficiently. It considers full lots to be acceptable, provided that additional parking is available
Moderate Convenient to use, nearby and any spillover problems are addressed. It favors charging parking facility costs directly
construction costs and can serve to users, and providing financial rewards to people who reduce their parking demand.
and high density multiple destinations
On-Street (or Curb) (relatively little land  On-street parking The old paradigm places a heavy burden of proof on innovation. The new paradigm recognizes
Designated parking spaces used per space) should be managed L . N .
located within a road right-of- because they require for maximum th?t transport an'd land use conditions evolve, s'o parking planning practlces. need frequen‘t
way usuallv in the curb lane o driveway officiancy adjustment. it shifts the burden of proof, allowing new approached to be tried to test their

effectiveness, or lack thereof. Table 2 compares old and new parking paradigms.
Low to moderate

construction costs. Inefﬁcien.t if they 0ld and New

Low density (they serve a single
Surface Parking require lots of land destination. Should
A parking lot directly on the per space, including be minimized and There can be many types of parking problems, including
ground (either paved or driveways and managed for inadequate or excessive supply, too low or high prices,
unpaved} circulation lanes. efficiency Parking problem means inadequate parking supplv.  inadeauate user information and inefficient manarement.
Structure.d or Under.grnund Transportation means driving. Travelers mav use various modes. Not evervbody drives
Any multi-story parking Supports compact
structure (often called a development but Too much supply is as harmful as too little.
parking garage, parkade or High construction must be efficiently
ramp), including parking costs but relatively managed to justify . ) N . ’ . .

Jow land costs and their high Motorists should not be forced to walk to their Park[ng can ?ften be prowdsd off-5|t_e, a!lowmg sharing of
buildine high densities construction costs cars. parking facilities amone various destinations.

Parking should generally be provided free, funded As much as possible, users should pay directly for parking
Priced (or Metered) Pricing, particularly indirectlv throueh rents and taxes facilities
Any parking facility where congestion pricing . -
motorists are charged directly (fees are higher at Parking should be regulated to favor higher priority uses
for use, including on-street times and places with
metered parking, and off- high demand) tends Parking requirements should be applied rigidly, Parking requirements should reflect each particular
street lots where motorists Varies Can be to encourage without exception or variation. situation and should be aoblied flexibiv
pay by the hour, day, week, applied to any type efficient use of
manth or vear of parking structure.  parking facilities. Innovation faces a high burden of proof and should  innovations should be encouraged, since even
unsuccessful experiments can provide useful information
Parking management is a last resort, to be applied Parking management programs should be widely applied

Commercial Parking onlv if increasine suoolv is infeasible to orevent parkine oroblems
A for-profit parking lot Tends to be efficient Land use dispersion (sprawl) is acceptable or even Dispersed, automobile-dependent development can be

Varies. Can be because it is priced desirable. harmful.
serves muitiple destinations. applied to any type and usually serves

. N o Parking management changes the way parking problems are defined and solutions evaluated
of parkine structure muitiole destinations

Parking facilities that are priced and serve muitiple destinations tend to be most efficiently used.

Emerging technologies and planning goals increase the feasibility and benefits of parking
management (Rosenblum, Hudson and Ben-Joseph 2020). For example, new payment
technologies reduce the inconvenience of parking pricing, and new planning goals such as
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housing affordability, public health, compact development and environmental protection, justify
policies that minimize parking supply and increase parking fees, at least to cost recovery levels.
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Increased and Solutions

The old paradigm results in predict and provide planning, in which past trends are extrapolated
to predict future demand, which planners try to satisfy. This often creates a self-fulfilling
prophecy, since abundant parking supply increases vehicle use and sprawl, creating a cycle of

increased automobile dependency, as illustrated in Figure 1.

1 of Automobile
Ownarship Automobie Generous parking
Oriented Trarsport supply is part of a
Pianning

cycle that leads to
va;sl’;r::m increased automobile
Pablems dependency. Parking

management can

Cycle of Redamxs'a"el help break this cycle
Automobile
Generous
Paring Supply De
Allsrative Modes
Sugmalised
Aulomobile
Orienlad Land
Planning Sup-urbanization and
degraded Cines

Parking, land use and transportation planning decisions are intertwined. Abundant parking
requirements create more dispersed, automobile-oriented land use development patterns, and
encourage increased automobile ownership and use (McCahill, et al. 2016) Parking
management must therefore be implemented as part of an integrated effort to reduce parking
costs, encourage more compact development, and encourage use of resource-efficient
transport options to reduce congestion, accidents and pollution emissions. These require
coordinated parking, land use and transport policy reforms, which lead to changes in physical

design and operations, and therefore changes in travel behaviour.

It is important to carefully define parking problems For example, if people complain about a
parking problem, it is important to determine the exact problem type, location and time. The
table on the next page lists various parking problems and compares the impacts of increasing

Parking ion. Too many vehicl
trving to use available parkine facilities

Spiliover. Problems from motorists parking
where thev are not wanted.

Facility costs. Increased development and
operating costs for parking facilities.

Traffic congestion Too many vehicles for
existing road capacitv.

inequity Distribution of costs, including cost
burdens on people who do not use parking
facilities, and the quality of accessibility
options for "disadvantaged people.

Tax costs Tax burden required to subsidize
parkine facilities.

Environmental impacts Loss of greenspace,
stormwater management costs, air
pollution, unattractive iandscapes.

Sprawl. Encouraging dispersed, urban fringe
development, and discouraging multi-
modal, urban infill development

Positive. Increases number of
available parking spaces.

Positive Reduces incentive for
motorists to use off-site soaces.

Negative Generous, free parking
increases vehicle use

Negative. Forces non-drivers to pay
for parking they do not use, and
reduces access’ options for non-
drivers,

Negative Often involves public
subsidy of parking.

Negative Increases total paved
land, and increases total vehicle
ownership and use

Negative. Discourages infill and

available parkine spaces

Mixed. Some management
strategies increase spillover
oroblems others reduce them

Positive Reduces parking facility
costs

Positive Many management
strategies reduce vehicle use.

Pasitive Reduces costs borne by
non-drivers and improves
accessibilitv ootions.

Positive Reduces the need to

Positive Reduces total parking
requirements and vehicle use.

encourages dispersed, urban fringe, Positive Encourages smart

auto-oriented development.

erowth develooment patterns.

This table compares the effects of increasing parking supply with parking management solutions.
The more impacts that are considered, the more management solutions are justified

Parking demands can be categorized in various ways that affect parking management

opportunities and requirements:

e  Short-term parking (less than one hours) consists of delivery, and most errand trips.

e Medium-term parking (one- to four hours) consists of some diners, shoppers, some service

trips (plumbers and electricians), and some commuters and visitors.

® Long-term parking consists of commuting, residents and some service trips.

In addition, some trips involve heavy loads or people with disabilities that limit the distance that
passengers can reasonably walk to destinations, and some motarists are more price sensitive
than others. Parking management must respond to these differences. In general, short-term

3\

parking supply with management solutions. Increasing supply helps reduce parking congestion
and spillover problems but increases most other problems. Management solutions tend to
reduce most problems, providing a greater range of benefits and so are supported by more
comprehensive planning.

parking requires more convenience and shorter walking distances to destinations, while longer-
term parking requirements lower unit prices (52/hour may be a reasonable price for convenient
downtown parking used for errands, but few commuters can afford to pay $16 per day to park}.
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Impacts of New Mobility Services and Technologies
New mobility services and technologies can affect parking management in various ways.

New telecommunications systems, such as integrated navigation and parking apps, electronic
cards and RFID payment systems tend to increase the convenience and efficiency of parking and
transportation demand management. These can help reduce the number of parking spaces
needed to serve a destination, particularly if implemented with other demand management
strategies, such as improved walkability and transit service quality.

Dynamic ridesharing and ridehailing services, such as Uber and Lyft, already affect travel and
parking demands, including reducing urban vehicle ownership (Clewlow and Mishra 2017),
commercial center parking demand, and airport vehicle rentals (Bergal 2017; Hickman 2016),
and increasing total vehicle traffic and congestion in some city centres (Schaller 2017)

Autonomous vehicle technologies may affect future parking demands in several ways (DelLuca
2018). Some studies predict that autonomous taxis will replace most personal vehicle travel
{Keeney 2017; Kok, et al. 2017), and by allowing vehicles to park closer together, autonomous
vehicles could increase parking lot capacity up to 62% (Nourinejad, Bahrami and Roorda 2018).
However, these technologies are unlikely to eliminate urban parking demand in the foreseeable
future since many years will probably be required before they are sufficiently reliable and
affordable that most vehicles can operate autonomously, and even when common many
travellers may choose to continue owning personal vehicles, for convenience and status sake,
and so will want to park near destinations so they are available with minimal delay (Litrman
2017; Mauchan, Long and Holmes 2017). As a result, during the 2020s and 2030s, growth in
overall vehicle travel is likely to offset reductions due to these technologies. Parking demand
may eventually decline in many areas, but it is unlikely to disappear. These innovations are likely
to make parking and travel more price sensitive, so parking fees and transportation subsidies
will reduce parking demands more than would otherwise occur. As a result, their impacts will be
affected by public policies that affect travel options and prices.

This has several implications for parking planning and management. Overall parking demand
growth is likely to decline as new apps, mobility services and technologies develop, although
these changes will probably be gradual and variable, and sensitive to public policies. Their
impacts are likely to be largest in denser urban areas where these innovations significantly
improve travel and parking options, traffic and parking problems are most severe, and parking
and transportation management programs are commonly implemented.

These innovations increase the justification for management strategies that encourage efficient
travel and parking. If implemented without strategic planning, transport apps are likely to be
uncoordinated, new mobility services will increase traffic congestion, and there may be few
savings to consumers, businesses and governments. New services and technologies can be
deployed in ways that favor space-efficient travel and parking options, such as high-occupant
vehicle lanes and curb access, efficient road and parking pricing, integrated parking and
navigation apps, and improvements to non-auto modes. In addition, parking facilities should be
designed for flexibility, so they can accommodate other uses, including carsharing and
ridehailing vehicle parking, storage, or developed into other building types (Fane 2018).

1"
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There is no single way to determine optimal parking supply, there are many possible ways to
calculate this that result in very different conclusions as to how much parking should be
supplied at a particular location. A variety of basic assumptions, or principles, affect these
determinations, as summarized in Table 4.

Table 4

How frequently adjacent parking
may fill.

Whether all parking demand
must be accommodated on site.

If offsite parking is allowed, the
acceptable distance.

Whether on-street parking can be

Whether parking facilities should
be priced, and if so, what price
level is considered acceptable.

Whether parking supply should
be reduced to reflect geographic,
d graphic and nent
factors that affect parking supply.

Whether parking supply should
be reduced where facilities are

Whether parking supply must be
oversized to accommodate
possible future demand growth,
such as new buildine uses

Whether parking supply may be
constrained to help achieve
strateeic planning obiectives.

Whether transportation
management programs can be
implemented to reduce parking
demand and achieve other

compares

Parking facilities shouid almost
never fill (at most, a few times
annually).

All parking demands should be
accommodated on-site.

300 feet maximum

Alf parking demand should be off-
street.

Parking should only be priced ina
few situations, such as
downtowns and airports.

applied consistently, with a high
burden of proof required for any
adjustments.

Parking standards should be
applied consistently, regardiess
of cost

Parking supply should anticipate
possible future increases in
demands

Parking standards should be
applied consistently, regardless
of other obiectives.

Parking management is only
applied as a last resort, where

12

Adjacent parking facilities may
frequently fill, provided overflow

Off-site parking may be used, provided
motorist have information about their
options and good walking connections

Up to 1,000 feet for longer-term uses,
orovided eood walkine conditions.

Nearby on-street parking may count as
a portion of parking supplv

Parking should be priced as frequently
as possible,

Adjust parking standards when
justified to reflect demands, provided
a contingency plan indicates how
problems will be addressed if supply is
inadequate.

Parking standards should be reduced

Parking supply should be minimized,
provided that a contingency plan
indicates how problems will be
addressed if subplv is inadeauate

Parking standards should be consistent
with strategic planning objectives,
such as mobility management and
smart erowth,

Parking management should be
implemented whenever it is cost
effective, considering all benefits.
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Optimal parking supply can vary significantly depending on which principles are applied. In
general, the principles currently applied in conventional parking planning favor higher levels of
supply and inefficient parking management, that is, they insure that parking supply is so
generous that there is no need to apply management strategies that result in more efficient use
of parking resources. Only by adjusting these principles to favor reduced supply and improved
management can parking facilities be used efficiently.

Conventional planning determines the amount of parking to provide at a particular site based on
published minimum standards, such as those in Table 5. These generally reflect assumptions
that favor maximum parking supply and inefficient management.

Table 5
Single Family Housing Dwelling Unit 20 Evening
Dwelling Unit 15 Evenine
Elderlv Housing Dwelling Unit 0.5 Weekday
Hotel Guest Room 1.0 Weekday-evening
Hospital 100 sa. m./Bed 5/26 Weekdav-dav
Retail — Shopping Center 100sa.m GLA 50 Saturdav-dav
Office Building 100 sq. m. GFA/Employee 3.3/0.9 Weekdav-dav
Light Industry 100 sq. m. GFA/Employee 22/10 Weekdav-dav
Heavv Industrv 100 sa. m. GFA/Emplovee 17/06 Weekday-day
Fast-Food Restaurant Seat 0.85 Weekday
Church/Synagogue/Mosque Seat 0.2 Sundav/Saturdav/Fridavy
Movie Theater Seat 025 Saturdav-Evenina

GLA = Gross Leasable Area GFA = Gross Floor Area

This table illustrates typical minimal parking standards. The index is used to calculate the number of

oL

parking spaces that should be supplied at a particular location. These “unadjusted” values should
often be reduced based on various factors and management strategies described in this guide.

These are unconstrained and unadjusted values, which generally reflect the maximum parking
supply possibly needed. These standards can usually be adjusted downward {Cuddy 2007). To
appreciate why it is helpful to understand how they are developed These standards are based
on parking demand studies, the results of which are collected and published in technical reports
such as ITE’s Parking Generation The data are often limited and the results are biased upward.
Fewer than a dozen demand surveys are used to set standards for many land use categories.
The analysis seldom accounts for geographic, demographic and economic factors that can affect
parking demand, such as whether a site is urban or suburban, and whether parking is free or
priced (Knepper 2007; Cervero, Adkins and Sullivan 2010; Daisa and Parker 2010}. Must demand
studies were performed in automobile-dependent locations. They generally reflect an 85"
percentile demand curve (which means that 85 out of 100 sites will have unoccupied parking
spaces even during peak periods), an 85" occupancy rate (a parking facility is considered full if
85% of spaces are occupied) and a 10" design hour (parking facilities are sized to fill only ten
hours per year). These standards often results in far more parking supply than is usually needed
at most destinations, particularly where land use is mixed, there are good travel options, or
parking is managed efficiently.
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This process is said to measure parking demand, but demand is actually a function: the quantity
consumers would purchase at a given price. Parking is free at most parking survey sites so their
results are equivalent to determining the amount of food stores can give away. To truly measure
demand the analysis must determine how much parking would be used under various
conditions and prices. For example, rather than saying, “A 12,500sf commercial building requires
50 spaces,” a planner should say, “A 12,500sf commercial building requires 50 spaces at an
automobile-dependent location with unmanaged and unpriced parking; 40 spaces at a multi-
modal location; 30 spaces at a multi-modal location with efficiently managed parking; 20 spaces
at a multi-modal location with parking efficiently managed and $2 per day prices; and 10 spaces
at a multi-modal location, with efficiently managed parking and $5 per day prices” as illustrated
in Figure 2.

Demand Depends On Location, Price and Management
50 spaces at an automobile-oriented location, unmanaged and
unpriced.
40 spaces at a multi-modal location, unmanaged and unpriced.
30 spaces at a multi-modal location, managed efficiently and unpriced.
20 spaces at a multi-modal location, managed efficiently and $2 per day.
10 spaces at a multi-modal location, managed efficiently and $5 per day.

The number of parking spaces needed to serve a building can vary significantly depending on
factors such as the quality of travel options available, and how parking facilities are managed.

The optimal parking supply should vary depending on geographic conditions.
o Inrural areas, land costs are low so parking is generally unregulated and upriced.
¢ In suburban areas, land costs are moderate so parking is generally regulated but
unpriced.
e Inurban areas, land costs are high so parking is regulated and priced.
o Incentral business districts (CBDs), land costs are very high, so parking is generally priced.

Various planning and market distortions can result in economically excessive parking standards,
supply and demand, as summarized in Table 6 (Litman 2005; Cuddy 2007). Correcting these
distortions can significantly reduce parking requirements.

14
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Table 6

Most parking demand studies are performed at single-use,
suburban sites where parking is unpriced, resulting in standards
that are excessive in other conditions.

Parking standards are often not adjusted to reflect geographic,
demoeraphic and economic factors that affect demand

Standards are based on 85% percentile demand, the 10" annual
design hour, and 85-80% occupancy

Parking standards are often designed to accommodate the
highest level of demand the site may ever encounter, although
this is excessive most of its operating life.

Generous minimum parking standards result in abundant
parking supply, which discourages owners from charging for
parkine creatine a self-fulfilline orophesv

Governments often provide subsidized parking, which
discourages businesses from charging for parking at their sites

Parking facility funding often cannot be used for management
programs, even if such programs are more cost effective and
provide greater total benefits.

Tax nolicies encourage emblovers to orovide subsidized parkine.

A heavy burden of proof is often placed on reductions from

When demand can be calculated in various ways, zoning codes
require use of the highest value

Generous parking requirements are often imposed on new
developments to remedy deficiencies at existine sites.

Officials who set parking standards often favor abundant supply
and avoid other solutions since thev do not bear the costs

Evaluation often overlooks some costs of devoting {and to
parking, such as opportunity costs (if the land is owned),
stormwater mar and envir 1l

Generous standards were created when land costs were lower
and there was less concern about traffic impacts and sorawl.

Older pricing methods (meters and passes) tend to be
inconvenient, creating opposition to pricing.

Current laws and planning practices often discourage shared
parking, forcing each site to supplv its own parking faciiities.
Parking facilities are ignored when calculating Floor Area Ratios
{FAR) which favors parking over other buildine amenities.

Current transportation policies and planning practices tend to be
automobile-oriented which increases parkine demand

Perform more research to determine how
geographic, demographic and management
factors affect parkine demand

Apply more accurate parking standards that
reflect specific conditions

Apply more accurate parking standards that
reflect specific conditions.

Apply more accurate parking standards, with
contil y-based solutions available to
address future changes in demand.

Apply more accurate parking standards and
parking management solutions before
exoandine parkine suoplv

Apply least cost planning, so management
strategies receive equal support as capacity
expansion,

Make tax palicv mare neutral

Shift the burden of proof to allow management
solutions unless they are proven undesirable.

Allow the most appropriate indicator to be used
when calculating parking requirements.

Apply nent solutions to
existing parking oroblems.

Encourage officials to support efficient parking
management.

Use comprehensive evaluation which takes into
account all economic, social and environmental
impacts.

Adjust parking planning practices to reflect

Aonply better pricing methods.
Correct planning practices to support sharing
and other management strateries.

Include parkine facilities when calcuiatine FARs.

Encouraee more muiti-modal planning

This table summarizes various planning and market distortions that resuit in economically-excessive
parking requirements, supply and demand, and how they can be corrected.
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Although individually these distortions may seem modest and reasonable, their impacts are
cumulative and synergistic (total impacts are greater than the sum of their individual impacts)
For example, a public official or developer may specify generous supply thinking that a few extra
parking spaces impose modest costs. But the total economic, social and environmental costs of
this excessive supply are large, considering the indirect costs resulting from the additional
automobile travel and land use dispersion stimulated by such generous parking requirements.

Most people involved in planning have little understanding of the biases and errors contained in
conventional parking standards and the problems created by excessive parking supply. The
application of generous and inflexible parking standards is often defended as being
conservative, implying that this approach is cautious and responsible. Use of the word
conservative in this context is confusing because it results in the opposite of what is implied.
Excessive parking requirements waste resources, both directly, by increasing the money and
land devoted to parking facilities, in indirectly, by increasing automobile use and sprawl. Better
parking management actually tends to be more conservative overall.

Parking Demand in Compact, Multi-modal Areas

Several recent studies indicate that households in compact, multi-modal areas (often called Smart
Growth or Transit-Oriented Developments) own about half as many vehicles and generate about half
as many trips as conventional models predict. For information see:

G.B. Arrington, et al. {2008), Effects of TOD on Housing, Parking, and Travel, Report 128, Transit
Cooperative Research Program {www.trb.org/CRP/TCRP); at http://bit.ly/2pgkSYp; summarized in “New
Transit Cooperative Research Program Research Confirms Transit-Oriented Developments Produce Fewer
Auto Trips,” ITE Journal {(www.ite.org), Vol. 79, No 6, June 2010, pp 26-28; at http://tinyurl.com/q2usu3r,

Reid Ewing, et al. (2017), Trip and Parking Generation Study of Orenco Station TOD, Portiand Region, NITC-
RR-767, Transportation Research and Education Center {TREC); at https://doi.org/10.15760/trec.157,

Metro Vancouver (2012), Metro Vancouver Apartment Parking Study; Revised Technical Report,
Metropolitan Planning, Environment, and Parks (www.metrovancouver.org); included in 7 Sept. 2012
Regional Planning Committee Agenda at http://bit.ly/2ovC89m.

Adam Millard-Ball (2015}, “Phantom Trips: Overestimating the Traffic Impacts of New Development,”

Journal of Transportation and Land Use (www.jtlu.org); at http://tinyurl.com/m6ay4ut; summarized in,
ACCESS 45, pp. 3-8; at

Daniel Rowe, et al. {2013}, “Do Land Use, Transit and Walk Access Affect Residential Parking Demand?”
ITE Journal, Vol. 83 No. 2, February, pp 24-28; at

This article summarizes the resuits of King County’s Right
Size Parking Project (

Robert J. Schneider, Susan L. Handy and Kevan Shafizadeh (2014), “Trip Generation for Smart Growth
Projects,” ACCESS 45, pp. 10-15; at http://tinyurl.com/oye8aqj. Also see the Smart Growth Trip-
Generation Adjustment Tool, ).

Rachel Weinberger and Joshua Karlin-Resnick {2015), “Parking In Mixed-Use U.S. Districts: Oversupplied
No Matter How You Slice The Pie,” Transportation Research Record, 2537, pp. 177-184 (DOI:
10.3141/2537-19}: at httos://bit Iv/2HBv6oL.
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Altemative Ways fo Determine How Much Parking to Supply

Conventional parking requirements often result in more supply than is efficient; surveys find
that many parking facilities are never fully occupied even during peak periods {Quednau 2018).
There are better ways to determine how much parking to supply at a particular site. Efficiency-
based standards size facilities for optimal utilization. This means that most parking lots are
allowed to fill, provided that management strategies can insure user convenience and address
any problems. For example, parking facilities at a store can be sized to fill daily or weekly,
provided that overflow parking is available nearby, motorists have information about available
parking options, and regulations are adequately enforced to address spillover problems.

Efficiency-based standards take into account geographic, demographic and economic factors
that affect parking demand (Cuddy 2007). They also reflect the relative costs and benefits of
different options, so less parking is supplied where parking supply is relatively costly to provide
or where management programs easy to implement. Efficiency-based standards should also
reflect strategic planning objectives such as a desire for mare compact development, or to
reduce traffic. Current geographic and economic trends, including more compact development,
more multimodal transport planning, and emerging mobility services and technologies, are
reducing the number of parking spaces demanded per vehicle or capita (DeLuca 2018). In
addition, reducing parking supply is one of the most effective ways to achieve vehicle travel
reduction targets (Christiansen, et al. 2017).

Because it is not possible to predict exact parking demand and management program
effectiveness, efficiency-based standards rely on contingency-based planning, which means that
planners identify solutions that can be deployed if needed in the future. For example, if a new
building is predicted to need 60 to 100 parking spaces, the conventional approach is to supply
either the middle (80 spaces), or maximum values (100 spaces). With contingency-based
planning, the lower-bound value (60 spaces) is initially supplied, conditions are monitored, and
various strategies identified for implementation if needed. This may include banking land for
additional parking supply and various management strategies. This allows planners to use lower
parking dards with the confidence that any resulting problems can be easily solved.

Vehicle Ownership Data

Various data sources can be used to determine how demographic and geographic factors affect

vehicle ownership and use, and therefore parking demands. For example, the U.S. Consumer

Expenditure Survey (www.bls.gov/cex) provides vehicle ownership by income group (quintile

and decile}, geographic region and household size. It indicates that:

e The lowest income quintile h holds own on ge 0.9 vehicles, compared with 2.7 for the
highest income households.

¢ Renter households own on ge 1.2

e Central City households own on

, compared with 2.3 for homeowners.
ge 1.5 vehicles, compared with 2.4 in rural areas.

The American Community Survey (www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs) and other Census
{www.census.gov) data sets, local travel surveys, and special parking occupancy surveys can
help identify factors that affect vehicle ownership and use.

'ev'L
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Parking Facility Costs

A major benefit of parking management is its ability to reduce facility costs. Parking facility costs
are usually borne indirectly through rents, taxes and as a component of retail goods, so most
people have little idea how much they really pay for parking facilities, and their potential savings
from more efficient management.

Various types of parking costs are described below (“Parking Costs,” Litman 2009).

Land

A typical parking space is 8-10 feet (2.4-3.0 meters) wide and 18-20 feet (5.5-6.0 meter) deep,
totaling 144-200 square feet (13-19 sq. meters). Off-street parking requires driveways
(connecting the parking lot to a road) and access lanes (for circulation within a parking lot), and
so typically requires 300-400 square feet {28-37 square meters) per space, allowing 100-150
spaces per acre {250-370 per hectare). On-street parking is usually 7-8 feet wide (2.1-2.4 meter)
and requires 20-22 feet (6.1-6,7 meters) of curb.

Figure 3 Typical Parking Facility Land Use (“Parking Evaluation,” VTPI 2005)
600

@ Landscaping
500 B Driveway
400 B Access Lane
B Parking
300
200
- .
0 -

On-Street Compact, Urban, Off-  Full-size, Urban, Off- Full-size, suburban, off-
street street street

Square Feet Per Parking Space

Land requirements per parking space vary depending on type and size, Off-street spaces require
driveways and access lanes. Landscaping typically adds 10-15% to parking lot area.

Because parking must be located near destinations, parking facilities often occupy prime real
estate with high land costs. The portion of total land devoted to parking varies depending on
conditions. In typical urban or suburban areas, streets (partly used for parking) and off-street
parking each cover 5-10% of land area, but in commercial and industrial areas, such as a
downtown or retail mall, streets often cover 10-30% of land, while driveways and off-street
parking cover 30-50% of land. Various studies have estimated the amount of land devoted to
parking facilities (Chester, et al. 2015; Davis, et al. 2010; Marshall and Garrick 2006; McCahill
and Garrick 2012; Pijanowski 2007)
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Curb Space

On-street parking uses less land per space than off-street parking, because it requires no
driveway, but the land it uses often has a high opportunity costs. Road space to parking
displaces traffic lanes, bicycle lanes, sidewalks and greenspace. An on-street parking space
typically requires 20-24 feet (6-8 meters) of curb, while a residential or light commercial
driveway typically requires 12-20 feet (4-6 meters) of curb, so each driveway displaces about
one on-street parking space As a result, a residential driveway with two parking spaces typically
provides a net gain of just one space due to lost curb parking.

Construction Costs

Table 7 indicates typical construction costs for above-ground parking facilities under optimal
conditions Underground parking (such as in a building basement) typically costs about twice as
much per space as above ground structured parking. Costs increase if soils are poor, lots are
steep or irregularly shaped, if significant landscaping is required, or if washrooms and elevators
are included Actual costs are often far higher. In addition to these “hard” costs, there are “soft”
costs for project planning, design, permits and financing, which typically increase costs by 30-
40% for a stand-alone project.

surface Parking $1838 51706 51654
3round + 1 level §7 258 S6143 S5 705
Sround + 2 level $8,085 86767 $6 284
3round + 3 level $8,407 $6,996 56,491
Sround + 4 level $8.747 $7.269 $6,747
Sround + Slevel $8,973 $7.451 $6,918
Sround + 6 level $9.135 $7.581 $7.040
Ground + 7 level $9.256 $7.678 $7.132
Sround + 8 level $9.351 $7.754 $7.203

2000 U.S. dollars. Assumes rectanguiar site, good soil conditions, quality finish and no extra costs
“sf” = Square Feet

Operation and Maintenance

Operation and maintenance costs include cleaning, lighting, maintenance, repairs, security
services, landscaping, snow removal, access control (e.g., entrance gates), fee collection (for
priced parking), enforcement, insurance, labor and administration. Parking facilities need
periodic resurfacing and repaving. Parking structures typically have an operating life of 20-40
years, after which they require major reconstruction or replacement. Structured parking may
require additional costs for fire control equipment and elevators, and underground parking may
require mechanical ventilation. Private parking facilities must pay taxes and provide profits.
Typical annual operating costs range from about $200 per space for basic maintenance of a
surface lot, up to $800 per space for a facility with tollbooth attendants (Dorsett 1998).
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Transaction Costs

Transaction costs are any ongoing incremental costs required for regulations and pricing,
including costs for equipment (signs, parking meters, ticket printers, access gates), attendants,
space (such as sidewalk area used by parking meters), administration and enforcement The
incremental cost of pricing parking ranges from less than $50 annually per vehicle for a simple
pass system with minimal enforcement, to more than $500 per space for facilities with
attendants or automated control systems. Pricing also imposes transaction costs on motorists
for the time and inconvenience of paying fees.

Total Parking Cost

Various studies have calculated the number of parking spaces provided in a typical community.
Scharnhorst (2018) The table below illustrates examples of the direct, annualized costs of
providing parking (not including indirect costs such as stormwater management, environmental
impacts, aesthetic degradation, etc ). This varies from about $250 per space if otherwise unused
land is available, and construction and operating costs are minimal, to more than $2,250 for
structured parking with attendants. On-street parking spaces require less land per space than
off-street parking, since they do not require access lanes, but their opportunity costs can be high
if they use road space needed for traffic lanes or sidewalks. The Parking Cost, Pricing and
Revenue Calculator (www.vtpi.org/parking.xls) can be used to calculate these costs for a
particular situation

2005)

This table illustrates the direct financial parking facility costs under various conditions. (CBD =
Central Business District; Assumes 7% annual interest rate, amortized over 20 years.)

In addition to these direct costs generous parking supply imposes indirect costs including
increased sprawl and impervious surface, higher stormwater management costs, reduced design
flexibility, reduced efficiency of alternative modes (walking, ridesharing and public transit use),
and increased traffic problems (Chester, Horvath and Madanat 2010). Put more positively,
parking management can help solve numerous economic, social and environmental problems,
increase economic productivity, and benefit consumers overall.
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Parking Management Strategies
This section describes a variety of specific parking management strategies For more information
see Litman (2006a), Willson (2015) and related chapters in VTPl (2005).

Shared Parking

Shared Parking means that a parking facility serves multiple users or destinations (“Shared
Parking,” VTPI 2005). This is most successful if users and destinations have different peak
periods. This can be done in several ways, depending on circumstances.

e Curb parking. Curb parking is often the most suitable for sharing. It is generally the most visible
and convenient type of parking, and can serve multiple users and destinations, for example,
delivery vehicles in the morning, shoppers during the day, restaurant patrons in the evening, and
residents overnight. These are the parking spaces that tend to generate the most conflicts, so
efficient sharing depends on regulations, pricing and user information that favors higher value
users (deliveries, passenger drop-off and pickup, short-term errands, etc.) over lower-value users
(commuters, long-term errands and residents) for these prime spaces.

Efficient management of curb spaces becomes more important as travellers shift from driving
personal vehicles, which rely on off-street parking, to ridehailing and taxi services {including self-
driving taxis) that drop-off and pick up passengers

e Sharing Within a Parking Facility. Motorists share parking spaces rather than being assigned
reserved spaces. For example, 100 employees can usually share 60-80 spaces since at any time
some are on leave or in the field, commuting by alternative modes or working off-peak shifts.
Hotels, apartments and dormitories can share parking spaces since the number of vehicles per
housing unit varies over time. Sharing can be optional, so for example, motorists could choose
between $60 per month for a shared space or $100 for a reserved space.

e Share Parking Among Destinations Parking can be shared among multiple destinations For
example, an office building can share parking with a restaurant or theater, since peak demand
for offices occurs during weekdays, and on weekend evenings for restaurants and theaters, as
indicated in Table 9. Sharing can involve mixing land uses on single site, such as a mall or
campus, or by creating a sharing arrangement between sites located suitably close together

Table 9 Peak Periods For Various Land Uses

Offices and other worksites Auditoriums

Park & Ride facilities

Schools, daycare centers and colleges ~ Meeting halls

Factories and distribution centers Restaurants Religious institutions
Medical clinics Theaters Parks
Professional services Hotels Shoos and malls

This table indicates peak parking demand for different land use types. Parking can be shared
efficiently by land uses with different peaks.
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Public rather than private parking Public parking, with parking facilities owned by governments
or commercial operators, is more suited to sharing than private, on-site parking “In lieu fees”
mean that developers help fund public parking facilities instead of private facilities serving a
single destination. Businesses in an area can be d a special ent or tax to fund
parking facilities in their area, as an alternative to each business supplying its own facilities This
can be implemented through a local organization, such as a business organization or
transportation management association, that provides parking brokerage services.

Table 10 summarizes the requirements for implementing more sharing of parking facilities.

Efficient curb parking Regulate and price on-street parking to favor higher-
Curb parkine management value uses (e.g. deliveries and urgent errands)

Multiple users share several
spaces rather than assigned  Reduce parking requirements Allow multiple users to
Within a parkine facilitv ~ spaces share soaces with a olan for addressine overflows.

Reduce requirements in compact, mixed-use areas
Establish sharing agreements between destinations

Parking facilities serve with varied peaks. Improve walkability between parking
Between destinations multiple destinations. and destinations Create parkine brokeraee services
Rely on government or Reduce parking requirements in compact, mixed-use
Public rather than commercial parking, rather areas. Build government or encourage commercial
private parking than private on-site parking.  parking operators. Improve walkability and wayfinding
are many ways to with various implementation requirements
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Parking Regulation
Parking regulations control who, when and how long vehicles may park at a particular iocation,
in order to prioritize parking facility use. There are three general steps to developing parking

regulations.

First, rank parking facility use priorities. Here is a typical example:
1 Deliveries and service vehicles.

ECIESETN

Vehicles used by people with disabilities
Rideshare and transit vehicles.
Customers, tourists and visitors
Employees and residents.

Long-term vehicle storage.

Second, choose appropriate regulations to favor the higher-priority activities. The table below
describes common regulations and the type of parking activity they favor.

Table 12

User or vehicle
tvoe

Duration

Time period
restrictions

Employee
restrictions

Soecial events

Special use
parking
Residential

parkine permits

Restrict overnight
parking

Street cleaning
restrictions

Large vehicle
restrictions

Arterial lanes
Abandoned
vehicles
Various

se'l,

Spaces dedicated to loading, service, taxis, customers,
rideshare vehicles disabled users buses and trucks

Limit parking duration (5-minute loading zones, 30-
minutes adiacent to shop entrances. 1- or 2-hour limits)

Restrictions at certain times, such as before 10 a m to
discourage commuters or 10 p.m to 5a.m to
discourage residents

Require or encourage employees to use less convenient
parking spaces.

Have special parkine reeulations during soecial avents

Provide special bulk parking passes or reserved spaces
for deliverv. service and construction vehicles.

Use Residential Parking Permits (RPPs) to give area
residents prioritv use of parkine near their homes
Prohibit overnight parking to discourage use by residents
and campers

Regulations that prohibit parking on a particular street
one dav of the week to allow street sweening

Limit on-street parking of large vehicles, such as freight
trucks and trailers

Prohibit on-street parking on arterials during peak
periods to increase traffic lanes

Have a system to identify and remove abandoned
vehicles from public parking facilities.

can manage prevent
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As specified

Short-term users, such as
deliveries, customers and errands

Depends on restrictions

Customers, deliveries and errands
Depends on restrictions

Vehicles used for specified
purposes

Residents

Shorter-term parkers

Street cleaning Insures motorists
move their vehicles occasionallv
Normal-size vehicles

Vehicle traffic over parkine

Operating vehicles
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Third, determine how regulations will be indicated and enforced Use signs, curb paint, maps
and brochures to denote which parking facilities are intended for which user type, and how
violations will be punished.

In a commercial area, the most convenient 10-30% of parking spaces should typically be
regulated for short-term use. Such spaces usually have 30-120 minute time limits, so each space
serves 6-10 vehicles per day Shorter time limits increase turnover but constrain the types of
activities that can be accommodated, and may frustrate customers who are unable to complete
a transaction due to limited parking time.

How Much Time?

One of the most common ways to manage parking is to limit parking duration. Shorter time periods
increase turnover but constrain the activities that can be performed. Below are some general
guidelines.

o Very short time periods (3-10 minutes) accommodate passenger drop-off and deliveries. This is
appropriate in busy loading areas, such as in front of transportation terminals, schools, theaters,
hotels and hospitals. Some parking meters have a free 10-minute option to accommodate such
stops.

e Short time periods (15-30 minutes) accommodate quick errands. This is appropriate for the
most convenient parking spaces at post offices, convenience stores and other destinations that
often involve quick errands.

e Medium time periods (1/2 — 4 hours) accommodate longer errands and activities such as
shopping and dining. Customers often find that one hour is inadequate for a shopping trip,
meal or errand, so 90-minute or 2-hour limits are common.

e Three- or four-hour limits are commonly used to prevent commuters from using parking spaces
either in business districts or on nearby residential streets, although some commuters will
simply move their vehicles once or twice each day to avoid citations.

e Long time periods (8-hours or more) accommodate commute trips and residential parking.

e Special time restrictions, such as parking prohibited before 10 am, to discourage use by
emplovees. or between 10 bm and 5 am to discourage use bv residents

In denser urban areas, such as downtowns and entertainment districts, curb space management
is increasingly important to accommodate delivery vehicles and passenger drop-off/pick-up
activities for taxi, ride-hailing (such as Uber and Lyft) and ridesharing trips (ITF 2018). This
generally requires regulations that designates areas for these uses or limits parking to a few
minutes, with policies to achieve 85% maximum occupancy in those areas, so parking spaces are
virtually always available for high-value, short-term uses.
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Reduced and More Accurate and Flexible Minimums

More accurate and flexible standards means that minimum parking requirements are adjusted
to reflect the needs of each location (Cervero, Adkins and Sullivan 2010; Cuddy 2007; Daisa and
Parker 2010; Engel-Yan and Passmore 2010; King Co. 2011; Nelson/Nygaard 2009; Smith 2006;
Metro Vancouver 2012) or eliminated altogether (Lewyn 2010; Strong Towns 2020). Gabbe,
Gregory and Clowers (2020), found that developers built about 40% fewer parking spaces when

parking minimums were eliminated in some central Seattle neighborhoods. Table 12
summarizes various factors that should be used to adjust parking requirements

Table 12

Geographic Location. Vehicle ownership and use
rates in an area

Residential Density. Number of residents or
housing units per acre/hectare.

Employment Density. Number of employees per
acre/hectare

Land Use Mix. Land use mix located within
convenient walkine distance

Transit Accessibility. Nearby transit service
freauency and aualitv.

Carsharing. Whether carsharing services are
located within or nearby a building

Walkability and bikeability. Walking

Demographics. Age and physical ability of
residents or commuters.

Income. Average income of residents or
commuters

Housing Tenure. Whether housing is owned or
rented

Pricing. Parking that is priced, unbundled or
cashed out

Sharing/overflow. Ability to share parking
facilities with other nearbv land uses

Management programs. Parking and mobility
management programs implemented at a site

Design Hour. Number of allowable annual hours
a parkine facilitv mav fill

Contingency-Based Planning. Use lower-bound
requirements, and implement additional
strategies if needed

Adjust requirements to reflect actual vehicle ownership and trip
generation rates 40-60% reductions are often justified in Smart
Growth neighborhoods

Reduce requirements 1% for each resident per acre (e ¢ 15% where
at 15 residents per acre and 30% at 30 res per acre)

Reduce requirements 10-15% in areas with 50 or more employees
Der eross acre

Reduce requirements 5-15% in mixed-use developments Additional
reductions with shared parkine

Reduce requirements 10% within % mile of frequent bus service, and
20-50% within % mile of a rail transit station

Reduce residential requirements 10-20% if carshare vehicles are
focated onsite, or 5-10% if located nearby

Reduce requirements 5-15% in very watkable and bikeable areas,
and substitute bike narkine for un to 10% of car parking

Reduce requirements 20-40% for housing for young (under 30),
elderlv lover 651 or disabled peonle

Reduce requirements 10-20% for the 20% lowest income
households. and 20-40% for the lowest 10%.

Reduce requirements 20-40% for rental versus owner-occupied
housing

Reduce requirements 10-30% for cost-recovery prices, and 10-20%
for unbundline (parkine rented separate from buildine snace)

Depends on the differences in peak demands with other land use
20-40% reductions are often possible

Reduce requirements 10-40% at worksites with effective parking
and mobility management programs

Reduce requirements 10-20% if a 10" annual design hour is replaced
by a 30" annual peak hour. Requires overflow plan.

Reduce requirements 10-30%, and more if a plan exists indicating
the responses that will be deployed if the number of parking spaces
initiallv built is insufficient in the future

This table summarizes various factors that affect parking demand and optimal parking supply
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Reduce Residential Street Width Requirements

Most jurisdictions require wide streets in order to provide on-street parking. This practice is not
justified for safety or by consumer demands, since many households would not choose to pay
for parking if it were unbundled, and so represents a hidden subsidy of automobile ownership
and use (Guo, et al. 2012). Reducing minimum residential street widths in municipal zoning
codes and development policies allows developers to build new urbanist communities with
narrower streets and less parking, and rely more on efficient parking management.

Parking Maximums

Parking Maximums limit parking supply, either at individual sites or in an area in order to
encourage more efficient parking management. Area-wide limits are called Parking Caps These
can be in addition to or instead of parking minimums (Manville and Shoup 2005). Excessive
parking supply can also be discouraged by reducing public parking supply, imposing parking
taxes, and enforcing regulations on temporary parking facilities. Maximums often apply only to
certain types of parking, such as long-term, single-use, free, or surface parking, depending on
objectives. These strategies are usually implemented in large commercial centers as part of
programs to reduce excessive parking supply, encourage use of alternative modes, create more
compact development patterns, create more attractive streetscapes, and preserve historic
buildings.

Maximums are often unnecessary. As discussed earlier, parking regulations could simply be
eliminated, allowing property owners to determine how much parking to supply at their sites.
However, parking minimums have been applied for decades, resulting in well-established
transport and land use market distortions, so markets may be slow to reach an optimal level, so
parking maximums may be necessary to achieve quicker benefits.

Since businesses may consider abundant, free, on-site parking to convey a competitive
advantage, individual firms often find it difficult to reduce supply. Parking maximums that apply
equally to all businesses may be an acceptable and effective way to reduce supply in an area. A
study comparing various cities found that (Martens 2006):

e Many European cities restrict commercial building parking supply.
s Public parking management complements reductions in private parking supply

e Restrictive parking policies and public transport improvements support each other, but
major transit service improvements need not precede adoption of parking restrictions

e Restrictive city center parking policies have been intreduced without strict regulations
preventing unwanted suburbanization of econoemic activities

e (Case studies suggest that parking restrictions will not have negative economic impacts if
implemented in cities with a strong and vibrant economic structure

The City of Seattle requires that major institutions which propose to provide more than 135% of
minimum required parking supply develop a transportation management plan to help reduce
trip generation and parking demand {SMC 23 54 016). San Francisco places a two year limit on
the use of vacant downtown parcels for parking lots, to encourage redevelopment (Manville and
Shoup 2005}).
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Remote Parking and Shuttle Service

Remote Parking (also called Satellite Parking) refers to the use of off-site parking facilities. This
often involves shared facilities, such as office workers parking at a restaurant parking lot during
the day, in exchange for restaurant employees using the office parking lot evenings and
weekends. It can involve use of public facilities, such as commercial parking lots. Remote parking
can also involve use of parking facilities located at the periphery of a business district or other
activity center, and use of overflow parking during a special event that attracts large crowds.
Special shuttle buses or free transit service may be provided to connect destinations with
remote parking facilities, allowing them to be farther apart than would otherwise be acceptable.
Another type of remote parking is use of Park & Ride facilities, often located at the urban fringe
where parking is free or significantly less expensive than in urban centers.

Figure 4 Overflow Parking Sign

Remote parking requires providing adequate use information and incentives to encourage
motorists to use more distant facilities. For example, signs and maps should indicate the
location of peripheral parking facilities, and they should be significantly cheaper to use than in
the core. Without such incentives, peripheral parking facilities are often underused while core
parking is congested.
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Smart Growth

Smart growth is a general term for development policies that result in more efficient
transportation and land use patterns, by creating more compact, development with multi-modal
transportation systems (“Smart Growth,” VTPl 2005; Tachieva 2010). Smart growth includes
several overlapping strategies, as summarized below.

New Urbanism

New urbanism refers to a set of community design principles that help create mixed-use,
walkable neighborhoods (sometimes called “urban villages”) by clustering suitable activities
together and improving pedestrian conditions. It is the local scale of smart growth. It includes
design features to reduce the total amount of land devoted to parking, locating parking
facilities behind or below buildings, and parking facility design improvements.

Location Efficient Development

Location efficient development consists of residential and commercial development located
close to important services such as transit, schools and stores in order to reduce the need to
own and use automobiles. It involves reducing parking requirements, unbundled parking and
other parking management strategies to provide savings in such locations.

Transit Oriented Development

Transit oriented development (TOD) refers to residential and commercial areas designed to
support transit and walking. It creates “transit villages” around transit stations, where a
significant portion of local errands (travel to school, shops and other errands) can be
performed by walking. It usually involves parking management to allow higher densities
around transit stations and encourage use of alternative modes.

Smart growth supports and is supported by parking management. Parking management reduces
the amount of land required for parking facilities, reduces automobile use and increases infill
affordability. This, in turn, tends to reduce vehicle ownership and use, and so reduce parking
demand (Lee, Rees and Watten 2010). It allows more sharing of parking facilities, shifts to
alternative modes, and various types of parking pricing. Smart growth usually incorporates
specific parking management strategies, as indicated in Table 13. Effective parking management
is a key component of smart growth.

d for transport system efficiency

Managed only for motorist

Maximum parking supply Optimal parking supply {not too little, not too much)
Prefers free parking Prefers priced parking {user pays directly)
Dedicated parking facilities Shared parking facilities

Favors lower-density, di Favors compact development.
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Ridesharing, Ride-Hailing and Pubic Transit Improvements

Ridesharing (car- and van-pooling), dynamic ridesharing {ridesharing organized for individual
trips), ride-hailing services (for-profit personal mobility services such as Uber and Lyft), and
public transit service improvements can reduce automobile ownership and use, and therefore
parking demands.

Ridesharing is often implemented as part of Commute Trip Reduction programs, and is
supported by High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) priority lanes and Transportation Demand
Management Associations. Some public transit agencies support ridesharing, particularly
vanpooling. Dynamic ridesharing and ride-hailing services require regulatory approval, and can
be encouraged with curb management policies that improve passenger drop-off and pick-up
opportunities. Public transit services improvements can include new technologies, payment
systems, increased service, faster and more reliable service, dedicated bus lanes and bus priority
signal controls, nicer vehicles, nicer stations and waiting areas, and amenities such as on-board
wifi access.

These services can significantly reduce parking demand and vehicle traffic. They tend to be most
convenient and cost effective in urban areas where demand is concentrated and traffic
problems are most severe, and so are particularly important in urban centers, but can also be
effective in suburban and rural areas, particularly if supported with compact development and
commute trip reduction programs. Residents of transit-oriented areas tend to own about half as
many vehicles and generate half as many trips as in automobile-dependent areas (Arrington, et
al. 2008), and in many commercial centers, and major portion of workers commute by
ridesharing, ride-hailing and public transit, and their mode shares are likely to increase in the
future with improved technologies and more transportation demand management. De Gruyter,
Truong and Taylor (2020) calculate the each 10% improvement in public transport service is
associated with a 0.9-1.2% reduction in car parking demand. As previously discussed, dynamic
ridesharing and ridehailing services already affect travel and parking demands, including
reducing urban vehicle ownership (Clewlow and Mishra 2017), commercial center parking
demand, and airport vehicle rentals (Bergal 2017; Hickman 2016}).
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Walking and Bicycling Improvements

Walking and bicycling (together called Non-motorized, Active or Human Powered transport)
improvements support parking management strategies in several ways (“Walking and Cycling
Improvements,” VTPI, 2005):

e Improving walkability (the quality of walking conditions) expands the range of parking
facilities that serve a destination. It increases the feasibility of using shared and remote
parking facilities

o Improving walkability increases “park once” trips, that is, parking in one location and walking
rather than driving to other destinations, which reduces vehicle trips and the amount of
parking required at each destination.

e  Active travel improvements allow these modes to substitute for some automobile trips

e« Walking and cycling improvements encourage transit use, since most transit trips have
walking and bicycling links.

Walkability is affected by pedestrian facility quality (sidewalks, paths, crc lks), and the
distance between parking and destinations (“Evaluating Nonmotorized Transport,” VTPI, 2003)
Acceptable walking distances vary depending on the type of trip, the type of user and
conditions. Table 14 indicates acceptable walking distances for various conditions (also see
Childs, 1999, Table 6.1). For typical urban conditions, LOS A is less than one block, LOS B is 1-4
blocks, LOS C is 4-8 blocks, and LOS D is more than 8 blocks between a destination and its
parking facilities

Table 14 Level of Service Distance

table parking access Level of Service (LOS) rating under various conditions.

Parking facility design factors can affect walkability. Parking facilities (especially large lots)
should have marked walkways that protect pedestrians from traffic and conveniently connect to
sidewalks. Urban parking lots can serve as mid-block walkways, allowing pedestrians a short-cut
from one street to another, which improves nonmotorized accessibility in an area, and expands
the number of destinations that a parking lot can serve.
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Increase Capacity of Existing Parking Facilities
Increase capacity of existing parking facilities means that parking supply increases without using
more land or major construction. There are various ways to do this:

Use currently wasted areas (corners, edges, undeveloped land, etc.). This can be particularly
appropriate for small car spaces, motorcycle and bicycle parking.

Where there is adequate street width, change from parallel to angled on-street parking.

Maximize the number of on-street parking spaces, for example, by using a curb lane for
parking rather than traffic during off-peak periods, and designating undersized spaces for
small cars or motorcycles.

Provide special, small parking spaces for motorcycles. Allow and encourage motorcycles to
share parking spaces when possible.

Reduce parking space size. Shorter-term parking requires larger spaces, but employee and
residential parking spaces can be somewhat smaller. A portion of spaces can be sized for
compact vehicles, which require about 20% less space than full-size stalls.

Use car stackers and mechanical garages. These can significantly increase the number of
vehicles parked in an area. However, they are only suitable for certain applications, They
generally require an attendant to move lower-level vehicles when needed to access upper-
leve! vehicles, and stackers may be unable to accommodate larger vehicles such as SUV,
vans and trucks.

Use valet parking, particularly during busy periods. This can increase parking capacity by 20-
40% compared with users parking their vehicles. Commercial lots often have attendants
park vehicles during busy periods, but not off-peak.

Remove or consolidate non-operating vehicles, equipment, material and junk stored in
parking facilities, particularly in prime locations.

Figure 5 Carstackers

Carstackers allow more vehicles to be stored in a given area.
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Mobility Management

Mobility Management (also called Transportation Demand Management or TDM) is a general
term for strategies that increase transportation system efficiency by changing travel behavior
{VTPI, 2005). It may affect travel frequency, mode, destination or timing (for example, shifting
from peak to off-peak). There are many different mobility management strategies, as

summarized in the table below.

Table 15 Mobili

impraved Transport

Options

Alternative Work Schedules
Bicycle Improvements
Bike/Transit Integration
Carsharing

Guaranteed Ride Home
Security Improvements
Park & Ride

Pedestrian Improvements
Ridesharing

Shuttle Services
Improved Taxi Service
Telework

Traffic Calming

Transit Improvements

Incentives to Shift
Mode

Bicycle and Pedestrian
Encouragement

Congestion Pricing
Distance-Based Pricing

Commuter Financial
Incentives

Fuel Tax Increases

High Occupant Vehicle
{HOV) Priority

Pay-As-You-Drive
Insurance

Parking Pricing
Road Pricing

Vehicle Use
Restrictions

egies (VTPI, 2003)

Land Use
Management

Car-Free Districts
Compact Land Use

Location Efficient
Development

New Urbanism
Smart Growth

Transit Oriented
Development (TOD)

Street Reclaiming

Policies and
Programs

Access Management

Campus Transport
Management

Data Collection and
Surveys

Commute Trip Reduction

Freight Transport
Management

Marketing Programs
School Trip Management

Special Event
Management

Tourist Transport
Management

Transport Market
Reforms

Mobility management includes numerous strategies that affect vehicle travel behavior. Many

affect parking demand.

Mobility management both supports and is supported by parking management. Mobility
management programs often reduce parking demand, and many parking management
strategies help reduce vehicle traffic create more accessible land use patterns or support other
mobility management objectives.
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Parking Pricing

Parking Pricing means that motorists pay directly for using parking facilities to efficiently
manage demand or recover facility costs (CARB 2014; Shoup, 2006 and 2013). This may be
implemented as a parking management strategy (to reduce parking problems), a mobility
management strategy (to reduce traffic problems), to recover parking facility costs (so parking
facilities are financed by users rather than being subsidized), or to raise revenue for any purpose
(such as funding local transport programs or downtown improvements). It is often intended to
achieve a combination of objectives.

Currently, most parking is inefficiently priced; it is provided free, significantly subsidized, or
bundled (automatically included) with building purchases and rents, forcing consumers to pay
for parking facilities regardless of whether or not they want it. When motorists do pay directly
for parking, it is often a flat annual or monthly fee, providing little incentive to use an alternative
mode occasionally. Charging users directly rather than indirectly for parking typically reduces
automobile ownership and use by about 30% (Ostermeijer, Koster and Ommeren 2019; Spears,
Boarnet and Handy 2014). Khordagui (2019) found that a 10% commuter parking price increase
causes a 1-2 percentage point average decline in the probability of driving to work. Charging by
the day rather than monthly significantly reduces driving (Gutman 2017). Rates should be set to
optimize parking facility use, called performance-based pricing, which means that about 15% of
parking spaces are unoccupied at any time, so drivers can usually see a parking space near their
destination {Shoup, 2006 and 2008). Short-term parking can have higher unit fees than longer-
term parking used by commuters. For example, $2/hour may be a reasonable price for
convenient downtown on-street parking used for errands, but few commuters can afford to pay
$16 per day to park.

Parking pricing implementation can be technically and politically difficult, so it is often best to
establish long-term policies and plans that incrementally expand when and where parking is
priced (for example, a city may set a goal of pricing four additional blocks of on-street parking
each year, slowly expanding from the downtown core outward into nearby streets), raise rates
to efficient levels. It is important to start with support policies, such as user information and
efficient enforcement (described later).

Below are specific strategies for efficient parking pricing implementation:

e As much as possible, charge motorists directly for using parking facilities to efficiently
manage parking demand, encourage use of alternative modes, and generate revenue, Cost
recovery parking prices typically reduce parking demand by 10-30%.

s  Set prices to maintain optimal demand, such as 80-90% maximum occupancy during peak
periods Vary rates as needed to achieve these targets {SFpark 2014). For example, charge
$1 per hour for parking downtown during weekdays, $0.75 per hour for parking downtown
during evenings and weekends, and $0.50 per hour for parking in other locations.

e Unbundle parking, so parking is rented separately from building space. For example, rather
than paying $2,000 per month for an apartment with two “free” parking spaces, occupants
pay $1,600 per month for the apartment plus $200 per month for each space they want.

e Cash-out free parking, so commuters who use non-auto modes receive a financial benefit
equivalent in value to parking subsidies provided to motorists.
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Charge higher rates and use shorter pricing periods at more convenient parking spaces, to
favor higher-priority uses and increase turnover Prime space prices should be at least twice
those at less-convenient locations. For example, at convenient locations charge 25¢ per 15-
minute period with a two-hour limit, while at less convenient locations charge $4 per day.
Adjust these ratios as needed to optimize use

Minimize early-bird and long-term parking price discounts For example, set daily rates at
least 6 times the hourly rates, and monthly rates at least 20 times daily rates. Even better,
eliminate long-term passes and charge for each hour or day, so commuters save money
whenever they reduce driving.

Allow motorists to rent or lease on-street parking. For example, a city can sell up to five
nonresident permits on blocks that have more than 50% overnight vacancy rates;
nonresidents pay market prices, such as $50 a month, for an overnight permits Each permit
is valid only on that specific block.

Use improved pricing methods to make priced parking more cost effective, convenient and
fair. For example, use pricing systems that charge for just the amount of time a vehicle is
parked, rather than fixed time blocks.

Use short pricing periods. For example, for short-term parking change by the minute rather
than by the hour, and for long-term parking charge by the hour rather than by the day or
month

Create Parking Benefit Districts, with revenues used to benefit local communities.

Set parking prices to equal or exceed transit fares. For example, set daily rates to equal or
exceed two single fares, and monthly rates to equal or exceed a monthly pass price.
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Unbundle Parking

Unbundling means that parking is rented or sold separately, rather than automatically included
with building space For example, rather than renting an apartment with two parking spaces for
$1,000 per month, the apartment would rent for $800 per month, plus $100 per month for each
parking space. This is more equitable and efficient, since occupants only pay for parking they
need (Nelson/Nygaard 2009; Schmitt 2018). Parking can be unbundled in several ways:

e Facility managers can unbundle parking when renting building space
e Developers can make some or all parking optional when selling buildings.

e Insome cases it may be easier to offer a discount to renters who use fewer than average
parking spaces, rather than charging an additional fee For example, an office or apartment
might rent for $1,000 per month with two “free” parking spaces, but renters who only use
one space receive a $75 monthly discount

e  Parking costs can be itemized in lease agreements to help renters understand the parking
costs they bear, and to help them negotiate reductions.

e Informal unbundiing can be encouraged by helping to create a secondary market for
available spaces For example, office, apartment and condominium managers can maintain a
list of residents who have excess parking spaces that are available for rent.

Unbundling is equivalent to pricing. Figure 6 indicates the reduction in vehicle ownership
resulting from various residential parking fees For example, a $50 per month parking fee is
likely to reduce automobile ownership 8-15%, and a $100 per month fee a 15-30% reduction,
assuming average consumers and adequate enforcement of offsite parking regulations.

6 in Vehicle From Residential Prices

This figure illustrates typical

% vehicle ownership reductions
0% due to residential parking

2% pricing, assuming that the fee
20% is unavoidable (free parking is
5% unavailable nearby)

0%

5%

0%

525 sso 575 $100 5125
Moaothly Parking Fee
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Financial Incentives

Financial Incentives means that travelers (particularly commuters) are offered financial benefits
for reducing their automobile trips (“Commuter Financial incentives,” VTPI, 2005). These
benefits represent the cost savings that result from reduced parking demand. There are various
types of incentives. Parking cash-out means that commuters who are offered subsidized parking
can choose cash instead. Transit benefits means that employees receive a subsidized transit
pass. Universal transit passes means that a group purchases discounted, bulk transit passes for
all members. Another incentive is to provide discounted or preferential parking for rideshare
(carpool and vanpool) vehicles. Consumers value these options because they provide positive
rewards for those who reduce vehicle trips and parking demand.

Financial incentives typically reduce automobile travel 10-30%, depending on the value of the
incentive, and various factors. Figure 7 iliustrates the effects of parking cash-out in one study,
indicating a 17% average reduction in car trips. The more flexible the incentive the greater the
impact. For example, parking cash-out tends to cause the greatest automobile trip reduction
because it rewards any alternative mode. Transit benefits have less impact because they only
encourage shifts to transit, but not shifts to walking, cycling or telework.

Figure 7 Cashing Out Impacts on Commute Mode (Shoup, 1997)

80% 76%
E 63% Before Cash Out
£
w 80% After Cash Out
9
o
= 40%
3
s 23%
E 20% 14%
E o% % 4%
S 3%

0%

Drive Alone Car Pool Ride Transit Bike/Walk

In this study, parking cash-out reduced automobile commute trips an average of 17%.
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Improve Pricing Methods
Much of the resistance to parking pricing results from inconvenient pricing methods (“Pricing
Methods,” VTP, 2005; FHWA, 2007):

e Many require payment in specific denominations (coins or bills).

e Many require motorists to predict how long they will be parked, with no refund available if
motorists leave earlier than predicted,

®  Some payment systems cannot easily handle multiple price structures or discounts.
e Some are confusing or slow to use.
e Some have high equipment or enforcement costs.

e Enforcement often seems arbitrary or excessive

Better payment methods are available, as summarized in the table below Newer electronic
systems are more convenient, accurate, flexible, and increasingly cost effective. They can
accommodate various payment methods (coins, bills, credit and debit cards, plus mobile
telephone and Internet transactions), charge only for the amount of time parked, incorporate
multiple rates and discounts, automatically vary rates by day and time, and are convenient to
use. Some can be integrated with payment systems for other public services such as transit,
roads tolls, and telephone use. Some employ contactless technology which automatically
deducts payment. Newer systems also produce printed receipts and record data for auditing,
which prevents fraud and increases convenience for customers, operators and local
governments. They can also automatically record data on utilization and turnover, which
improves planning and administration.

Alternatively, parking pricing can be more convenient and secure if parking lots have attendants
Some parking facilities use attendants during peak periods, and rely on mechanical or electronic
payment during off-peak periods. Better equipment maintenance and more courteous

enforcement can also improve pricing.

Figure 8 Better Methods

New payment methods are more convenient and flexible, reducing objections to efficient pricing
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of

Parkers purchase and display a
Dass

Parkers purchase a ticket for a
certain amount of time (such as
2-hours) Punch out tabs
indicatine start time

Parkers prepay a mechanical or
electronic meter located at
each space

Parkers prepay electronic
meters located at each space
Detectors determine when

Parkers prepay into a box with a
slot for each space

Parkers prepay a meter, which
prints a ticket that is displayed
in their vehicle

Parkers prepay an electronic
meter

Prepay meters with debit cards
Some rebate unused time

Parkers display a small
electronic meter with prepaid
credits inside their vehicle
when it is parked

Parkers pay an attendant when
enterine or leavine parkine lot

Parkers pay an attendant who
parks their car.

Parkers pay a machine when
entering or leavine parkine lot

System automatically records
vehicles entering and leaving a
parking area

Satellite-based systems track
vehicle location and
automaticallv calculate fees.

Low

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Hieh

Low

Hieh

High

High but
declin-
ing

Medium

High

High

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Low

High

High

Moderate

Medium

High but
declining

Medium

Medium

Mechanical
meters: fow;
electronic
meters:
medium

Medium

Low

Medium

Medium

Medium

High

Hieh

High

Medium

High

High

"VTPI

Poor to medium.

Medium

Mechanical
meters: poor;
electronic
meters: good

Good

Poor to medium
Mechanical
meters: poor;

electronic
meters: eood

Very good

Verv good

Moderate

Good

Good

Good

Good

Verv high

Good

Good

Mechanical
meters: poor;
electronic
meters: good

Good

Poor

Good

Good

Good

Good

Good

Good

Poor

Good

Good

Various systems can be used to price parking. Newer systems tend to provide various advantages.
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Parking Tax Reform
Parking tax reform includes various tax policies that support parking management:

o Commercial parking taxes This is a special tax on user-paid parking transactions This is
common and relatively easy to implement, but tends to discourage parking pricing (since it
makes free parking relatively more valuable to motorists), and is geographically inequitable
and encourages spraw! (since it is imposed primarily in urban areas).

®  Per-space levies. This is a special tax imposed on parking facilities, such as a $30 annual tax
on each non-residential parking space If applied specifically to employee parking it is called
a workplace parking levy. This is more difficuit to implement than a commercial parking tax,
since it requires identifying individual parking spaces, but it tends to be more efficient and
fair, because it applies to all parking

e Free parking levies This is a special tax imposed on unpriced parking, for example, a $50
annual tax per space provided free to employees. This is a variation on per-space levies
designed to discourage unpriced parking.

e Stormwater management fees. This is a utility fee based on impervious surface area to fund
stormwater management services, such as a $15 annual fee per 1,000 square feet of
pavement, or a $5 annual fee per parking space

e Car-free tax discounts. This is a property tax discount provided to households that do not
own an automnobile, reflecting their lower roadway and traffic service costs they impose For
example, if municipal roadway maintenance and traffic service costs average $200 annually
per vehicle owned in the community, a tax discount up to this amount could be provided to
households that do not own a car.

e |ncome tax policy reforms. This means that employee parking subsidies are treated as a
taxable benefit, employee parking tax exemptions are limited (for example, only $100 per
month is income tax exempt), or tax exemptions are provided to subsidies of other modes,
such as employer-provided transit passes Current tax policies make parking subsidies an
attractive employee benefit: A typical employee must earn $1,500 or more in pre-tax
income to pay for a parking space that costs their employer only $1,000 to provide. Transit
benefits are income tax exempt in the U S, but other countries have yet to implement such
reforms, and many employers have yet to offer them to employees.

e Smart Growth Tax and Price Reforms. Several tax and pricing reforms can encourage
compact development and discourage sprawl {“Smart Growth Market Reforms,” VTPI,
2003). For example, development fees, utility rates and tax rates can reflect the higher costs
of providing public services to more dispersed locations.

These tax reforms may be justified on several grounds: They can help correct current distortions
that undertax parking facilities compared with other land uses. Special parking taxes, and car-
free discounts, can be a surrogate for road user fees. They support efforts to reduce total
parking supply and paved area. Parking tax revenues can be used to fund parking facilities and
transportation programs, to fund stormwater management programs, or as a source of general
revenues. If governments must tax something, parking facilities and activities can be particularly
appropriate because it helps achieve parking and transport management objectives in addition
to raising revenue, providing what economists call a “double dividend.”
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Bicycle Parking and Changing Facilities

Bicycle parking and changing facilities increase the convenience and security of bicycle
transportation (CARB 2014; VTP 2005). In some situations, bicycle parking facilities can
substitute for a portion of automobile parking, particularly if implemented as part of a
comprehensive bicycle improvement and encouragement program.

Optimal bicycle parking supply depends on the level of cycling that occurs in that community
and the type of destination. Some destinations, such as schools, campuses and recreation
centers have 10-20% of visitors arrive by bicycle, at least during fair weather. Below are

ples of recommended bicycle parking, but these should be adjusted to meet specific
conditions. To determine whether additional bicycle parking may be needed, observe entrance
areas to see if bicycles are frequently locked to posts and trees, an indication that bicycle
parking facilities are inadequate, either because there are too few bicycle racks, or because
existing bike racks are not well designed or located. Survey cyclists and potential cyclists to
determine what facilities they would prefer.

Table 17

Primary or secondary school 10% of the number of students, plus 3% of the number of
emplovees.

Colleee or universitv classrooms 6% of the number of students, plus 3% of the number of employees
Dorms, fraternities and sororities  One space per 3 residents.

Commercial - retail or office One space per 3,000 sq. ft of commercial space or 5-10% of the
number of automobile soaces.

Sport and recreation center 10-20% of the number of automobile spaces
Movie theater or restaurant 5-10% of the number of automobile spaces.
Industrial 2-5% of the number of automobile spaces
Muiti-unit housing 1 space per 1-2 apartments

Public transit stations Varies deoendine on usage

This table indicates typical minimal bicycle parking requirements. These should be adjusted to
reflect the needs of specific locations.

It is important to provide quality bicycle facilities. There are two general categories of bicycle
parking requirements:

1. Short-term (Class Il) parking is needed where bicycles will be left for short stops. It requires a
high degree of convenience (as close to destinations as possible) At least some short-term
bicycle parking should be protected from the weather (a portion can be unprotected, since
demand tends to increase during dry weather).

2 lLong-term (Class 1) parking is needed where bicycles will be left for hours at a time. It
requires a high degree of security and weather protection, with well-designed racks in
covered areas, lockers, storage rooms, or fenced areas with restricted access.
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Improve User Information and Marketing

User information refers to information for travelers about parking availability, regulations and
price, and about travel options, such as walking, ridesharing and transit. Many parking problems
result in part from inadequate user information. User information can be provided by signs,
maps, brochures, websites, and electronic guidance systems (Poon 2018). Advanced parking
management systems that provide real-time information on parking availability and price can
increase motorist satisfaction, increase parking space utilization and encourage shifts to
alternative modes (Kimbler 2010).

Local governments can produce brochures and websites that identify the location of parking
facilities, indicate parking prices, describe parking planning and management activities, explain
parking regulations, describe opportunities for citizen involvement, and answer other common
questions about parking issues. An access guide is a document that provides concise,
customized information on how to reach a particular destination, including information on
parking options. Parking information can be incorporated into other visitor materials, such as
event announcements, yellow pages and newspaper advertisements. All materials should have
parking program contact information, such as a telephone number or website.

User information is one component of marketing. Marketing is concerned with determining
consumer needs and preferences, and providing suitable information and encouragement to
help achieve an objective. It involves studies to help understand consumer needs, preferences
and attitudes, plus barriers and opportunities for changing parking and travel behavior. It can
also involve outreach campaigns to involve stakeholders in parking planning activities.

Marketing can help planners anticipate and address possible objections to parking management.

It is often useful to educate the public about the full costs of expanding parking supply, and the
benefits of parking management programs, to help build community support for innovations.

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) includes various communications technologies use to
improve transportation services, including many that involve parking information, such as
changeable signs and in-vehicle guidance systems that provide price and directional information
on parking in a particular area. The 511 area cade number is reserved for transportation
information, including parking services, traffic reports and transit information. Some parking
facilities have sensors that indicate which spaces are occupied, allowing motorists to quickly
determine where parking is available.
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Improve Enforcement and Control

Improve Enforcement and Control means that parking regulations and pricing enforcement be
more rational, effective and considerate Evading parking regulations is a popular folk crime:
Many upstanding citizens who otherwise never steal will proudly ignore parking regulations and
evade payments, reducing their effectiveness. Regulations often include unjustified exemptions
{Manville and Jonathan Williams 2011). As parking management activities expand, so too should
enforcement activities.

To be effective and politically acceptable, the enforcement process — from identification of the
offence to follow up, appeals against penalties and debt collection — must be perceived as
efficient, considerate and fair. The need for citations should be minimized by providing
adequate user information and options. For example, motorists sometimes violate parking
regulations simply out of ignorance, because they lack the denomination required by a parking
meter, or because a meeting took longer than expected. Better user information and newer
pricing methods can help address these problems, reducing violations. It may be appropriate to
have exemptions to parking regulations and fines, such as “First Time Free,” so the first time a
motorist violates parking rules they are given information about parking regulations instead of a
citation. Survey motorists who receive parking citations to determine how their parking needs
can be better met.

Parking enforcement should be prioritized to focus on areas where parking violations create the
greatest problems, such as arteriais and downtown streets. New, hand-held data systems allow
enforcement officers to track individual vehicles, identifying those that overstay (for example,
commuters who feed meters), and habitual violators {motorists who ignore numerous parking
regulations). It is important to have a system to collect outstanding parking fines. This may
include use of a “boot” {a clamp that immobilizes a vehicle) or towing of vehicles with numerous
unpaid fines, restrictions on renewing vehicle registrations or drivers licenses if parking fines are
outstanding, or use of collection agencies.

Parking enforcement officers must be given adequate training and clear guidelines concerning
how to enforce parking rules. They should be friendly, considerate and helpful. Parking
enforcement officials should strive to be perceived as helpful community ambassadors They
should provide maps and brochures about local parking options, as well as general directions
and tourist information

Parking passes sold or allocated to employees, officials or visitors should have clear limitations
regarding where, when and by whom they may be used. They should be audited regularly

It is also important to enforce parking management agreements with developers and facility
managers. For example, cities may require bonds or have special penalties for non-compliance if
a developer fails to implement a trip reduction program, or a facility manager fails to support a
parking sharing agreement as promised.
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Transportation Management Associations and Parking Brokerage

Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) are private, non-profit, member-controlled
organizations that provide transportation and parking management services in a particular area,
such as a commercial district, mall or medical center (“Transportation Management
Associations,” VTP 2005). TMAs can be an effective way to impl 1t parking mar it
programs. TMAs are typically funded through dues paid by member businesses, and local
government grants.

A TMA may provide these services:
Coordinate parking planning
Maintain an inventory of parking facilities.
Perform regular parking utilization surveys.
Provide parking brokerage services (described below).
Coordinate shared parking. For example, help establish and enforce sharing agreements.
Produce user information.
Administrate commuter financial incentives, such as parking cash-out.
Coordinate shuttle services.
Manage overflow parking programs.
Provide bicycle parking.
Deal with spillover problems.
Provide other mobility management services.
Advise on parking facility design and management.
Advise on regulations and enforcement policies.
Coordinate enforcement services.
Monitor parking problems.

TMAs can provide parking brokerage services (sometimes called a parking exchange or parking
bank), helping businesses share, trade, lease, rent and sell parking facilities. For example, it
matches businesses that have extra parking supply with nearby businesses that need parking at
a particular time. This helps businesses deal with changing parking demands, and lets businesses
benefit when their parking management programs free up existing parking spaces. TMAs can
also be responsible for monitoring activities to identify potential probiems and evaluate
program effectiveness. A Parking Authority or Parking Management Association can provide
many of the same services, but has a narrower scope that often excludes activities such as
commute trip reduction programs.
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Overflow Parking Plans

Overflow parking plans describe the management strategies that will be applied when parking
facilities fill, for example, during special events, peak shopping periods, or temporary reductions
in parking supply. Below are some possible components of an overflow parking pian:

e Provide signs with directions to alternative parking facilities nearby.

e Establish shared and remote parking arrangements, with walkability improvements and
shuttle services if necessary

e Provide information on parking and travel options for special event participants, highlighting
those that can be used to avoid parking problems. For example, include a brochure showing
the location of parking facilities and describing how to arrive by transit with tickets to a
major sport or cultural event

e Encourage travelers to shift mode or use remote parking during peak periods. For example,
retail employees can be required to use remote parking facilities or alternative commute
modes during the holiday shopping season.

e Apply special parking regulations to favor priority vehicles (emergency, service, HOV,
disabled, etc ) during busy periods.

e Provide special parking and transport services during peak periods, such as shuttle buses to
remote parking, and valet parking to increase parking facility capacity.

o Design plazas, basketball courts and lawns so they can be used occasionally for vehicle
parking.

e Provide adequate traffic and parking management staff during peak periods. Additional staff
may be hired for special events.

Because most parking facilities are sized to accommodate peak demands that seldom or never
occur, having an overflow parking plan can significantly reduce the amount of parking needed,
and provide reassurance that reduced supply will not create problems. This is an important
component of contingency-based planning.
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Address Spillover Problems

Spillover parking problems refers to the undesirable use of offsite parking facilities, such as
when business customers and employees park on nearby residential streets or use another
businesses’ parking lot. Concerns about spillover impacts are used to justify excessive parking
requirements and opposition to management solutions. Addressing spillover problems can
increase parking management program acceptability and effectiveness.

There are several ways to address spillover parking problems:

e Provide information indicating where motorists may and may not park.

e Use regulations to control spillover impacts, such as time limits and permit programs on
residential streets near activity centers.

e Use pricing to control spillover impacts, such as charging non-residents for parking on
residential streets near activity centers, and businesses charging non-customers for using in
their parking facilities.

e Create Parking Benefit Districts in areas that experience parking spillover problems, so on-

street parking is priced {residents can be exempf).

e Compensate people who bear spillover parking impacts. For example, a high school can send
complementary sport event tickets to residents of nearby streets who experience spillover
parking problems.

e  Establish a monitoring program to identify where parking spillover is a problem. This may
include surveys to identify who is parking where, and ways for residents and businesses to
report spillover problems.
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Improve Parking Facility Design and Operation

Parking facility design and operation refers to physical layout and day-to-day management.
Improved design and operation can better integrate parking facilities into communities, improve
service quality, support parking management, and help address various problems (Bojack 2020;
Mukhija and Shoup 2006; Toronto 2007; Benfield 2010). Below are factors to consider:

e Access Management — This refers to coordination between roadway design and land use
development, such as limiting the number of driveways and clustering land use activities.

e Accessibility (also called Universal Design) — This refers to accommodating people with
disabilities and other special needs.

e Aesthetics — Attention to landscaping, materials, public art and other design features can
improve parking facility appearance and the overall aesthetics of a site, street or city.

o Asset Management — This refers to programs that preserve the long-term value of facilities.

o Circulation - Parking lots can be designed to facilitate traffic circulation. Dead ends should
be avoided, and multiple entrances should be provided if possible

o Flexibility — Facilities can be designed to accommodate changing needs and temporary uses
such as storage, recreation and community activities.

e Heat Island Effect — This refers to solar heat gain on dark surfaces This can be reduced by
limiting pavement area, shading, and use of light-colors materials.

s Lighting — Adequate lighting is important for user comfort, safety and security.

e  Orientation — Many planners recommend locating buildings close to the sidewalk to
improve pedestrian access, with parking located behind or at the side of a building

e Preservation and Enrichment — Parking facilities can be designed to protect and enhance
historic, cultural and natural resources.

e Security —Parking facilities can be designed to maximize security through natural
surveillance, lighting, patrols, emergency alarms and closed circuit video observation.

e Size and Scale — Parking lot size can be minimized, and larger lots divided into smaller units

e Stormwater Management - Newer stormwater management and poliution controls, can
reduce environmental impacts and infrastructure costs

e Traffic Calming — This includes design features to reduce vehicle traffic speeds and volumes
on a particular road or driveway, some of which incorporate on-street parking.

e Traffic Safety — Parking lots can have features to control traffic speeds, improve visibility and
protect pedestrians.

e User Amenities — Parking facilities can be designed with walkways, sheltered waiting areas,
benches, drinking fountains, telephones, vending machines and washrooms.

e User Information — Wayfinding information should be provided in parking facilities.

e  Weather Protection — Parking lots can be shaded with trees and awnings to increase user
comfort and reduce vehicle pollution emissions
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Contingency-based planning

Contingency-base planning identifies possible responses that can be implemented if the current
parking supply turns out to be inadequate sometime in the future. Contingency-base planning
requires a shift in the burden of proof for parking supply reductions: current practices place a
high burden of proof, contingency-base planning allows any reasonable reduction provided that
it includes a plan which indicates how parking shortages will be managed. City officials may be
allow or encourage this when negotiating developments, and it may require additional
administration to review and enforce parking management plans.

Where parking is oversupplied due to concerns about possible demand growth, contingency-
based planning can reduce supply, often by 10-30% If the plan includes trip reduction
strategies, such as ridesharing, Commute Trip Reduction programs, and parking price increases,
it can also reduce total vehicle travel.
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The table below summarizes the parking management strategies in this guide.

Shared parking

Parking regulations

standards

Parking maximums
Remote parkine
Smart erowth

Walking and bicycling
imorovements

Increase capacity of
existing facilities

Mobilitv management

and transit

Efficient parkine pricine
Unbundle parking
Financial incentives
Improve pricing methods
Parking tax reform

Bicycle facilities

Imorove user information
improve enforcement

Transport management
associations

Overflow parking plans
Address spillover problems

Parking facility design and
operation

Contingency-based
olanning

Parking spaces serve multiple users or destinations, including sharing rather than assigning
reserved spaces to users and sharine facilities amone multiole destinations

Reeulations that favor higher-value uses. increase turnover and address spillover problems

Parking standards are adjusted to more accurately reflect demand in a particular situation
taking into account various geographic. demographic and management factors,

Establish maximum parking standards.
Provide off-site or urban frinee parkine facilities and encourage their use
Encourage more compact. mixed multi-modal develooment.

Improve walking and cycling conditions to expand the range of destinations serviced by a
oarkine facilitv and reduce automobile trips.

Increase parking supply by using otherwise wasted space, smaller stalls, car stackers and
valet

Encourage more efficient travel includine changes in mode, timing and destination.

Improve ridesharing (car- and vanpooling), ride-hailing (such as Uber and Lyft) and public
transit services. particularly in denser urban areas

Charge motorists directly for using parking facilities, with efficient prices that include lower
rates during off-neak periods and higher rates durine peak times and locations.

Pravide financial incentives to shift made such as parkine cash-out and transit benefits
Use better chareing techniaues to make pricing more convenient and cost effective.
Various tax nolicv chanees that supnort parkine manaeement obiactivas

Provide and facilities.

Provide convenient and accurate information on parking availability and price, using maps,
signs. brochures and electronic communication.

Insure that parking regulation enforcement is efficient, considerate and fair.

Establish member-controlled organizations that provide transport and parking
management services in a particular area

Establish plans ta deal with perinds of neak parkine demand
Use manaeement enforcement and oricing to address spillover problems.

Improved parking facility design and operations to help solve problems and achieve parking
manaegement obiectives.

Identify possible r that can be impl d if the current parking supply turns out
to be inadeauate sometime in the future

This table summarizes the parking management strategies described in this guide.
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The table below indicates whether a strategy directly reduces total vehicle traffic (and therefore
provides benefits such as reduced traffic congestion and pollution emissions), and the typically

parking requirement reduction it provides.
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The table below summarizes potential parking management strategies and their impacts.

Table 20

gL

Table 19 Reductions in Vehicle Traffic And Shared Parking Parking spaces serve multiple users and destinations. 10-30%
Regulations favor higher-value uses such as service vehicles,
Parkine Regulations deliveries customers auick errands and peoble with soecial needs  10-30%
i 9
Shar_ed narkmz_ 10% 20% 30% More Accurate and Adjust parking standards to more accurately reflect demand in a
Parking regulations 10% 20% 30% Flexible Standards particuiar situation. 10-30%
10% 20% 30%
Parking maximums 10% 20% 30% Parking Maximums Establish maximum parking standards 10-30%
Remote parking 10% 20% 30% Remote Parkine Provide off-site or urban fringe parking facilities. 10-30%
Smart growth 10% 20% 30% \
Walkine and cveling imor 5 5% 10% 15% v Encourage-more c?mpact, mixed, multi-rpodal development to allow
Increase capacitv of existing facilities 5% 10% 150 Smart Growth more parking sharine and use of alternative modes 10-30% v
10% 20% 30% v Walking and Cycling Improve walking and cycling conditions to expand the range of
Parking pricing 10% 20% 30% v Improvements destinations serviced by a parking facility. 5-15% v
Unbundle parking 10% 20% 30% v I C ity of | ki ly by using otherwise wasted space, smaller
u;
Financial incentives 10% 20% 30% v nerease \-spacity o NCrease parxing suppl by B« pace,
o Existine Facilities stails car stackers and valet parkine 5-15%
Improve pricing methods NA NA NA v
5% 10% 15% v Encourage more efficient travel patterns, including changes in mode,
Bicycle facilities 5% 10% 15% v Mobility Management timing. destination and vehicle trip frequency 10-30% v
5% 10% 15% v Parking Pricing Charge motorists directly and efficientlv for using parkine facilities 10-30% v
Improve enforcement and controi NA NA NA
Transportation management associations NA NA NA v Use better charging techniques to make pricing more convenient
Overflow parking plans NA NA NA Improve Pricine Methods and cost effective Varies v
NA NA NA Financial Incentives Provide financial incentives to shift mode such as parkine cash out 10-30% v
Parkine facilitv desien NA NA NA "
Contingencv-based planning NA NA NA Unbundle Parking Rent or sell parking facilities separatelv from buildinz space 10-30% v
This table indicates typical reductions in parking requirements compared with conventional Parking Tax Reform Change tax policies to support parking management obiectives 5-15% v
practices, and whether a strategy reduces vehicle traffic, thereby providing additional benefits. Bicvele Facilities Provide bicycle storage and changing facilities 5.15% v
NA = Not Appropriate, indicating strategies that do not directly affect parking requirements
improve Information Provide convenient and accurate information on parking availability
and Marketing and price. using maps, signs brochures and the Internet. 5-15% v
Not every strategy is appropriate in every situation. Actual impacts vary depending on Improve Enforcement insure that regulation enforcement is efficient considerate and fair.  Varies
geographic and demographic factors, how a strategy is implemented and other factors. Below
- Transport N blish ber-controlled organizations that provide transport
are some general guidelines. . . . .
Assoc and parking management services in a particular area, Varies v
° Im'p'acts a're higher where there are mor.e pa.rklng an-d -travel optlons: For E?(amPle, p?rklng Overflow Parkine Plans Establish olans to manaee occasional peak barkine demands Varies
pricing will have greater demand reduction impacts if implemented in conjunction with
improvements in rideshare and public transit services Address Spillover Use management, enforcement and pricing to address spillover
. . . N Problems problems. Varies
e Financial incentives tend to have greater impacts on lower-income consumers.
. i . Parking Facility Design Improve parking facility design and operations to help solve
e Some strategies are complementary For example, shared parking becomes more effective if and Operation oroblems and subport parking management Varies

implemented with suitable regulations, pricing and walkability improvements. This table summarizes the parking management strategies described in this report. It indicates the typical

reduction in the amount of parking required at a destination, and whether a strategy helps reduce vehicle
traffic, and so also provides congestion, accident and pollution reduction benefits.

e Impacts generally increase over time as programs mature A Low value may be appropriate
the first year, but increases to Medium after two or three years, and High in five or ten years.
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Table 21 indicates the appropriateness of various strategies for different types of parking
demands. Short-term parking management should insure that convenient parking is available
for deliveries and errands (including shoppers, visitors and service vehicles). In general, this
should maintain less than 85% occupancy rates so drivers can usually see an unoccupied parking
space near their destination. Long-term parking management should accommodate commuters
and residents with minimal costs, and so can usually have higher occupancy rates and require
greater walking distances The application of parking management strategies often differs
between different parking demands. For example, visitors need different types of user

information than commuters.

Table 21 Short- and

Shared Parking

Parkine Reeulations
More Accurate Standards
Parking Maximums
Remote Parking

Smart Growth

Walking and Cycling Improvements
Increase Capacity of Existing Facilities
Mobilitv Management

Parking Pricing

Unbundle Parking

Financial Incentives (parking cash out)
Improve Pricing Methods

Parking Tax Reform

Bicycle Facilities

Imorove User Information

Imorove Enforcement and Control

Transoortation Management Associations

Overflow Parkine Plans
Address Spillover Problems
Parking Facility Design

This table indicates

types of parking demands.

Deliveries and errands

Use on-street parking
Encourage turnover of the most
convenient soaces

As appropriate

As appropriate

Onlv if very close by

Allows more sharing and “park
once” trips

Where possible

Where possible

Encourage turnover of the most
convenient spaces

Improve meters

Short-term bike racks in
convenient locations
Helps guide visitors to
additional parkine ootions

Increases turnover.
Supports other strategies
Sometimes appropriate
Often appropriate

Often appropriate

Commuters and residents
Share off-street parking
facilities
Encourage use of less-

As appropriate

As appropriate

Often aporopriate

Allows more sharing and use of
alternative modes.

Where possible

Where

Encourage use of less-
convenient spaces

Often appropriate

Often appropriate

Improve passes

Often appropriate

Long-term bicycle parking and
changing facilities

Insures that longer-term parker
use less-convenient spaces
Supports other strategies

Often appropriate

Often appropriate

Often approoriate

various management strategies apply to various
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E ing Multiple Strategi

Special care is needed when predicting the impacts of a program that includes multiple parking
management strategies. Be careful to take into account strategies with overlapping impacts For
example, Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) provide an institutional framework
for implementing strategies that directly affect parking requirements. While it would be true to
say that a TMA can reduce parking requirements by 10-30% compared with not having such an
organization, it would be incorrect to add the demand reductions of the TMA to the impacts of
the individual strategies it helps implement.

Here is an illustration. Without a TMA, parking sharing, pricing and mobility management may
each reduce parking requirements by 10%, but with a TMA they become more effective,
providing 15% reductions. Table 22 illustrates the incremental gain that can be attributed to the
TMA, due to the increase in the effectiveness of other strategies. in this example, the TMA
causes an additional 12% reduction in parking requirements by enhancing the effects of other
management strategies.

Table 22 TMA

Shared Parking 10% 15%
Parking Pricing 10% 15%
Mobilitv Management 10% 15%
Total impacts 100%-190% x 90% x 90] = 27% 100%-{85% x 85% x 85%) = 39%

This table shows how a transportation management association can reduce parking
reguirements by helping to implement specific management strategies

Total impacts are multiplicative not additive. For example, shared parking reduces the parking
requirements by 10%, to 90% of the original level. The 10% reduction of Parking Pricing reduces
this further to 81% of the original level, and another 10% reduction from Mobility Management
results in 73% of the original level, a 27% reduction, somewhat less than the 30% reduction that
would be calculated by adding three 10% reductions.

Some combinations of strategies have synergistic effects (total impacts are greater than the sum
of their individual impacts), and so become more effective if implemented together. For
example, sharing parking and walkability improvements may each reduce parking requirements
just 10% if implemented alone, but 25% if implemented together because they are
complementary.
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Developing an Integrated Parking Plan
Below are recommendations for integrated parking planning. Of course, this may be adjusted to
reflect the needs of a particular situation

Define the Scope

Define the geographic scope of analysis. Parking planning can be performed at the site, street,
district/neighborhood and regional scale. It is desirable to plan for a walkable area, such as a
business district or neighborhood, since this is the functional scale of parking activities. For
example, when planning for parking at a building, it best to survey parking supply and demand
within about six blocks to help identify opportunities for sharing off-site parking facilities, and
the severity of potential spillover parking problems.

Define Problems

Carefully define parking problems. For example, if people complain of inadequate parking it is
important to determine where, when and to whom this occurs, and for what types of trips
(deliveries, commuting, shoppers, tourists, etc.) Consider other types of parking problems, such
as high costs of providing parking facilities, inadequate user information, inconvenient pricing
methods, inconsiderate enforcement, difficuities walking between parking facilities and
destinations, inadequate security, and unattractive parking facilities.

Strategic Planning Context

Parking planning should be coordinated with a community’s overall strategic vision. This helps
insure that individual decisions reflect broader community objectives There may be several
possible solutions to a parking problem, some of which support strategic objectives, while
others contradict them. For example, both increasing parking supply and improved
management of existing supply can address parking congestion problems, but one approach
may support other community planning objectives, such as encouraging use of alternative travel
modes, and reducing urban sprawl.

Develop a comprehensive evaluation framework. This provides the basic structure for analyzing
options, insuring that critical impacts are not overlooked and different situations are evaluated
consistently A framework identifies:

e Perspective and scope, the geographic range and time-scale of impacts to consider.
® Goals (desired outcomes to be achieved) and objectives {(ways to achieve goals)

e Evaluation criteria, including costs, benefits and equity impacts to be considered, such as
those listed in Table 23

e Evaluation method, how impacts are to be evaluated, such as benefit/cost analysis

Performance indicators, practical ways to measure progress toward objectives, such as
increased availability of parking to customers, or reduced complaints of spillover parking.
Base Case definition, that is, what would happen without the policy or program.

How results are presented, so results of different evaluations can be compared. For example,
results can be presented as annualized cost per parking space, or net present value.
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Table 23 to

Land costs

Construction costs

Operation and maintenance costs
Implementation

User convenience

Consumer choice

User financial impacts

Revenues

Spillover impacts

Economic develooment impacts

Travel impacts

Traffic impacts

Accessibility impacts
Greenspace preservation
Stormwater management and

heat island effects

Fairness and equity
This table lists impacts

Survey Conditions

Victoria Transport Policy Institute

Value of land devoted to parking facilities.

Project construction expenses.

On-going operation and maintenance expenses.

Ease of implementation.

The relative ease of use.

Impacts on the range of parking, transport and housing options available.
Additional consumer pavments. savings or benefits

Additional revenue to facility owners.

May cause undesired use of off-site parking spaces

Changes in employment and business activity.

Shifts in parking location, mode, destination, time, etc Some are considered
desirable, and others undesirable dependine on conditions and perspective

Changes in vehicle traffic volumes, including reductions in car trips and
increased driving to search for a parking space.

Changes in the location and disbersion of activities

Changes in the amount of land devoted to landscaping, farms, habitat and
other forms of landscaping

Changes in the amount of impervious surface, stormwater management
costs, and solar heat gain.

Changes in unjustified subsidies {user pays principle), and impact on people
who are physicallv. icallv or sociallv disadvantaeed

to consider when luating parkin, rograms.
g g

Survey parking supply (the number of parking spaces available in an area) and demand (the
number of parking spaces occupied during peak periods) in the study area. Collect the following
data on all parking facilities in an area:

Number of spaces

N e v e ow N

Location and ownership of parking facility.

Type of facility (on-street, off-street surface, off-street structured, underground).

Intended users {customers, employees, residents, etc.)
Regulation (i.e., “One Hour Maximum,” “Delivery Vehicles Only”).
Prices (hourly, daily, weekly, monthly fees).

Utilization (how many spaces are occupied), turnover (the number of different vehicles using

a space during a time period) and duration (length of time vehicles are parked).

8 Types of problems identified (parking congestion, spillover conflicts, poorly maintained
facilities, inadequate enforcement, inadequate security, etc )
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Identify Options

Develop a list of potential solutions using ideas from this guide and stakeholder ideas This list
may include a combination of capacity expansion and management solutions. Management
solutions can consist of individual strategies or integrated programs that include a coordinated
set of strategies.

Evaluate Options

Evaluate each option with respect to evaluation criteria Some impacts, such as equity and land
use effects, are unsuited for monetization (measuring in monetary units) They can be evaluated
using a rating system. For example, a community may have established equity objectives to
improve mobility for non-drivers and provide affordabie mobility for non-drivers, and land use
objectives to reduce total impervious surface and discourage sprawl. A committee of experts or
stakeholders rates each option according to these objectives The results are presented in a
matrix, as illustrated below.

Table 24 Evaluation Matrix

Ootion 1 -2 4 4 3 4 14
Ootion 2 -1 4 -1 4 4 10
Obtion 3 -4 5 3 4 1 )

Option 4 -1 3 -4 5 3 6
Option 5 -3 2 4 -3 5 5

Each option is rated from -5 to5 on it each objective.
Prioritize Options

Potential solutions should be prioritized, as illustrated in the examples below.

Single Building Example

Conventional standards require 100 parking spaces (90 employee and 10 visitor) for a 100-
employee office. Each space has an annualized cost of $600. Various management strategies are
considered and ranked by cost effectiveness (annualized dollars per space).

e  Sharing rather than assign spaces reduces needed parking supply by 20 spaces, with an
estimated annualized cost of $10 per space to deal with occasional problems.

e Arranging to use parking at a nearby church in exchange for their use of office parking
Sunday mornings reduces the need for 10 spaces at $50 annualized cost per space.

e Allowing more employees to telecommute and installing bicycle storage and changing
facilities reduces parking requirements by 5 spaces, at $200 annually per space.

e A $15 per month cash-out payment to 20 employees (10 who currently use alternative modes
and 10 more who would shift if offered this incentive} would reduce parking requirements by
10 spaces at $360 per space (20 employees x $15/month x 12 months = $3,600 = 10)

e A $25 per month cash-out benefit is predicted to reduce parking requirements by 15 spaces
at a cost of $500 per space (25 employees x $25/month x 12 months = §7,500 + 15).

e Additional spaces could be rented at $65 per month.
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Table 25 summarizes the results, ranked from lowest to higher unit costs.

Shared Parking 510 20 20 5200
Remote Parking & Improved Walkability $50 10 30 $700
Bicvcle Parking and Allow Telecommuting $200 5 35 $1.700
Cash-out A, $15/month to 20 emplovees $360 10 45 $5.300
Cash-out B $25/month to 25 emolovees $500 15 50 $9 200
Build Additional Parkina Caoacity S600 No Limit

Additional Remote Parkine Leased at $65/month 5780 20 75 $31 700

This table ranks strategies by cost effectiveness Management strategies should be implemented if they are

cheaper than capacity expansion. Note, only one of the three Cash-out options can be selected.

The developer should therefore implement all parking management strategies up to the $25 per
month parking cash-out benefit and provide 50 rather than 100 parking spaces to minimize
direct financial cost. Additional management strategies may be implemented to help achieve
other objectives, such as reduces traffic congestion and pollution emissions.

Commercial District Example

A growing commercial district is experiencing parking congestion problems. The area has 10,000
parking spaces: 1,000 free on-street; 3,000 public, priced off-street; and 6,000 private, off-street
spaces currently unavailable to the general public. Most on-street spaces are occupied, but
many off-street spaces are vacant during peak periods. Planners identify various parking
management and capacity expansion options and rank them by increasing unit costs. Here is
what they find.

e 200 on-street parking spaces are unregulated and used all day by commuters These can
have 2-hour limits to encourage turnover, The cost is estimated to total $1,000 per year for
additional signs and enforcement

e Signs and maps can be provided to help motorists find parking. This is predicted to increase
peak-period customer parking supply by an equivalent of 300 spaces, the number of spaces
that are unused because customers don’t know about them. This project is estimated to cost
$6,000 per year for materials. This increases user convenience with no evident indirect
costs,

A program can encourage employees to use remote parking This is estimated to increase
customer parking supply by 100 spaces. Costs are estimated to total $5,000 per year for
program materials and administration. The main indirect cost is inconvenience to
employees

Free shuttle bus service could be provided during peak days {summer weekends and holiday
shopping periods) between the commercial district, remote parking facilities, and a transit
terminal. This is predicted to provide the equivalent of 500 additional parking spaces within
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the commercial district. Costs are estimated to total $35,000 per year, This would increase
user convenience and reduce some traffic congestion.

e Atransportation management association could provide trip reduction services, help
establish parking sharing arrangements, provide parking information and enforcement
services, and support other parking management strategies. Three options are considered:

o A minimal program, costing $50,000 annually, which is predicted to increase
peak-period parking supply available to the public by 500 spaces.

o A moderate program, costing $150,000 annually, which is predicted to increase
peak-period parking supply available to the public by 1,000 spaces.

o A maximum program, costing $500,000 annually, which is predicted to increase
peak-period parking supply available to the public by 2,000 spaces.

300 surface spaces could be added on otherwise unused city land for $200 annualized cost
per space, but any more spaces will require structured parking, with annualized costs of
$1,500 per space. Although the city could charge for use of this parking, existing parking
structures are generally not filled, so net revenues from this additional capacity would be
minimal.

Table 26 summarizes these options. The city can begin implementing the most cost effective
options, and work down to more costly strategies if needed. Although it may initially be difficult
to predict the effectiveness of some management strategies, this will become easier with
experience. For example, the first year a parking management association is established it may
only free up 250 parking spaces, but this should increase over time as its services develop and
are better tailored to meet local needs.

Evaluation
5 200 200 1,000

Provide user information 20 300 500 $7,000
Encourage emplovees to use less-convenient snaces 50 100 500 $17.000
Provide free shuttle bus service 70 500 1,100 $52.000
A. Parking Management Association: Minimum 1100 500 1.600 $102 00

5150 1000 2100 $202 000

$200 300 2.400 262.000
C. Parking Management Association: Maximum $250 2 000 3 100 552,000
Add structured parking 1500 No Limit

This table ranks various strategies by increasing unit costs. Management strategies
implemented if they are cheaper than building additional capacity. Note that only one of the
three Parking Management Association options can be selected.
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D ping an impl; ion Plan

Once the components of a parking management plan are selected, the next step is to develop
an implementation plan. This may include various phases and contingency-based options. For
example, some strategies will be implemented the first year, others within three years, and a
third set will only be implemented if necessary, based on performance indicators such as
excessive parking congestion or spillover problems. Table 27 illustrates an example of such a
plan

Once a general implementation plan is established, create a workplan that identifies specific
tasks to be accomplished, when they should be completed, and who is responsible for them.

Innovative strategies can first be implemented with pilot projects This helps overcome a
frequent barrier to innovation: that the costs and effectiveness of a new strategy are difficult to
predict For example, a facility manager might first implement shared parking in a relatively
small area, and expand the program after gaining expenence.

Table 27 of

Improve parking information with signs and a parking facility map
Shift from dedicated parking spaces to “open” {shared) parking spaces in each lot.
Impose 2-hour limitations on the most convenient parking spaces.
Encourage employees to use less convenient parking spaces.
Implement Improve enforcement of parking reguiations and fees.

1 within one vear Establish an evaluation program, to identify impacts and possible problems
Price the most convenient parking spaces.
Impose 2-hour limit on a larger portion of parking spaces

Arrange shared parking agreements with neighbors that have excess parking

supply
Implement Install bicycle storage and changing facilities
within two vears  Establish a commute trip reduction program.
:::Le_;i;:t;f Gradually and predictably increase parking fees (e g., 10% annual price increases)
occupancy Improve area walkability and address security concerns.
exceeds 85%. Provide real-time information on parking availability using changeable signs

Implement as

needed, based Address spillover parking problems

on peak-period Address barriers to walking between remote parking and destinations
4 occupancy rates Develop overflow parking plans for special events and peak periods.
Implement if Expand the portion of parking spaces that are priced and regulated
problems Increase support for commute trip reduction programs.
5 continue Provide shuttle van services to bus stops and remote parking during peak periods

This table illustrates a parking management plan. Some strategies are implemented right away;
others over a longer period, and some are only implemented if needed, based on specific
indicators such as excessive parking congestion or spillover problem:s.
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Generic Outline for a Parking Management Plan

introduction

Describe what this plan is intended to achieve. Describe, in a general way, the project and its
context, and the benefits of more efficient parking management. Discuss the change now
occurring in the way planners think about parking problems and solutions.

Context

Describe the geographic area, such as the city, district and neighborhood. Highlight any strategic
planning documents that support smart growth, transportation demand management,
neighborhood redevelopment and parking management.

Project Description
Describe the project. Highlight features that support parking management, such as:
e Site and neighborhood design that limits on-site parking supply.

e Geographic factors, such as compact, mixed use development, within the project or the
neighborhood,

e Proximity to high quality public transit, good walkability and cycling facilities.

e Demographic factors that reduce parking demands, such as lower-income, young, or
disabled occupants and visitors.

e Potential management strategies including sharing of parking facilities, development of an
off-site overflow plan, efficient regulations and pricing, improved user information,
incentives to use alternative modes (such as parking cash out or transit subsidies), bicycle
parking and promotion, carsharing services, etc.

o Facility design features that support parking management, such as good pedestrian access to
nearby offsite parking facilities.

Analysis

Indicate how much parking would be required by conventional zoning or generic [TE parking
generation analysis, and then identify how specific adjustment factors and management
strategies can reduce these requirements. For example, estimate the parking demand reduced
due to proximity to transit services and demographic factors, and additional reductions that can
be achieved through management strategies. Provide evidence supporting each of these
adjustment factors.

Parking Management Plan

Identify specific actions that can be taken to more efficiently manage parking and address any
problems that may occur. Indicate which of these will be implemented, with specific details of
what, who and when these actions will be taken. Also indicate contingency actions that can be
deployed in the future if needed. Indicate your monitoring plan which determine if problems
develop and additional parking management strategies are needed.

References
Provide documentation that supports your arguments.
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Examples and Case Studies

All strategies described in this guide have been successfully implemented. Examples are
described in Kolozsvari and Shoup (2003); Kuzmyak, Weinberger, Pratt and Levinson (2003);
Shoup (2005); USEPA (2006); Litman (2006a); MTC (2007), and Nelson/Nygaard (2009},

Jurisdicti Reducing and Eliminating Parking Minimums

Many North American towns and cities are reducing or eliminating parking minimums, as
documented in Proaress on Parking Minimum Removals Across the Country, a crowd-sourced
map by Strong Towns. Last year, officials in Buffalo, New York and Hartford, Connecticut
eliminated parking minimums for commercial and residential developments. Many other
municipalities have removed parking minimums for at least one part of the city or have lowered
or removed minimums for certain uses.

%E&“E;E Reducing Parking Minimums

¢ R e
’ oS

Many North
American
Jurisdictions are
reducing or
eliminating
minimum parking
requirements

Parking Policies for Sustainable Urban Mobility Plans

The European Commission encourages towns and cities to develop Sustainable Urban Mobility
Plans or SUMPs. The Eltis Urban Mobility Observatory provides numerous guidance documents
and information resources including Park4SUMP, which helps cities integrate innovative parking
management for better mobility and quality of life. The report, Parking and Sustainable Urban
Mobility Planning: How to make parki licies more strategic, effective and sustainable isa
useful overview, and their videos provide examples and information resources in an easy-to-
understand format.

On-Street Parking Management (Barter 2016)
The report, On-Street Parking Management: An International Tool-kit, provides specific
recommendations for managing on-street (curb) parking for efficiency and equity.
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Commercial District Parking Management (Gibbs 2012)

In his book Principles of Urban Retail, Gibbs (2013) describes various ways to create more
attractive urban retail centers, including ways to manage parking for shopper convenience. It
emphasizes the importance of convenience and secure parking that accommodates various
types of customers. Regional shopping centers parking ratios have declined significantly in
recent decades, from 10 down to 4.0 spaces per 1,000 square feet, and that this can be further
reduced with more efficient management. Gibbs recommends pricing the most convenient
parking spaces to insure that parking spaces are always available to shoppers in a hurry.

D Pasad Red: P (Kolozsvari and Shoup 2003)

During the 1970s Old Pasadena’s downtown had become run down, with many derelict and
abandoned buildings and few customers, in part due to the limited parking available to
customers. The city proposed pricing on-street parking as a way to increase turnover and make
parking available to customers. Many local merchants originally opposed the idea. As a
compromise, city officials agreed to dedicate all revenues to public improvements that make the
downtown more attractive. A Parking Meter Zone (PMZ) was established within which parking
was priced and revenues were invested.

Connecting parking revenues to new local services helped guarantee the program’s success.
Merchants began to see parking meters as a way to fund projects and services that directly
benefit them and their customers. Investments included new street furniture and trees, police
patrols, better street lighting, more street and sidewalk cleaning, pedestrian improvements, and
marketing (including production of maps showing local attractions and parking facilities). To
highlight these benefits to motorists, each parking meter has a small sticker which reads, “Your
Meter Money Will Make A Difference: Signage, Lighting, Benches, Paving.”

This created a virtuous cycle in which parking revenue funded community improvements that
attracted more visitors, new businesses and residential development, which increased parking
revenue, allowing more improvements. Parking is no longer a problem, customers can almost
always find a convenient space. Local sales increased faster than in other shopping districts with
cheaper parking. This shows that efficient parking pricing supports urban redevelopment.

Parking Management Mitigation (hitps://bit.ly/2TCxtBD)

The report, Modernizing Mitigation: A Demand-Centered Approach, (Sundquist, et al. 2018)
provides practical guidance and useful examples of ways that cities and regions can encourage
or require developers and other stakeholders to support vehicle travel reductions in order to
mitigate traffic and parking congestion problems and achieve other community goals.

Red Deer Parking Management Strategy (http://bit.ly/2GOPOFt)

Red Deer, a medium-size Canadian city, established a Parking Management Plan based on the

following principles:

1. Customer Focus. Provide and maintain an appropriate supply of affordable, secure, accessible,
convenient and appealing public parking.

2. Economic Development. Provide and promote affordable short-term parking services, and fair and
consistent enforcement services, that support local businesses, institutions and tourism.

3. Multimodal Transportation. Promote, establish and maintain programs and facilities that encourage
the use of alternative modes including walking, bicycling, ridesharing and public transit.

4. Financial Sustainability. Ensure that parking program revenues can recover all program costs, finance
future parking facilities, and help fund alternative mode improvements and encouragement.
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Smart Growth and TOD Parking Demand

Various studies {Arrington, et al. 2008; Ewing, et al. 2017; Metro Vancouver 2012; Rowe, et al.
2013; Schneider, Handy and Shafizadeh 2014; Weinberger and Karlin-Resnick 2015) indicate that
more compact, mixed, multimodal developments (i.e., Smart Growth and Transit Oriented
Development) generate only 35-70% of trip generation and 25-75% of the parking demand
recommended by standard guidelines published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers.

Regi Parking M t (Tyler, et al. 2012),

Researchers investigated the link between parking and urban centre success. They recommend
various parking data collection improvements to help public officials identify parking problems
and evaluate potential solutions. They found:

e More parking does not necessarily mean greater commercial success. Improved parking
management can support businesses as much as an increase in parking supply.

e There is no such thing as ‘free’ parking, parking costs are either borne directly or indirectly.
e Shopkeepers consistently overestimate the share of their customers coming by car.

e Motorists spend more per trip, while walkers and bus users spend more per week or month.
e There is little evidence that parking supply affects the evening entertainment activity.

e More data on commercial activity is needed to better study this issue.

Parking Impacts on D Success (https://bit.ly/2rXBzXm)

The study, “Is Parking Supply Related to Turnover of Shopping Areas?” (Mingardo and Meerkerk
2012) investigated the degree that parking pricing affects retail sales {(measured as gross sales
per square meter of retail floor area) in Dutch commercial districts. it found no significant
relationship between parking supply and sales volumes in most shopping districts, but a positive
relationship between parking supply and turnover in large regional shopping centers. It found a
significant positive relationship between parking fees and turnover per sales floor area. They
conclude that this indicates that in most shopping districts, customers value the convenience of
priced parking (pricing favors spenders over chi kates).

The study indicates that a 1% increase in regional shopping center parking supply typically
increases gross revenue per square meter by 0.26%. For the average regional shopping center, a
1% parking supply increase would require 24 additional spaces, costing at least €35,400 annually
in depreciation and operating costs, which would increase annual gross revenue €456,105. This
indicates that additional parking costs at least 8% of the additional gross revenue. That is a
typical profit margin, so the additional parking provides little net benefit. More efficient parking
and transportation management be a more profitable solution in many situations.
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Parking Demand Study (Boulevard Consulting 2016)
A study to update Victoria, Canada parking requirements used vehicle registration data to

measure occupants’ vehicle ownership at 126 multi-family sites with 6,475 total units. It found:

e Overall vehicle ownership averaged 0.63 vehicles per unit, with 0.74 vehicles per
condominium unit and 0.45 vehicles per apartment unit.

® Vehicle ownership among “Affordable” sites was approximately 30% lower than the average
among Condominium and Apartment sites.

® Vehicle ownership averaged 0.57 vehicles per unit in Downtown Area sites, approximately
25% to 30% lower than elsewhere in the City.

e Vehicle ownership ranged from 0.31 vehicles per unit in bacheior/studio units up to to 1,04
vehicles per unit among three-bedroom units.

e Visitor parking demand averaged 0.07 vehicles per unit among 16 multifamily sites.

Right-Size Parking Study

The Right Size Parking Project (www.rightsizeparking.org) has developed practical tools for more
accurately calculating parking demand, taking into account geographic and economic factors.
The study found that parking demand per unit declines with increased transit proximity, local
population and employment density, and parking price {the amount that residents must pay
extra, if any, for a parking space), and increases with rents, unit size and number of bedrooms.
The resulting model can be used to determine the parking supply needed in a particular
development.

UK Maxi Parking Standards (http://bit.ly/2C5g8bM)

UK planning policy guides published by the Department of the Environment, Transport and the
Regions has maximum as well as minimum parking requirements designed to help reduce the
car dependency of development and promote sustainable transport choices. For example, the
proposed maximum parking standard for office buildings is 1 parking space per 35 square
metres of gross floor space, for buildings above 2,500 square metres gross floor space. These
standards have been derived from analysis of existing levels of parking, consideration of the
potential for changing travel patterns and consideration of potential effects on investment.

More A Parking Requii (Vancouver 2012)

The City of Vancouver applies reduced and more flexible parking requirements for multi-family
dwellings to support efficient transportation, smart growth and affordable housing planning
objectives. These new standards are based on a parking demand study showing declining vehicle
ownership rates. City staff proposed a Sustainable Transportation Credit Program that allows
developers more flexibility based on specific location and circumstances, based on the LEED TM
Green building rating system. Developers receive credits for reducing total parking supply,
providing carshare vehicle parking and transit passes to building occupants.
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On-Street Parking Management and Pricing Study (www.sfcta.org/content/view/303/149)
In 2009 the San Francisco Countywide Transportation Authority undertook the On-Street
Parking Management and Pricing Study to assess parking conditions and investigate new
approaches for more efficient curbside parking management. It reached the following
conclusions:

P,

e [Effective parking requires a hood-level approach. On-street parking
management should be planned and coordinated at the neighborhood level, with attention
to the tradeoffs associated with any strategy and the interactions between component parts
of the parking supply (i.e., individual block faces and off-street supplies). Neighborhood-level
parking management requires flexible approaches that can be tailored to an area’s
conditions, needs, and priorities, which must evolve over time to reflect changing land use
and travel patterns.

e  Existing management strategies are ill-suited for confronting key parking challenges, On-
street parking regulations have developed incrementally over time, such that many
neighborhoods are subject to an uncoordinated management regime that is misaligned with
parking conditions and management needs. Existing strategies cannot address parking
availability when there is an imbalance between supply and demand.

e The most promising management approach for addressing imbalances between supply and
demand is price-based regulation, which also has significant secondary benefits. Pricing of
on-street spaces that responds to parking demand helps ensure sufficient availability,
improve utilization, and appropriately value on-street space. Addressing availability is the
primary purpose and benefit of parking pricing. Secondary benefits include a reduction in
“cruising” behavior and the opportunity to generate revenues.

e Underpriced parking represents a significant source of untapped revenue that could be
dedicated to transit-first uses; attempts to close this pricing gap must be planned and
executed carefully, in @ manner that the public will understand and support. Given that on-
street parking in many areas is currently minimally regulated, future revenue gains have the
potential to be substantial. It is doubtful that the public will support widespread parking
charge increases without a clear link to tangible transportation improvements in the city’s
neighborhoods. The “user fee” principle is also supported by providing a high-quality parking
experience through improved payment options, real-time information, and flexible time
limits, Reinvestment of a portion of future new revenues will encourage neighborhood-level
support for parking pricing, thus increasing the overall pool of funds from which transit
stands to benefit.

s Current parking policies contradict other planning objectives and warrant significant reform.
Reforms to residential parking management are warranted to better value on-street space,
create a more multimodal program, and provide more equitably distributed costs and
benefits. Neighborhoods should have the ability to utilize pricing strategies to manage
parking demand while returning benefits to the area in which revenues are collected.

The report made the following recommendations:

®  Re-balance the allocation of on-street spaces. The goal of re-balancing is to better
accommodate varying demands within the confines of scarce supply. Examples of
rebaiancing include periodic consideration of the demand for commerciat loading zones and
evaluation of the appropriateness of various time limitations. This assessment should be
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done in cooperation with neighborhood residents and merchants, and other strategies and
tools should be considered along with conventional regulatory strategies.

Regulate unregulated or under-reguiated spaces. Where warranted, currently metered areas
could be expanded, or unregulated spaces could be regulated. A technical evaluation is
required to identify the best regulatory design (e g, meter vs, time limit vs. color curb)
Typically, meters have been confined to the downtown area and neighborhood commercial
corridors {and some adjoining blocks) Extending metering hours into the evening (until
10:00 p.m., for example) is appropriate in those areas with evening parking generators, such
as restaurants or nightlife, where turnover is desirable, provided that adequate enforcement
can be provided. Extension of metering into evening hours can provide a significant benefit
1o local commerecial activity, by prioritizing metered spaces during high demand periods.

Reform residential parking permit management. The existing RPP program provides benefits
to a small group—eligible permit holders that store their car(s) on-street during weekday
middays.

Establish a policy on the use of new incr { parking r SFMTA has not articulated
a clear policy on the use of any revenue gains associated with implementation of demand-
responsive pricing It is important to affirm the policy of applying the revenues to parking
improvements and transit-first uses. SFMTA should clarify this policy and allow for public
review and input into this decision.

Share some portion of net new revenues with the areas in which the monies are collected By
investing in the neighborhoods affected by parking pricing, tangible benefits will accrue to
the areas that are priced and local impacts are mitigated. The public will be skeptical of any
program that simply provides incremental revenue to an opaque budget that funds
programs across the entire city

Pursue data-driven pricing policy, in support of articulated performance objectives. Ongoing
system monitoring is crucial for demand-responsive parking pricing. This facilitates ongoing
management and operation of the system guided by street-level outcomes.

Adjust parking rates systematically. To be effective, demand-responsive pricing requires
periodic adjustments to parking rates. These adjustments must be performed frequently
enough to seek the desired availability target but not so frequently as to obscure the
behavior response. Monthly adjustments are appropriate for the first several months of
implementation in a given area to allow for program managers to find optimal prices to
meet performance objectives Following the initial period, less frequent adjustments (such
as quarterly) are warranted.

Coordinate d d-resp ive pricing impl ions in metered areas with the
regulations in place on unmetered blocks, including warranted expansions of metered areas.
The implementation of demand-responsive pricing is a unique opportunity to better manage
parking on a neighborhood or area level. Current policies create an artificial distinction
between blocks designated as commercial and residential As demand-responsive pricing is
implemented in neighborhoods, an assessment of parking conditions in metered and
unmetered blocks is necessary. This assessment may reveal a need to expand the metered
areas and/or metered time periods as new payment technologies and pricing strategies are
implemented.
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Austin Parking Benefit District (

Many neighborhood experience parking spillover problems, including difficulty finding parking
for residents and visitors, concerns that public service vehicles cannot pass two lanes of parked
vehicles on the street, or that on-street parking reduces neighborhood attractiveness. The city
of Austin, Texas is addressing these problems by allowing neighborhoods to establish Parking
Benefit Districts (PBDs). A PBD is created by metering on-street parking and dedicating the net
revenue (less costs for maintenance and enforcement) to neighborhood improvements such as
sidewalks, curb ramps, and bicycle lanes. The PMD is used in conjunction with a Residential
Permit Parking program to ensure that parking is available for residents and their visitors.

Using Parking Revenue to Support Transit (USEPA 2006)

Faced with a shortage of customer parking, Boulder, Colorado encourages downtown
employees to use alternative modes. The city uses parking meter revenue to subsidize bus
passes for 7,500 downtown employees and support other commute trip reduction activities, and
offers discounted bus passes to residents and non-downtown businesses. The program has
improved customer parking and reduced parking costs, congestion, accidents and pollution
emissions. Employee carpooling increased from 35% in 1993 to 47% in 1997 and downtown
retail activity increased.

Centralized Parking (USEPA 2006)

To encourage downtown development the Chattanooga Area Regional Transit Authority built
peripheral parking garages with free shuttle service. By constructing parking facilities at either
end of the business district, the system intercepts commuters and visitors before they drive into
the city center, reducing traffic problems. Garage parking revenues finance the shuttle buses
which operate daily with five-minute frequencies and pass within walking distance of most
downtown destinations. The electric-powered shuttles transport approximately one million
riders each year, making shuttle-served property attractive to businesses.

Seoul Parking Enforcement (htip://english.seoul.qo kr)

Employees at the city of Seoul, South Korea TOPIS (Transport OPerations and Information
Service) traffic control center monitor major arterials using a closed circuit television network. If
a vehicle stops or parks illegally, they record a time-stampted image of the vehicle and its
license plate. After five minutes, if the vehicle has not moved, a second set of images are
recorded, the license number automatically read using optical character recognition (OCR), and
a parking ticket is sent to the motorist. After another ten minutes a tow truck is dispatched to
remove the vehicle. This system has greatly reduced traffic delay and accident risk caused by
illegally parked vehicles at relatively low cost and with few challenges (since motorists are sent
photographic images of their illegally-parked vehicles).

Campus Parking Manag (Isler, Hoel, Fontaine 2005)

A survey of university campuses indicate that many are converting parking lots to buildings,
fewer are adding parking capacity, and many are implementing various parking and
transportation management strategies in order to devote more campus land to academic
facilities rather than parking lots. Typical parking management strategies include permits,
meters, cash-out program, prohibitive policy for freshmen, and eligibility based on residential
location. Annual permit fees varied by location of campus and location of a parking space within
the campus. Various strategies are used to deal with spitlover parking problems.
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Commercial Street Parking Manag {(www.communityconsulting.org}

The character of Bay Ridge, NY is largely defined by its bustling retail streets. Easy access to this
area is important to nearby residents both for shopping and for the frequent contact with friends
and neighbors that builds a strong community. Planners identified a number of potential ways to
improve access to these commercial streets by parking management and encouraging use of
alternative modes by shoppers and employees. After careful analysis of the options they identified
several specific strategies that provided the equivalent of approximately doubling the local parking
supply:

®  Use Pay-And-Display parking meters rather than individual parking meters, which allow
more vehicles to be parked on a length of curb.

® Encourage Shared Parking, to increase the utilization of off-street lots.
e Support employee Commute Trip Reduction programs.
® Use angled rather than parallel parking.

®  Use variable priced meters that are higher during peak periods, coupled with residential
parking meters to avoid spillover parking problems.

Redeveloping Transit-Station Area Parking Lots (CNT 2006)

The study, Paved Over: Surface Parking Lots or Opportunities for Tax-Generating, Sustainable
Development?” (www.cnt.arg/repository/PavedOver-Final.pdf), evaluates the potential
economic and social benefits if surface parking lots around rail transit stations were developed
into mixed-use, pedestrian friendly, transit-oriented developments. The analysis concludes that
such development could help to meet the region’s growing demand for affordable, workforce,
senior, and market rate housing near transit, and provide a variety of benefits including
increased tax revenues and reduced per capita vehicle travel. The parking lots in nine case
studies are estimated to be able to generate 1,188 new residential units and at least 167,000
square feet of new commercial space, providing additional tax revenues, plus significant
reductions in trip generation and transportation costs compared with more conventional
development.

Context-Specific Requirements and TDM (USEPA 2006)

Arlington County, Virginia, near Washington, DC, adopted countywide development standards
and guidelines to encourage more efficient transportation and land use development, including
reduced and more flexible minimum parking requirements. Every development is required to
have a transportation plan, which establishes parking requirements based on location and use
factors, which can be reduced if projects include demand management features such as transit
and rideshare subsidies and encouragement programs. Parking is encouraged to be below
ground, or if at surface level, it must be in a structure that is wrapped with occupiable ground
floor space to reduce visual impacts.

G C i (wwew ol santa-cruz.ca usiplined/ADU/adu htmi)

Santa Cruz, CA has a special program to encourage development of Accessory Dwelling Units
{(ADUs, also known as mother-in-law or granny units) to increase housing affordability and urban
infill, These often consist of converted garages. The city has ordinances, design guidelines and
information for such conversions. The Vancouver, BC firm Smaliworks (http://smallworks.ca)
specializes in small lane-way (alley) housing, which are often converted garages.
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Bike Versus Parking Lanes (Sztabinski 2009)

A survey of merchants along Toronto’s busy Bloor Street found that a majority of customers
arrive by walking or cycling (only 10% drive) and that those who arrive by nonmotorized modes
tend to spend more. On street parking is seldom fully occupied and offstreet parking lots could
accommodate additional demand. More merchants believe that a bike lane or widened sidewalk
would increase business than merchants who believe such changes would reduce business.

New York Parking Management (www.transalt.org)

New York City has limited parking supply and high parking prices in commercial lots, but on-
street parking is poorly managed. Transportation Alternatives, a local advocacy organization,
recommends the following reforms for more efficient management (Schaller Consulting, 2006).

e Increase the portion of priced on-street parking spaces. Most on-street spaces are currently
regulated but not priced. This encourages more efficient use and provides revenues.

e Increase prices to equal or exceed off-street commercial rates in order to encourage
turnover and shift longer-term parkers to off-street spaces.

e Better regulate parking permits. in New York there are an estimated 150,000 government-
issued permits which are often abused for non-government activities.

e Establish an overall city parking plan.

Unbundling and Carsharing (Nelson/Nygaard 2009)

The city of San Francisco requires residential developments in downtown and transit-oriented
areas to unbundle parking, and requires all new residential developments to provide one
parking space for each 200 housing units.

Parking Policy Reforms (www fransall oraffiles/newsroomireporis/suburbanizin

The report, Suburbanizing the City: How New York City Parking Requirements Lead to More
Driving (Weinberger, Seaman and Johnson 2008) recommends the following reforms for more
sustainable parking management in New York City:

1. Fully assess the amount of existing and planned off-street parking.
e Inventory existing and planned off-street parking to provide a baseline.
e Measure how much driving is created by new off-street parking.
e Determine parking demand based on the assumption that off-street parking has a cost.
® Measure the effect of increases in parking growth on local and citywide traffic congestion,

2. Consider measures to significantly reduce required parking.
e Unbundle the price of parking from the cost of new residences.
s Eliminate minimum parking requirements.
®  Reclassify minimum parking requirements as maximums.
s Peg the maximum parking requirement to the proximity to transit.
e  Establish impact fees for new parking spaces.
e Prohibit curb cuts on key pedestrian and transit streets.
e Incentivize car-sharing spaces in new development.
e Aninterim strategy is to simply convert existing minimums to maximums.
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3. Revise environmental laws to fully account for parking impacts.

e Revise CEQRA and the special permitting process so that the cumulative impact of new
parking on neighborhoods is considered.

4. Stop directly subsidizing new parking and freeze special permits

e Place a moratorium on issuing new special parking permits in Manhattan’s Clean Air Act
Zone (the Manhattan Core) until an inventory of existing and planned parking is completed
and a study conducted of cumulative environmental impact of new parking.

e Freeze new city subsidies for building parking until a complete accounting of the extent and
environmental impact of those subsidies is completed

e  Eliminate minimum parking requirements for affordable housing developments

Transit-Ori D p t Red Parking D

Cervero, Adkins and Sullivan (2010) investigated the degree to which residential developments
near urban rail stations are “over-parked.” They found the mean parking supply of 1.57 spaces
per unit was 31% higher than the 1.2 spaces recommended in ITE Parking Generation, and 37%
higher than the weighted-average peak demand of 1.15 parked cars per unit at 31 residential
projects near BART rail stations. The analysis indicates that increased parking supply tends to
increase vehicle ownership: an increase of 0.5 spaces per unit is associated with a 0.11
additional cars parked per unit at the peak. Parking demand tends to decline with improved
pedestrian access to stations and improved transit service frequency Rail access reduces vehicle
trips at a faster rate than vehicle ownership, indicating that transit commuters still want vehicles
for other trips, and so recommends incorporating carshare services into transit-oriented
development as a substitute for private vehicle ownership.

Optimizing Transit Ori D p Area Parking

Willson and Menotti (2007) analyzed the ridership and fiscal outcomes that result from devoting
land around rail transit stations to housing or parking. They find that only in low-density
suburban areas with little development potential is it optimal to maximize the amount of land
devoted to parking; in other conditions, developing the land for housing and commercial activity
tends to provide greater economic benefits by providing land rents and creating housing and
destinations that tend to generate high rates of transit ridership. This analysis indicates that it is
generally not optimal for transit agencies to require that all parking spaces located near rail
transit stations that are lost to development be replaced.

Advanced Parking Management Systems (FHWA 2007)

Advanced parking management systems (APMS) provides real-time information through the
Internet and in-vehicle navigation systems to help motorists quickly find a parking space. These
systems increase user convenience, reduce delays, driving and illegal parking, increase parking
facility utilization, and encouraging shifts to alternative modes

e At Baltimore-Washington International (BWI) Airport, nearly 13,000 parking spaces are
served by an advanced parking management system The system has increased customer
satisfaction and improved traffic flow, and been widely praised by users.
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In San Francisco, the SFpark parking management pilot project applies new strategies and
technologies using demand-responsive pricing to manage parking in ways that support
overall transport system goals, including shifts from driving to alternative modes.

In downtown St. Paul, an advanced parking management system improved user convenience
and reduced congestion during special events Estimated vehicle delay decreased 10% while
traffic volume increased 15% at major intersections

Market Commons Unbundled Parking (Wilbur Smith Associates, et al 2006)

Residents in 300 apartment units at Market Common in Arlington Virginia have unbundled
parking. Residents pay $25 per month for one space and $75 to $100 for a second. Residents
and retail patrons share about 1,100 parking structure spaces. Residents pay for swipe cards
used at structure gates. Shoppers buy short term permits to access the garage ($1-4/hr
depending on length of stay, with merchant validation allowed). Because retail is at ground floor
and resident units at upper floors (10 story building), residents generally park on the upper
levels where spaces are generally available. Elevators in the parking structure leading to
residential areas are opened only by tenant pass key to maintain security

Underground Parking Profitably Converted To Storage

The Broadway Store-All (www.weblocal.ca/broadway-store-all-vancouver-bc.html) in
Vancouver, British Columbia demonstrates that excess parking spaces have other profitable
uses, This building was originally constructed with an extra 28 underground parking spaces to
serve a nearby restaurant, but the restaurant soon found that these were not needed. in
response, the building operator obtained municipal approval to convert parking spaces into
commercial storage lockers. They constructed 28 wooden lockers, each with a sprinkler head,
and installing heaters and fans for climate control. The lockers rent for about $250 per month,
more than twice the rate charged for parking spaces in that area. They are mostly used by
nearby businesses to store archive files. Renters have access to the facility Tuesday through
Saturday. The facility is fully occupied although virtually nothing is spent on advertising.

Lloyd District, Portland (Wilbur Smith Associates, et al 2006)
The Lloyd District is a TOD in Portland, Oregon Before it developed into a transit district the
area’s transit commute mode split was 10%, but this increased to 21% by 1997 and 41% at the
end of 2005. To achieve this local planners worked with local government and the transit
provider to develop an aggressive transit improvement and incentive program. This included:

» Elimination of free commuter parking.

e  Development of aggressive maximum parking ratios.

e  Agreement to purchase annual employee transit passes through the PASSport Program

®  Restrictions on surface parking lot development.

e Design guidelines and restrictions on parking near the MAX light rail system

¢ New direct route transit.

e Revenue sharing of meters and transit pass sales

For businesses, the result was over 1.3 million square feet of new public/private development, a
decrease in commercial office occupancy rate from 12% (2001) to 3% (2005), a decrease in
parking from 3.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet to 1.95, and the removal of 1,433 commute
vehicles with an estimated savings of over $35 million in parking development costs (estimated
based upon a construction cost of $25,000 per space in the Lloyd District).
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ParkSmart Increases Turnover (www.nyc.govihtmi/dot/htmliimotorist/parksmart.shtml)
The ParkSmart project in New York City found higher turnover and improved availability of on-

street parking spaces after time-variable meter pricing was introduced, with higher rates during
peak periods and lower rates off-peak (NYDOT 2009).

GreenTRIP (www.transformca.orq/GreenTRIP)

GreenTRIP is a Traffic Reduction + Innovative Parking certification program for new residential
and mixed use developments. It rewards projects that reduce traffic and greenhouse gas
emissions. GreenTRIP expands the definition of green building to include robust transportation
standards for how people get to and from green buildings. Each certified project receives a
Project Evaluation Report which describes the project location, details and inventories how the
project meets GreenTRIP standards. The GreenTRIP program provides the following support:

e Tailored Traffic Reduction Strategies — Experts work with developers, designers and
operators to identify the most appropriate transportation and parking management
strategies in a particular situation.

e Public Hearing Testimony - GreenTRIP staff will explain the traffic and emission reduction
benefits provided by GreenTRIP projects to decision-makers and the public.

e Market Differentiation - Use of the GreenTRIP name and logo in promotional materials, and
a plaque to mount on the project when built.

As of March 2010 the following projects were certified:
e The Crossings (www.transformea org/files/SLCrossingsProjEvalRot,
o Parker Place (www.transformea.org/files/ParkerP! ProiEvalRpt. pdf)
e Station Park Green {www.transformea org/fil ionPar nProjEvaift

e The Ohlone (www.transformea.org/files/QhlaneProiEvalRpt. pdf)

Manhattan Core Public Parking Study (www.nvc gov/html/deomimiimn_corefindex shtml)

in 1982 New York City adopted pioneering rules to manage the supply of off-street parking in
Manhattan’s Central Business District. In the words of the City Planning Commission’s report,
these changes were intended to “to institute land use controls over off-street parking which are
consistent with environmental policies and sensitive to the concerns of business and
development interests in the City.”

The most significant change was a shift from minimum parkingrequirements for new residential
development to maximum parking allowances for parking spaces that are limited to residents of
the development, known as accessory spaces. Before 1982, off-street parking was mandatory in
residential development in the Manhattan Core; since then accessory parking is optional and
subject to strict limits on the amount of parking that can be provided — no more than 20% of the
number of residential units in Community Districts 1-6 and no more than 35% of units in
Community Districts 7 and 8. Accessory parking for other uses is also subject to maximums, and
the total number of spaces provided in a development is capped at 225 spaces for any mix of
uses. Under the new regulations, only new developments and enlargements may incorporate
parking. In addition, the 1982 regulations require special permits for accessory parking
exceeding the maximums as well as for new parking in existing buildings and for all public
parking facilities.
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These regulations have proven to be compatible with a growing, successful Manhattan Core.
They allow limited amounts off-street parking to be provided with new development and allow
some developments to provide additional parking by special permit. In doing so, the Manhattan
Core regulations strike a balance between discouraging auto commuting in a highly traffic-
congested part of the city where transit access and walkability are excellent while recognizing
that the need for off-street parking remains even when auto commuting is restrained.

However, certain deficiencies in the existing regulations have become apparent over the years
since 1982, as has the need for additional data to better understand how off-street parking is
utilized within the Manhattan Core. In 2008, with the assistance of a Federal grant, the
Department of City Planning launched a study to collect data about off-street parking in the
Manhattan Core and to use that information in assessing the zoning regulations. Much of this
research was conducted through a survey of users of over 100 public parking facilities. The
Manhattan Core Public Parking Study contains the results of that survey and detailed analysis of
Census and other data as well as policy goals for a possible update of the regulations.

d and More Flexible Multi-Family Parking Requirements (Baker and Leibin 2018)
Toward Zero Parking: Challenging Conventional Wisdom for Multifamily identifies North
American cities that are eliminating parking requirements and encouraging more efficient
management, and provides guidance for implementing such reforms. For example, officials in
Buffalo, New York, removed parking minimums citywide for commercial and residential projects
of less than 5,000 square feet (465 sq m), and Hartford, Connecticut, scratched parking
minimums across the city for commercial and residential developments, regardless of size. Many
other municipalities have removed parking minimums for at least one part of the city or have
lowered or removed minimums for certain uses. San Francisco has gone a step further,
establishing parking maximums for downtown and nearby areas well served by public transit,
capping the amount of parking that developers are allowed to build for multifamily housing,
Office Complex Travel D d Manag {8pack and Finkelstein 2004)

In 2013, trip generation and parking counts were collected at nine Twin City area office
complexes with employee travel demand management program. It found that, on average, they
generated 34-37% less traffic and need 17-24% less on-site parking than Institute of
Transportation Engineers’ average data rates.

Seattle Reduces Parking Requirements (Rosenberg 2016)

Real estate market trends and public policy changes are reducing the number of parking spaces
included in new apartments in Seattle. Between 2004 and 2016, the average number of parking
spaces built per apartment declined from 1.91 to 1.29 in suburban areas and from 1.57 t0 0.63
in City of Seattle. This reflects the high costs of building parking, averaging $30,000 or more per
space, improved travel options, including major rail and bus system expansions, and changing
consumer preferences toward more car-free lifestyles. Parking is no longer required for
apartment buildings in many districts including Downtown, Capital Hill, the University District
and Northgate and parts of Ballard, Fremont and Greenwood.
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Eliminating Minimum Parking Requirements in Small City Downtown (Qualls 2019)

in, One Line of Your Zoning Code Can Make o World of Difference, City Planner Aaron Qualls

describes how Sandpoint, Idaho eliminated minimum parking requirements in its downtown.

In 2009, as buildings were being bulldozed for surface parking to meet minimum standards in

Historic Downtown Sandpoint, Idaho, city leadership took bold action. Downtown area off-street
parking requirements were completely eliminated. The decision was preceded by heated
debate and was not unanimous. Now, ten years later, what was the result? Since that
contentious decision by the Sandpoint City Council, millions have been invested downtown—
projects that would not have been feasible, but for the elimination of parking

requirements. Several jobs, building renovations, and expansions by local businesses were
essentially made possible by adding a single line of code.

Arguably, no city ordinance is more underestimated for its long term impacts than off-street
parking requirements. Many cities are now starting to recognize the negative effects parking
minimums can have on housing affordability, historic preservation, the environment, small
businesses, walkability and municipal budgets. In Sandpoint, some of these effects were not
hypothetical but happening right before our eyes. The 2009 approval of a 60,000 square foot, 3-
story bank headquarters in the heart of downtown ended up requiring 218 parking

spaces. Because only 110 were provided (which was plenty), the bank was subjected to in-lieu
parking fees totaling over $700,000. Well, being bankers, they soon realized the cheaper
alternative was to buy up adjacent properties and demolish the buildings for surface

lots. Consequently, small businesses were evicted and the much-beloved downtown historic
development pattern was diminished.

This experience caused city leaders to pause, reflect, and take action to ensure this would not
happen again. Now we are realizing the dividends paid over time. That single line of code
abolishing off-street parking minimums downtown has enabled four distinct projects that would
have been otherwise impractical. Each of these projects has enriched Sandpoint by contributing
vibrancy, economic productivity and an increase in tax base.

Porirua, New Zealand Parking Supply and Demand (Hutme-Moir 2010)
Most New Zealand cities impose generous minimum parking requirements. A parking study in
Porirua, a city of 50,000 residents, found:

e  All parking in Porirua City is free.

e Parking supply was heavily underutilized. Mean occupancy was 45% (Thursday) and 35%
{Saturday). Average peak-period occupancy was 62%. Only 3 out of 22 lots were considered
full (85% occupancy) during peak periods.

e Having additional parking available within 200 meter walking distance substantially reduced
demand at a particular parking lot, since some motorists would park off-site.

e Free parking is a substantial cost. Charging users directly for parking would increase driving
costs by 30-90% for an average shopping trip and about 100% for average commuting trips.

e Parking facilities use 24% of city land, compared to 7% greenspace and 4% recreation.

e CBCcommuters were surveyed concerning their choice between paying for parking, walking
3 minute, or changing modes. The results indicate a -0.6 price elasticity (a 10% price increase
reduces parking demand 6%) and a -0.9 walking time elasticity (a 10% walk time increase
reduces parking demand 9%).
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Efficient Parking Pricing in San Francisco (SFpark 2014)
SFpark was a federally-funded demonstration of a new approach to managing parking which
included detailed project evaluation. it used better information, including real-time data where
parking is available, and demand-responsive parking pricing to help make parking easier to find.
The evaluation indicated that the program:

e Reduced average parking rates (hourly rates declined more than they increased)
Parking availability improved.
It is easier to find a parking space.
It is easier to pay and avoid parking citations.
Vehicle miles traveled decreased.
Greenhouse gas emissions decreased.

San Francisco Regional Value Pricing Parking Program (http:/ireqionaiparking mic £3.00V)
The Value Pricing Pilot Parking Pricing Regional Analysis Project is part of Metropolitan
Transportation Commission’s 2014-2015 Parking Initiative. The Project uses case studies,
academic research, policy analysis and data analysis to address the relationship between parking
pricing, policies, parking supply, and parking demand in cities around the Bay Area.

Key Findings:

1. Most of the study locations have significant amounts of unused parking, even during the peak
periods. Although there is excess demand on some streets at some times, there are aimost
always significant amounts of unused parking in I6ts and structures within a few blocks.

2. Many locations do not have pricing policies that effectively balance parking demand across their
area. There is a lack of coordination of prices between on-street and off-street parking. Prices for
on-street parking are typically lower, or free, while lots and structures tend to have higher prices,
which often results in drivers clogging up local business districts while they search for a space.

3. Parking requirements fail to respond to factors affecting demand. Households that are younger
or lower income and who have good walk/bike and transit access have lower automobile
ownership rates. High parking requirements make housing less affordable.

4. There is little analysis of the costs and alternatives of transit project parking structures. In some
cases, housing would provide more transit ridership and revenue than parking structures.

5. Employee programs that charge for parking are the most effective in reducing driving to work.
However, many employers are reluctant to charge for parking. Parking cash-out is an attempt to
put charging for parking into a more favorable perspective, but is seldom implemented.

6. Regional parking policies are a logical policy approach as part of the Sustainable Community
Strategy (SCS). Regional policies can be effective by providing expertise, supporting local analyses
and implementation, conditioning funds on local adoption of appropriate parking policies, new
innovative programs and increased scrutiny on the use of regional funds,

The study used these results to develop recommended policy reforms and programs to support
more efficient parking management.
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Nottingham Commuter Parking Levies (WWF 2017)

Nottingham, England introduced a workplace parking levy on large employer in 2012. The £379
annual charge is levied on approximately 25,000 spaces, representing 42% of total spaces. In its
first three years the levy raised £25.3 million of revenue, which is dedicated to improving the
city’s transport infrastructure, including the largest fleet of electric buses. The levy has helped
increase public transport mode share to over 40%, and reduce carbon emissions by 33%.

D Resi ial Parking D d Analysi

Gribb (2015) mapped downtown residential and commercial parking demands, and measured
their distance to available on- and off-street parking spaces in downtown Laramie, Wyoming.
Street interviews provided information on parking duration, purposes of visit, and downtown
destinations. A three-dimensional land use inventory supplied detailed locations of all activities
in each building and floor for the 28 blocks of downtown Laramie. The results indicate that the
downtown has 2,130 total parking spaces, but most have restricted uses, so only about a
quarter of off-street spaces {(about 420) are available for overnight use by the 51 downtown
housing units that currently lack designated parking. The authors recommend applying various
parking management strategies to ensure that parking spaces meet future demands.

Measuring Parking Supply

e Hoehne, et al (2019) estimate that in 2017 the Phoenix, Arizona metropolitan region had
12.2 million parking spaces, 4 04 million inhabitants, 2.86 million registered personal
vehicles. They estimate that for every registered non-commercial vehicle there are 4.3
parking spaces of which 1 3 are off-street residential, 1.3 are off-street non-residential, and
1.7 are on-street spaces. This covers approximately 10% of the urban region’s land

e Davis, et al. (2010} used aerial photographs to estimate the number of off-street surface
parking spaces in lllinois, indiana, Michigan, and Wisconsin. Parking spaces were identified
as paved areas with painted stripes, or where more than three cars were parked in an
organized fashion, which excluded on-street and structured parking spaces (other than the
top floor if the structure has an open roof), and residential parking spaces not in parking
lots They identified more than 43 million parking spaces in these four states, which
averages approximately 2.5 to 3 0 off-street, non-residential parking spaces per vehicle.

e Scharnhorst (2018) developed comprehensive parking inventories and cost estimates for
New York, Philadelphia, Seattle, Des Moines, and Jackson, Wyoming. Parking was
categorized by type: on-street, off-street surface and off-street structured Table 3
summarizes the results. Where land is less expensive, a greater share of parking is surface,
and where it is more expensive, a greater share is surface, but total parking supply tends to
increase with density, so supply is often greater where it is less visible

Table and Costs in Five U.S.

Population 8537 673 1567 872 704,352 215.472 10529

Parking Spaces 1.865.377 2172 896 1,596,289 1.613 659 100 119

Spaces Per Capita 02 14 23 75 95

Soaces Per HH 0.6 3.7 5.2 194 27.1

Total Value $20.55 billion $17.46 billion $35 79 billion 56.42 billion 5711 million
Je Per HH $6,570 $29,974 $117 677 577,165 $192,138
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Chester, et al. (2015) estimate Los Angeles County parking supply from 1900 to 2010, and
studied how parking infrastructure affects urban form and relates to changes in automobile
travel. They estimate that in 2010 there were 18 6 million designated parking spaces in the
County, approximately 3 3 spaces per automobile, including 1.0 residential, 1.7
nonresidential, and 0 6 on-street spaces {Figure €). In total, 14% of Los Angeles County’s
incorporated land is devoted to parking, which is greater than roadway rights-of-way

Akbari, Rose and Taha (2003) used high-resolution orthophtos of to estimate the surface
area for various categories of land-use types in Sacramento, California They found that
pavement covers about 35% of the surface area of most residential areas and 50-70% in
non-residential areas. The portion of land devoted to parking ranged from 5% in lower-
density residential areas up to 32% in industrial and commercial areas.

Europ: Parking Manag {Kodransky and Hermann 2011)

Many European cities are implementing innovative parking policies, as described in Europe’s
Parking U-Turn: From Accommodation to Regulation. The report examines European parking
over the last half century, through the prism of ten European cities: Amsterdam, Antwerp,
Barcelona, Copenhagen, London, Munich, Paris, Stockholm, Strasbourg and Zurich. It found:

® Parking is increasingly linked to public transport Amsterdam, Paris, Zurich and Strasbourg
limit parking supply in new developments based on proximity to transit services. Zurich
increased parking fees and improved transit services. As a result, between 2000 and 2005,
transit mode share increased 7% and automobile mode share declined 6%.

e European cities increasingly charge for on-street parking In Paris, the on-street parking
supply has been reduced more than 9% since 2003, and of the remaining stock, 95% is
priced. Along with other transport improvements, this reduced driving by 13%. Parking
reforms are considered a more feasible way to reduce vehicie traffic.

® Revenue gathered from parking tariffs is being invested to support other mobility needs. In
Barcelona, 100% of revenue goes to operate Bicing—the city’s public bike system. Several
boroughs in London use parking revenue to subsidize transit passes for seniors and the
disabled, who ride public transit for free
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A Recommended Approach to Neighborhood Manag Parking Benefit Districts
Pricing is the most efficacious means of managing on-street parking when occupancy routinely exceeds
practical capacity. A Parking Benefit District (PBD) program could be made available to neighborhoods
facing parking challenges, regardiess of whether the neighborhood is currently covered by an RPP. Such a
program should incorporate the foliowing components:

Allow neighborhoods to opt-in. Neighborhoods could elect {through an adopted administrative process) to
create a PBD. If the neighborhood is currently covered by an RPP, the PBD would replace the RPP (or
applicable portion thereof).

Employ price-based regulation and associated elements. Variable pricing is necessary to effectively
manage on-street parking in high-demand neighborhoods. New technology would be deployed to allow
for variable pricing, user information, and enhanced enforcement. The hours during which parking is
priced would be evaluated and modified as necessary. Conventional strategies, such as provision of
loading zones, would be reevaluated and adjusted appropriately.

Expand metering to areas with peak parking demands in excess of 85%. All blocks with practical capacity
issues warrant price-based management. Expansion of metering into areas traditionally designated as
“residential” could potentially be paired with an exemption for preferential permit holders (priced at
higher than current rates, as discussed above) at all or some times of day.

Provide parking privileges to preferential permit holders at an appropriate price point. Residents of the
neighborhood would be permitted to purchase monthly permits for on-street parking on residential
streets in the neighborhood. Permits should be priced at a high enough level to appropriately value on-
street space and reduce demand for on-street parking (by encouraging offstreet parking, reduced vehicle
ownership, etc.).

Invest a portion of net new 1 within the neighborhood and involve the community in prioritizing
expenditures. This is the central element of PBDs. By pairing the PBD concept with price-based regulation
there is even greater opportunity for neighborhoods to reap the benefits of pricing—through improved
parking reductions and a reduction in traffic volumes, as well as through funding available to invest in local
transportation projects.

Recognize the limits of fully addressing peak demand in residential areas. In many neighborhoods, demand
for overnight on-street parking is especially high. Overnight parking demand is likely to be managed to
some extent by higher preferential permit fees, but even a price-based PBD program must recognize the
limits of using price during very late hours when enforcement is more of a challenge. It is important to
note that on-street occupancies in excess of 85 percent may be more tolerable during the |ate-night
periods, when traffic volumes are light, and businesses and other activities are less dependent on
prioritizing short-term parking and ensuring sufficient availability.

These strategies represent a significant change for any neighborhood. As such, neighborhoods should be
involved in choosing the amount and type of price-based regulation and supporting strategies that are
desired in a given area. Because more aggressive strategies will provide more revenue, higher levels of
benefit should returned to those neighborhoods that are most willing to proactively manage on-street
parking through price-based regulation and restructured ial permit parking.

s L
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Conclusions

Current parking planning practices are inefficient, resulting in economically excessive parking
supply, increased automobile traffic, and more dispersed destinations, contributing to various
economic, social and environmental problems. There are many reasons to use management
strategies that result in more efficient use of parking resources, in order to address parking
problems without expanding supply.

Parking facilities that serve multiple destinations and are efficiently regulated or priced to favor
higher value users (for example, delivery vehicles and customers over commuters and residents}
tend to be efficiently used. On-street metered parking and commercial parking are particularly
suitable for this type of management, and so should be favored over unpriced, off-street parking
that serves a single destination,

This guide describes more than two-dozen management strategies that result in more efficient
use of parking resources. These strategies are technically feasible, cost effective, and can
provide many benefits to users and communities. Although all of these strategies have been
implemented successfully in some situations, they are not being implemented as much as
economically justified, due to various institutional barriers. Parking management
implementation requires changing the way we think about parking problems and expanding the
range of options and impacts considered during planning.

Most parking management strategies have modest individual impacts, typically reducing parking
requirements by 5-15%, but their impacts are cumulative and synergistic. A comprehensive
parking management program that includes an appropriate combination of cost-effective
strategies can usually reduce the amount of parking required at a destination by 20-40%, while
providing additional social and economic benefits.

Management solutions represent a change from current practices and so various obstacles must
be overcome for parking management to be implemented as much as optimal. Current planning
practices are based on the assumption that parking should be abundant and provided free, with
costs borne indirectly, incorporated into building construction costs or subsidized by
governments. Current parking standards tend to be applied inflexibly, with little consideration of
demographic, geographic and management practices that may affect parking requirements.
Parking management requires changing current development, zoning and design practices. This
requires that public officials, planners and the public change the way they think about parking
problems and solutions, and become familiar with the full menu of parking management
strategies available and the benefits they can provide. It requires an institutions and
relationships, such as transportation management associations, and activities to improve
enforcement and addressing potential spillover impacts.

This guide summarizes the book Parking Management Best Practices, by Todd Litman, published

by Planners Press in 2006. If you find this guide useful, please purchase the book, which contains
more detailed information.
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
CASE REPORT

STR: 0331 Case Number: BOA-22980
CZM: 29

CD: 1

HEARING DATE: 08/25/2020 1:00 PM

: Carolyn Back

: Variance of the front street setback from 25' to 15' (Sec. 5.030, Table 5-3);
Variance of the side street setback from 15' to 10' and of the setback for a street-facing garage door
from 20' to 18' (Sec. 5.030-B, Table Note [3])

LOCATION: 1609 E OKLAHOMA ST N ZONED: RM-1
PRESENT USE: Vacant TRACT SIZE: 14000.24 SQ FT
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: LTS 7 & 8 BLK 3, UTICA ADDN

RELEVANT PREVIOUS ACTIONS: None.

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: The Tulsa Comprehensive Plan identifies the
subject property as part of an “Existing Neighborhood” and an “Area of Growth®.

An Existing Neighborhood is intended to preserve and enhance Tulsa’s existing single-family
neighborhoods. Development activities in these areas should be limited to the rehabilitation,
improvement or replacement of existing homes, and small-scale infill projects, as permitted through
clear and objective setback, height, and other development standards of the zoning code.

The purpose of Areas of Growth is to direct the allocation of resources and channel growth to where
it will be beneficial and can best improve access to jobs, housing, and services with fewer and shorter
auto trips. Areas of Growth are parts of the city where general agreement exists that development or
redevelopment is beneficial. As steps are taken to plan for, and, in some cases, develop or redevelop
these areas, ensuring that existing residents will not be displaced is a high priority. A major goal is to
increase economic activity in the area to benefit existing residents and businesses, and where
necessary, provide the stimulus to redevelop.

ANALYSIS OF SURROUNDING AREA: The subject tract is located at the NE/ of N. Trenton Ave
and E. Oklahoma St. N.

STAFF COMMENTS: The applicant is requesting Variance of the front street setback from 25' to

15' (Sec. 5.030, Table 5-3); Variance of the side street setback from 15' to 10' and of the setback for
a street-facing garage door from 20' to 18' (Sec. 5.030-B, Table Note [3] )
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Figure 5-1: Street 5ide Sethack on Corner Lots

detached house or duplex

min, 15° Pl 20

The subject property is located in an old subdivision that predates the
Tulsa zoning Code and Major Street and Highway Plan. Because so, the surrounding streets have
less than the required ROW dedication by today’s standards. We are trying to match the surrounding
context on Trenton and obtain minimum required relief to split lot back as originally platted.

SAMPLE MOTION: Move to (approve/deny) a Variance of the front street setback from
25' to 15' (Sec. 5.030, Table 5-3); Variance of the side street setback from 15' to 10' and of the
setback for a street-facing garage door from 20' to 18' (Sec. 5.030-B, Table Note [3] )
¢ Finding the hardship(s) to be
Per the Conceptual Plan(s) shown on page(s) of the agenda packet

Subject to the following conditions

In granting the Variance the Board finds that the following facts, favorable to the property owner,
have been established:

a. That the physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the subject property
would result in unnecessary hardships or practical difficulties for the property owner, as
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were carried out;

b. That literal enforcement of the subject zoning code provision is not necessary to achieve the
provision’s intended purpose;

c. That the conditions leading to the need of the requested variance are unique to the subject
property and not applicable, generally, to other property within the same zoning classification;

d. That the alleged practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship was not created or self-imposed
by the current property owner;

e. That the variance to be granted is the minimum variance that will afford relief:

f. That the variance to be granted will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood in
which the subject property is located, nor substantially or permanently impair use or
development of adjacent property; and

g. That the variance to be granted will not cause substantial detriment to the public good or

impair the purposes, spirit, and intent of this zoning code or the comprehensive plan.”

REVISED 8/14,/2020
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
CASE REPORT

STR: 9405 Case Number: BOA-22981
CZM: 39

CD: 3

HEARING DATE: 08/25/2020 1:00 PM

APPLICANT: Cody Welch

: Special Exception to permit Moderate-Impact Medical Marijuana processing
(Moderate-impact Manufacturing & Industry Use) in the IL district. (Sec. 15.020, Table 15-2).

LOCATION: 165 S 122 AV E, SUITE B ZONED: IL
: Light Industrial TRACT SIZE: 19301.52 SQ FT
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: LT 8 BLK 3, EASTGATE INDUSTRIAL PARK THIRD ADDN RESUB

RELEVANT PREVIOUS ACTIONS: None

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: The Tulsa Comprehensive Plan identifies the
subject property as “Employment “ and an “Area of Growth*.

Employment areas contain office, warehousing, light manufacturing, and high tech uses such as
clean manufacturing or information technology. Sometimes big-box retail or warehouse retail clubs
are found in these areas. These areas are distinguished from mixed-use centers in that they have few
residences and typically have more extensive commercial activity. Employment areas require access
to major arterials or interstates. Those areas, with manufacturing and warehousing uses must be
able to accommodate extensive truck traffic, and rail in some instances. Due to the special
transportation requirements of these districts, attention to design, screening and open space buffering
is necessary when employment districts are near other districts that include moderate residential
use.

The purpose of Areas of Growth is to direct the allocation of resources and channel growth to where
it will be beneficial and can best improve access to jobs, housing, and services with fewer and shorter
auto trips. Areas of Growth are parts of the city where general agreement exists that development or
redevelopment is beneficial. As steps are taken to plan for, and, in some cases, develop or redevelop
these areas, ensuring that existing residents will not be displaced is a high priority. A major goal is to
increase economic activity in the area to benefit existing residents and businesses, and where
necessary, provide the stimulus to redevelop.

ANALYSIS OF SURROUNDING AREA: The subject tract is located South of the SE/c of E. Admiral
Pl. and S. 122" E. Ave inside the Eastgate Industrial Park.

The applicant is requesting a Special Exception to permit Moderate-Impact
Medical Marijuana processing (Moderate-impact Manufacturing & Industry Use) in the IL district.
(Sec. 15.020, Table 15-2).

4.2

REVISED 8/14/2020



The zoning code descirbes Moderate-impact Marijuana Processing (Sec. 35.070-B.2) as the
following:

2. Moderate-impact Medical Marijuana Processing Facility
An establishment in which the preparation, manufacture, processing or
packaging of medical marijuana products by the holder of a medical marijuana
processor license issued by the Oklahoma State Department of Health is
conducted, in accordance with the terms of such license, and in which
extraction processes are limited to use of non-flammable substances such as
carbon dioxide, and to food-based and water-based extraction.

Medical Marijuana usse are subject to the supplemental regulations of Sec. 40.225:

Section 40.225 Medical Marijuana
The supplemental use regulation of this section apply to medical marijuana uses.

40.225-A A medical marijuana grower operation must be located inside an
enciosed building.

40.225-B A medical marijuana processing facility, whether moderate impact ar
high impact, must be located inside an enclosed building.

40.225-C A medical marijuana dispensary must be located inside an enciosed
building.

40.225-D A medical marijuana dispensary may not be located within 1,000 feet of
another medical marijuana dispensary.

40.225-E Drive-through windows and drive through lanes are prohibited for
medical marijuana grower operations, processing facilites, dispensaries and
research facilities,

40.225-F Medical marijuana grower operations, processing facilides and
dispensaries must provide the following:

1. Aventilaton/air filtration system that prevents odor from being detectible at
the boundaries of the lot within which the building housing the medical
marijuana grower operation, processing facility or dispensary is located,
except that if such use is located in multiple tenant building. the
ventilation/air filtration system must prevent odor from being detectible
outside the tenant space housing the use.

2. An electronic security system and surveillance camera.

40.225-G Medical marijuana grower operations, processing facilivies, dispensaries and
research facilites must be conducted and maintained in compliance with the
license issues by the Oklahoma State Department of Health and in compliance with
QOkiashoma law, including but not limited to all applicable statutes, rules and
regulations.

TULSA ZONING CODE | [uly 1, 2020
pagedd 12

Chapter 20 | Sepplemental Use and Bullding Regulations
Section #0230 | Mining ar Mineral Pracessing

402254 Mo medical marijuana grower operation, processing facility, dispensary or research
facifity shafl be permitted or maintained unless there exists a valid license, issued
by the Oklahoma Stabe Department of Health for the particular use at the
particular location.

402251 The separathon distance required under Section 40.225-D must be measured in a
straight line between the nearest perimeter walls of the buildings (or portion of the
building, in the case of a multiple-tenant building) occupied by the dispensaries.
The separation required under Section 40.225-D shall net be appfied to limit the
tocation of a medical marijuana dispensary for which a license was issued by the
QOkiahoma State Department of Health prior to December 1, 2018 far the particular
location.

q.3
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SAMPLE MOTION: Move to (approve/deny) a Special Exception to permit Moderate-
Impact Medical Marijuana processing (Moderate-impact Manufacturing & Industry Use) in the IL
district. (Sec. 15.020, Table 15-2).

e Per the Conceptual Plan(s) shown on page(s) of the agenda packet.

¢ Subject to the following conditions (including time limitation, if any):

The Board finds that the requested Special Exception will be in harmony with the spirit and intent of
the Code and will not be injurious to the neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare.

Q.4
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DA%NITNc?OX DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

PLANS EXAMINER II 175 EAST 2™ STREET, SUITE 450

TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74103
TEL (918) 596-9657

danabox@cityoftulsa.org

ZONING CLEARANCE PLAN REVIEW

LOD Number: 1 March 18, 2020

Cody Welch Phone: 918-851-0830
2878 E. 34" St.
Tulsa, OK 74105

APPLICATIONNO  BLDC-055550-2020

(PLEASE REFERENCE THIS NUMBER WHEN CONTACTING OUR OFFICE)
Location: 165 S. 122" E. Ave,, Suite B
Description Medical marijuana processing facility

INFORMATION ABOUT SUBMITTING REVISIONS

OUR REVIEW HAS IDENTIFIED THE FOLLOWING CODE OMISSIONS OR DEFICIENCIES IN THE
PROJECT APPLICATION FORMS, DRAWINGS, AND/OR SPECIFICATIONS. THE DOCUMENTS SHALL
BE REVISED TO COMPLY WITH THE REFERENCED CODE SECTIONS.

REVISIONS NEED TO INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING

1. ACOPY OF THIS DEFICIENCY LETTER

2. AWRITTEN RESPONSE AS TO HOW EACH REVIEW COMMENT HAS BEEN RESOLVED
3. THE COMPLETED REVISED/ADDITIONAL PLANS FORM (SEE ATTACHED)

4. BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT APPROVAL DOCUMENTS, IF RELEVANT

REVISIONS SHALL BE SUBMITTED DIRECTLY TO THE CITY OF TULSA PERMIT CENTER LOCATED AT
175 EAST 2™ STREET, SUITE 450, TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74103, PHONE (918) 596-9601.

THE CITY OF TULSA WILL ASSESS A RESUBMITTAL FEE. DO NOT SUBMIT REVISIONS TO THE
PLANS EXAMINERS.

SUBMITTALS FAXED / EMAILED TO PLANS EXAMINERS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED.
IMPORTANT INFORMATION

1. IF A DESIGN PROFESSIONAL IS INVOLVED, HIS/HER LETTERS, SKETCHES, DRAWINGS, ETC.
SHALL BEAR HIS/HER OKLAHOMA SEAL WITH SIGNATURE AND DATE.

2. SUBMIT TWO (2) SETS OF DRAWINGS IF SUBMITTED USING PAPER, OR SUBMIT ELECTRONIC
REVISIONS IN “SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS", IF ORIGINALLY SUBMITTED ON-LINE, FOR
REVISED OR ADDITIONAL PLANS. REVISIONS SHALL BE IDENTIFIED WITH CLOUDS AND
REVISION MARKS.

3. INFORMATION ABOUT ZONING CODE, INDIAN NATION COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENT (INCOG),
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT (BOA), AND TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
(TMAPC) IS AVAILABLE ONLINE AT WWW.INCOG.ORG OR AT INCOG OFFICES AT
2W. 2 8T., 8" FLOOR, TULSA, OK, 74103, PHONE (918) 584-7526.

4. A COPY OF A “RECORD SEARCH’ [ X ]IS [ ]IS NOT INCLUDED WITH THIS LETTER. PLEASE
PRESENT THE "“RECORD SEARCH” ALONG WITH THIS LETTER TO INCOG STAFF AT TIME OF
APPLYING FOR BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT ACTION AT INCOG. UPON APPROVAL BY THE BOARD
OF ADJUSTMENT, INCOG STAFF WILL PROVIDE THE APPROVAL DOCUMENTS TO YOU FOR
IMMEDIATE SUBMITTAL TO OUR OFFICE. (See revisions submittal procedure above.).

(continued)
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REVIEW COMMENTS

SECTIONS REFERENCED BELOW ARE FROM THE CITY OF TULSA ZONING CODE TITLE 42 AND CAN BE VIEWED AT
WWW.CITYOFTULSA-BOA.ORG

BLDC-055550-2020 165 S. 122" E. Ave., Suite B March 18, 2020

Note: As provided for in Section 70.130 you may request the Board of Adjustment (BOA) to grant a variance from
the terms of the Zoning Code requirements identified in the letter of deficiency below. Please direct all questions
concerning variances, special exceptions, appeals of an administrative official decision, Master Plan
Developments Districts (MPD), Planned Unit Developments (PUD), Corridor (CO) zoned districts, zoning changes,
platting, lot splits, lot combinations, alternative compliance landscape and screening plans and all questions
regarding (BOA) or (TMAPC) application forms and fees to an INCOG representative at 584-7526. It is your
responsibility to submit to our offices documentation of any appeal decisions by an authorized decision making
body affecting the status of your application so we may continue to process your application. INCOG does not
act as your legal or responsible agent in submitting documents to the City of Tulsa on your behalf. Staff review
comments may sometimes identify compliance methods as provided in the Tulsa Zoning Code. The permit
applicant is responsible for exploring all or any options available to address the noncompliance and submit the
selected compliance option for review. Staff review makes neither representation nor recommendation as to any
optimal method of code solution for the project.

Sec.15.020 Table 15-1: You are proposing a Moderate-impact Medical Marijuana Processing Facility in
which the preparation, manufacture, processing or packaging of medical marijuana products by the holder
of a medical marijuana processor license issued by the Oklahoma State Department of Health is conducted,
in accordance with the terms of such license, and in which extraction processes are limited to use of non-
flammable substances such as carbon dioxide, and to food based and water-based extraction. It is in an IL
zoning district.

Review comment: A Moderate-impact Medical Marijuana Processing Facility use requires an approved BOA
Special Exception to be in an IL district. Submit a copy of the approved BOA Special Exception as a revision to
this application.

Sec.70.080-C: Zoning clearance permit applications must be accompanied by a legal description of the lot
and plans, drawn to scale, showing at least the following information:

1. The actual shape and dimension of the lot;
The name of abutting streets;
The location and size of any existing buildings or structures to be erected or altered;
The existing and intended use of each building or structure and portion of the lot; and
The location and dimensions of customer and employee parking and outdoor display of vehicles for
sale. This includes the parking spaces and the maneuvering areas necessary to enter and exit the
parking and display area.
Review Comment: Submit a site plan compliant with this section.

LA TR

Note: All references are to the City of Tulsa Zoning Code. Link to Zoning Code:
http://itulsaplanning.org/plans/TulsaZoningCode.pdf

Please notify the reviewer via email when your revisions have been submitted

This letter of deficiencies covers Zoning plan review items only. You may receive additional letters from other
disciplines such as Building or Water/Sewer/Drainage for items not addressed in this letter.

A hard copy of this letter is available upon request by the applicant.




END — ZONING CODE REVIEW

NOTE: THIS CONSTITUTES A PLAN REVIEW TO DATE IN RESPONSE TO THE SUBMITTED INFORMATION ASSOCIATED WITH
THE ABOVE REFERENCED APPLICATION. ADDITIONAL ISSUES MAY DEVELOP WHEN THE REVIEW CONTINUES UPCN
RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED IN THIS LETTER OR UPON ADDITIONAL SUBMITTAL FROM THE

APPLICANT.

KEEP OUR OFFICE ADVISED OF ANY ACTION BY THE CITY OF TULSA BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT OR TULSA METROPOLITAN
AREA PLANNING COMMISSION AFFECTING THE STATUS OF YOUR APPLICATION FOR A ZONING CLEARANCE PERMIT.
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
CASE REPORT

STR: 9319 Case Number: BOA-22982
CZM: 47

CD: 9

HEARING DATE: 08/25/2020 1:00 PM

: Greg Hollinger
: Variance of the required 25' rear setback (Sec. 5.030, Table 5-3).
LOCATION: 2103 E 37 ST S ZONED: RS-2
PRESENT USE: Residential TRACT SIZE: 21714.75 SQFT

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: PRT LT 2 BEG 112.80SW NEC TH SW155.70 W53.3 CRV RT 66.8
NE106.80 E92.80 POB & PRT VAC TERWILLEGER BLVD BEG 53.3W SECR TH W45.41 CRV RT
82.88 NELY98.05 E52.87 SLY TO POB BLK 6, HIGHLAND PARK EST, LEWIS ROAD ESTATES
PRT B6-9 HIGHLAND PARK EST AMD B6-9

RELEVANT PREVIOUS ACTIONS:
Subject property: None
Surrounding properties:

BOA-20929: On 5.26.09 the Board approved a Minor Exception to reduce the front yard setback
from 30’ to 28.2 ‘ in an RS-2 District. Property located 3644 Terwilliger Boulevard.

BOA-17613: On 01.14.97 the Board approved a variance of the required 30’ frontage from 20’ to 30’
to permit a lot split. Property located at the intersection 37" Street South and Terwilliger Boulevard.
The split property appears to remain undeveloped

BOA-16920: On 01.24.95 the Board approved a variance to permit a two-story detached accessory
building and variance of the maximum 750 sq. ft. for a detached accessory building. Property located
3750 Terwilliger Boulevard.

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: The Tulsa Comprehensive Plan identifies the
subject property as part of an “Existing Neighborhood “ and an “Area of Stability“.

An Existing Neighborhood is intended to preserve and enhance Tulsa’s existing single-family
neighborhoods. Development activities in these areas should be limited to the rehabilitation,
improvement or replacement of existing homes, and small-scale infill projects, as permitted through
clear and objective setback, height, and other development standards of the zoning code.

The Areas of Stability include approximately 75% of the city’s total parcels. Existing residential
neighborhoods, where change is expected to be minimal, make up a large proportion of the Areas of
Stability. The ideal for the Areas of Stability is to identify and maintain the valued character of an area
while accommodating the rehabilitation, improvement or replacement of existing homes, and small-
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REVISED 8/18/2020



scale infill projects. The concept of stability and growth is specifically designed to enhance the unique
qualities of older neighborhoods that are looking for new ways to preserve their character and quality
of life. The concept of stability and growth is specifically designed to enhance the unique qualities of
older neighborhoods that are looking for new ways to preserve their character and quality of life.

ANALYSIS OF SURROUNDING AREA: The subject tract is located at the NE/c of E. 37t St. S. and
Terwilliger Boulevard.

STAFF COMMENTS: The applicant is requesting a Variance of the required 25' rear setback (Sec.
5.030, Table 5-3) ;

Table 5-3: B District Loz and Building Regulations

Regulations | e | rst | me2 | me3 |wca|mes | mD | BT |RM-0] R0 |rea2 [ pnes | maan
Minimum Lot Ares {sg. It.)
Detached huuse 22,500]13,500] 9,000 | 6,900 [ 5500 [ 3,300 [ 5500 | 5500 [ 5,500 ] 5.500] 5.500 | 5.560 | 5,510
Ptiv hoLre £,900 | 5500 | 3390 | 5500 | 5.500 5,500 | 5,506 5.500 | 5,500
Townhiuse 4,500 | 4500 | 2200 | 2758 1 600 | 1,600 | 1,600] 1,600 | 1,600
Cattage house devy 15000]1 5.00015000]15, 15,0001 5.00 15.92}
Duplex 9,000 | 5,000 | 3,300 | 6903 | 6,900 | 6,900 6,900| 6,500 | 6,900
Ml unat houee 3,300 | 6800 | 5500 | 5,500 5,500| 5,500 | 5500
Apartmenticonde 10,00010,000 6000 [22000] -
Mabille harne park | i)
Dt allowed buildingsuses
Permitted by right |22,500]12.500] 9,000 | 6,900 | 5500 5,500 | 55:% 5500 | 5,500] 5.500] 5.500 [ 5,500 | 5,500
Spedal exceptions |22,500 13,500 | 32,000{ 12,000 |1 2000(12,000{1 2,000(1 2,000(12,00012.0001 2,006 2.000(12.000
Min. Lot Area per Unit (s, 1LY
Detached house 22,500] 12,500] 9,000 | 6,900 [5500]3,300 | 5500|500 [5,500] 5,500]5.500 [ 5500
Patis howse £,910 | 5500 | 3,200 | 5,500 | 5500 | 5,500 5,500 5500 | 5500
Toamhowse 4,500 | 4500 | 2,200 | 2750|1500 | 1,600 1,600] 1,600 | 1 600
Cattage huuse duvt 2350 | 2750 | 2750 | 2,750 2.750| 2756 | 2.750
Duplex 4,500 | 4500 | 1,650 | 3,450 | 3,450 | 3,450 | 3,450 | 3,450 [ 3,450
Mgt unit howne 1,100 1,800 | 1,600 | 1,600 1,375 1,100 | 900
Apartinent/vando 2,900]1,750] 1,103 | 490
Other all Lrulefinngad/uses
Perrmitted by right | | | | |
Special exceptions 22,500/ 13,500(12,000] 12,000 |1 2000012,
Minkmum Lot Wodth (L) — = -
Detouhved hauuse 150 | 100 | 75 | &G | 50 | 3 | 50 | 50 | 50 | 50 | 50 | SO
Partio hoisse 0 | Gb | S0 | S0 | S0 | SO | 4 | &0 | 50
Tusnhouse 30 2 | 25 | 20 | 20 | 20 | 20 | 20
Cottage howse devt ERESAEAEA FEAEIEE
Duplex 7 |75 | m |40 [ en | 6 | 68 | 60 | &0
Multi-unit hause | 50 =] 53 50 50 S0
Apaitmentfuando 100 | 100 | 50 | 100
Onbrer allowet Buildingsfuses
Perrmitted by right [ 156 [ o0 | 75 | 66 | S0 | 5¢ | 50 | sb | % | 50 | 50 [ 50 | 50
Speclal wxcrptl | 156 | 700 | 100 | fop | w0 | foo | tea [ 100 | 106 | joo [ 100 | 100 | 106
Minimum Street Frantage
Residertial bdgaiuses (2] | 20 | 20 | 30 | 3 | 30 [ 30 [ 30 [ 30 [ 3 [ 30 [ 30 [ 30 [ »
Min. Building Setbacks (fr.)
Sueet [3] -
"~ Arterialos bwyservicerd.| 38 | 35 | 35 | 3 | 3% | 35 | 35 [ 35 | 35 | 35 | 35 | 35 [ 35
Ot streets 35 | 35 | 3 | 2% | 20 | 20 | 25 | 10 | 3w [ 35 [ 10 | 25 [ 25
Side (interior | [4] 15 5 5 5 5 5 5 | 55 | &[6] | S[6} | 516] | 57 | 10
Ro=ar (4] 35 | 25 | 28 | A | 20 | 20 | 20 | 20 | 2 | 26 | 10 | 20 | 15
Mint, Open Sp.Unit fsg, (L1 | 12,000 7,000 | 5,000 [$000[8] 2500 | GO0 | 000 |1 260 | 1,200 | 600 | 204 2,510

STATEMENT OF HARDSHIP: The applicant provided a statement of Hardship in support of their
variance request which in included with your packet

SAMPLE MOTION:

VARIANCE:
Move to (approve/deny) a Variance of the required 25' rear setback (Sec. 5.030, Table 5-
3)

\0.3

REVISED 8/18/2020



e Finding the hardship(s) to be

e Perthe Conceptual Plan(s) shown on page(s) of the agenda packet.

e Subject to the following conditions

In granting the Variance the Board finds that the following facts, favorable to the property owner,
have been established:

a. That the physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the subject property
would result in unnecessary hardships or practical difficulties for the property owner, as
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were carried out;

b. That literal enforcement of the subject zoning code provision is not necessary to achieve the
provision’s intended purpose;

c. That the conditions leading to the need of the requested variance are unique to the subject
property and not applicable, generally, to other property within the same zoning classification;

d. That the alleged practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship was not created or self-imposed
by the current property owner;

e. That the variance to be granted is the minimum variance that will afford relief;
f. That the variance to be granted will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood in
which the subject property is located, nor substantially or permanently impair use or

development of adjacent property; and

g. That the variance to be granted will not cause substantial detriment to the public good or
impair the purposes, spirit, and intent of this zoning code or the comprehensive plan.”

\O. 4
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Board Action:
On Motion of White, the Board voted 5-0-0 (White, Stephens, Henke, Stead,
Tidwell "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; no "absences") to APPROVE the
Refund for $233.00, finding the application was not processed.

LR A

FILE COPY
Case No. 20929 I 1L LU 0 i
Action Requested:
Minor Special Exception to reduce the required front yard from 30 ft. to 28.2 ft. in

an RS-2 district (Section 403.A.7); to permit the existing dwelling, located: 3644
Terwilleger Boulevard.

Presentation:
Mark Nelson, 2125 East 31 Street, stated they built the existing house on the
subject property. He added they took care to stay within the 30 ft. setback.
Somewhere in the construction phase the front porch section was 1.8 ft. over the
sethack line. This needs to be cleared to complete the sale of the house. The
neighbors support the application, as it is to clear title only (Exhibit D-1),

Interested Parties:
George Bullock, 2025 East 37" Street, expressed his complaints that this home

has been vacant for three years. He had to re-design his own plans to fit the
zoning code. He understood the alternatives but he desired to speak.

Joe Trotter, is also a neighbor to the south, and had numerous complaints about
the construction phase, including erosion, materials and other items placed on his

property.

Applicant’s Rebutfal:
Mr. Nelson made an apology for the offenses by the construction. He stated the
encroachment was unintentional. He mentioned that the front porch overhang has
a bathroom above it. He stated his company designs the homes not construct
them. They simply want to clear the title and close the sale. He stated the home
was designed to stay within the 30 ft. sethack.

Sl Rl
Board Action: Fu b b U
On Motion of White, the Board voted 5-0-0 (White, Stephens, Henke, Stead,
Tidwell "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; no "absences") to APPROVE a Minor
Special Exception to reduce the required front yard from 30 ft. to 28.2 ft. in an RS-2
district. (Section 403.A.7); to permit the existing dwelling as built, and the approval
is limited to only the portion that was overbuilt, on the following described property:

PTLT5BLK5BEG SWCORTHE 130 N 123 W 133 TOWL S 117.9 TO BEG,
HIGHLAND PARK EST, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma

05:26:09:1002(9)
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Case No. 17612 (continued)
On MOTION of BOLZLE, the Board 4-0-0 (Abbott, Bolzle, Dunham, White,
"aye"; no "nays" no "abstentions”; "absent") to a Variance of the

required parking for an adult ente ment establishment from 23 to 14. SECTION
401. PRINCIPAL USES PERM D IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 2; per
plan submitted; subject to ap for three years, finding that the subject property is
non-conforming and has be  established for five (5) years; finding that the use is not
changing, but the owner  applying for a liquor license; finding that the approval of
this application will n injurious to the neighborhood, nor harmful to the spirit and
intent of the Code, e following described property:

Lots 26-29, ock 2, Federal Heights, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of
Oklahoma.

Mr. White announced that he will be abstaining from this case

Variance of required 30" of frontage to 0° to permit a lot split or in the alternative, a
Variance of required 30" of frontage to 20" to permit a lot split. SECTION 206.
STREET FRONTAGE REQUIRED - Use Unit 8, located 38th & South Yorktown.

The applicant, Philip Doyle, represented by Steve Turner of Turner & Associates
Architect, 5550 South Lewis. Mr. Turner submitted a survey (Exhibit P-1) and an area
map/plat (Exhibit P-2). Mr. Doyle stated he represents Karen Nelson, the owner of the
property. He further stated he sent a letter of the proposal to the residents within 300
of the subject property. He explained that the owner would like to split the subject
property into two lots. Mr. Turner stated the owner is not the same owner who came
before the Board several years ago to split the same property into four lots. Mr.
Turner indicated that the owner will retain the westerly lot and build a home for herself.
He explained that the westerly lot will be approximately a 1/2 acre in size and the
easterly lot will be 9/10 of an acre and limited to one single family residence. He
commented the easterly lot will sell in excess of $200,000. The two proposed lots will
be in scale with the surrounding neighborhood. Mr. Turner stated the tract is a large
tract of land (1 1/2 acres), but it is limited to 47" of frontage =t Yorktown and 37th.

ions:
Ms. Abbott asked the applicant if there was some type of mutual access for the lots
that are being split? Mr. Turner stated there will be a 20" access easement that will go
back to the westerly lot.

01:14:97:718(33)
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Case No. 17613 (continued)

Mr. Gardner stated the applicant advertised in the alternative and so the Board has a
choice of which configuration they think is more appropriate. He further stated the
Board will need to decide if it is appropriate to have an ownership handle versus an
easement.

Linda Bennett, 2024 East 37th, stated she prefers one home on this lot, although two
lots are acceptable to the neighborhood. She expressed concerns regarding the first
option of zero frontage and prefers the 20" of frontage. She commented that traffic is
a concern because of the children in the neighborhood. Ms. Bennett informed the
Board that there is a 6° underground storm sewer and, in the 1984 flood, water
completely submerged the access to the subject lot. She expressed concerns
regarding soil erosion on the back of her lot, which abuts the subject property. She
explained that the owner of the subject lot installed a 6" to 8" high fence around the
subject property and it did not comply with flood zoning requirements. The owner did
go back and fix the retaining wall so that flood water could flow through. Ms. Bennett
stated she is concerned about what the lot split will do to the value of the property and
the possibility of changing the character of the neighborhood. She expressed
concerns regarding the setbacks for the proposed home on the lots. She requested
the Board to use the second alternative so that the west lot has actual ownership and
the frontage is split to 20"

Connie McFarland, 2215 East 37th Street, stated she is across the street from the
subject property. Ms. McFarland explained that she is very active with her home
owner's association and that most of the neighbors are in favor of the two lots. She
expressed concerns regarding the character of the neighborhood. Ms. McFarland
stated she supports the 20" frontage option rather then the 0” frontage. She indicated
she is concerned about the separation of the two lots and the setbacks. Ms.
McFarland expressed the same concerns as Ms. Bennett. She requested that the
stormwater issue be addressed before the lot split is allowed.

Ms. Abbott asked the staff if the building permits would go through stormwater
management regarding flooding and erosion? Mr. Gardner stated that if that is a
concern the Board should make the approval subject to Stormwater Management
review.

Ms. Abbott asked the staff if, in terms of setbacks for RS-2, a lot split will have to
follow the normal setback regulations? Mr. Gardner stated it will hiave to follow the
Code and if there is a panhandle then obviously the front yard becomes the yard
abutting the street. He further stated that when you have an irregular shaped lot the
panhandle could not be built upon, but merely functions as an access handle from the
road to the lot.

01:14:97:718(34)
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Case No. 17613 (continued)

Mr. Gardner asked the applicant how he intended to get water and sewer to the lot?
Mr. Gardner informed the applicant that the City of Tulsa will not accept an easement.

In response to Mr. Gardner, Mr. Turner stated it was his intention originally to have the
flag lot and the Staff suggested the 0 of frontage with a mutual access easement filed
of record.

Mr. Gardner stated he told the applicant that they needed to advertise in the
alternative so the Board could consider the flag lot as an option. He explained that the
reason he told the applicant to advertise in the alternative is because if he wants water
and sewer to the lot it will have to be done with a flag lot. The City will not approve an
easement to put a line across another property.

On MOTION of DUNHAM, the Board voted 3-0-1 (Abbott, Bolzle, Dunham, "aye"; no
"nays" White "abstention”; Turnbo "absent”) to a Variance of required 30’
of frontage to 20" to permit a lot split. SECTION 206. STREET FRONTAGE
REQUIRED - Use Unit 6; per plan submitted; subject to a review of the drainage
before any building permits issued; finding that the approval of this application will not
be injurious to the neighborhood, nor harmful to the spirit and intent of the Code, on
the following described property:

Tract A, W 1207, Lot 8, Block 10, Highiand Park Estates, an Addition to the City of
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof, Less and
Except the S 18" thereof AND Tract B, Lot 8, less S 18" and less the W 120" thereof,
Block 10, Highland Park Estates, an addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County,
Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof, AND W/2, of vacated Terwilleger
Blvd. lying adjacent to Lot 8, Block 10, being more particularly described as : Beg. at
SE/c, Lot 9, Block 10, Highland Park Estates, an addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa
County, Oklahoma; thence SWiy direction along a curve to the left having a radius of
275.93°, for 210.60" to a point; thence in a Ely direction for 50.00" to a point; thence
in a NEly direction along a curve to the right having a radius of 225.53", for 235.53"
to a point, thence a NWly direction aiong a curve to the right having a radius of
175.00", for 7.92" to a point; thence in a Wly direction, for 81.64" to the place of beg.,
and known as 3740 S. Terwilleger Blvd.; TOGETHER WITH a tract of land more
particularly described as follows. commencing at a point in the NEly boundary of Lot
g, Block 10, Highland Park Estates Addition, to the City of Tulsa, Oklahoma, and
139.6° from the NE/c thereof; thence in a SEly direction ='ong the Sly projection of
the NEly line of said Lot 9, for 66.46" to a point of curve; thence around a curve to
the left, having a radius of 174.80", for 2.35" to the POB; thence continuing to the left
along said curve having a radius of 174.80°, for 47.31" to a point, said point being on
line with the Ely projection of S boundary of said Lot 9, Block 10, Highiand Park
Estates Addition; thence due W along the Ely projection of said S boundary of Lot 9,

01:14:97:718(35)
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Case No. 17613 (continued)

Block 10, Highland Park Estates Addition, for 62.64", thence N 44°16°58" E, for
44 50" to POB, AND Access Easement to Tract A: a strip of land 20" in width lying in
a portion of Lot 8, Block 10, Highland Park Estates, an addition to the City of Tulsa,
Tulsa County, Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof, and in a portion of
vacated Terwilleger Blvd. lying adjacent to Lots 8 & 9, Block 10, said strip being 20
S & E of a line more particularly described as follows, to wit: Commencing at a point
in the NEly boundary of Said Lot 9, 139.6" from the NE/c thereof; thence in a SEly
direction, along the Sly projection of the NEly line of said Lot 9, for 66.46" to a point
of curve; thence around a curve to the left, having a radius of 174.80°, for 2.35" to
POB; thence S 44°16°58” W, a distance of 44.50" to a point on Ely projection of the
S Boundary of Said Lot 9; thence due W, along the Ely projection of said S boundary
of said Lot 9, for 19.0" to the SE/c of said Lot 9, the same being the NE/c of said Lot
8; thence continuing due W, along the N line of said Lot 8, to a point 120.00" E of the
NW/c of said Lot 8, said point also being the end of said strip of land.

Appeal the decision of an Administrative Official that the use is as Use Unit
8 - Multifamily Dwelling and Similar Uses, located 245 West 1 treet

The applicant, James G. Norton/Downtown Tulsa limited (DTU), 320 South
Boston, Suite 101, submitted a copy of the zon code that defines residential
treatment center (Exhibit Q-1) and an appl on for Federal Assistance with
attachments (Exhibit Q-2). Mr. Norton stated h s requesting the Board of Adjustment
to interpret a decision made by a zoning  cial. Mr. Norton explained how DTU
became established and the responsibiliti  of DTU. He further explained the different
members of the organization. Mr stated that DTU has been registered as the
neighborhood association for Distri for the downtown area. Mr. Norton explained
that DTU has a contract with t  City of Tulsa to sweep the streets, clean the
sidewalks, maintain the 5th & ain Malls, hang banners/Christmas decorations, to
promote special events and ut on festivals, etc. He further explained that the
contract specifically recogn s planning and development issues. Mr. Norton stated it
is DTU’s obligation, unde e contract with the City, to review, comment and advocate
positions regarding Comprehensive Plan, the zoning ordinance and land use
issues. DTU, as an anization, has been before this Board to supnort similar uses
in the past. He e lained that DTU is currently working with two social service
agencies to prov e them with appropriate locations in the Downtown area. He
commented that is very important that the Board understands that the issue today is
not the locatio  fa use unit 2 use. Mr. Norton stated that the Comprehensive Plan,

01:14:97:718(306)
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Case No. 16919 %s. E !

Action Requested:
Variance of the required setback from the centerline of East Oklahoma and a special

exception to permit Use Unit 15 Other goods and Services in a CS Zoned District -
SECTION 703. BULK AND AREA REQUIREMENTS IN THE COMMERCIAL
DISTRICT and SECTION 701. PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED IN THE
COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 15, located northeast corner of North Utica
Avenue and East Oklahoma Street.

Presentation:
The applicant, Pat Forsman, 2251 East 24th Street, submitted a plot plan (Exhibit
N-1) and informed that the building was constructed in 1929 and requested a
variance of the setback from the street from 25" to 20°. He noted that the property is
surrounded by CS and IL zoned parcels and the proposed use (contract
construction services) will be compatible with those in the area.

Protestants:
None.

Board Action: :

On MOTION of BOLZLE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Abbott, Bolzle, Doverspike,
Turnbo, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none "absent") to APPROVE a Variance
of the required setback from the centerline of East Okiahoma and a special
exception to permit Use Unit 15 Other goods and Services in a CS Zoned District -
SECTION 703. BULK AND AREA REQUIREMENTS IN THE COMMERCIAL
DISTRICT and SECTION 701. PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED IN THE
COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 15; per plan submitted; subject to the use
being restricted to contract construction services only; finding that IL zoned property
is located to the south and west and approval of the request will not be detrimental
to the area or violate the spirit and intent of the Code; on the following described
property:

Lots 13 and 14, Block 2, Carpenter’s 1st Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County,
Oklahoma.

Case No. 16920

Action Requested:
Variance to permit a two-story detached accessory building and a variance of the
maximum 750 sq ft for a detached accessory building - SECTION 210.B.5.
PERMITTED OBSTRUCTIONS IN REQUIRED YARDS and SECTION 402.B.1.d.
GENERAL CONDITIONS - Use Unit 6, located 3750 Terwilliger Boulevard.

1:24:95:673(24)
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Case No. 16920 (continued)
Presentation:
The applicant, Alan Madewell, 5314 South Yale, Suite 210, submitted a plot plan
(Exhibit P-1) and informed that a two-car garage is proposed to the rear of an
existing dwelling. He explained that the existing garage will be added to the
5700 sq ft dwelling and the new structure will be buried in the hillside, with only the
front face being two stories. The applicant noted that the garage is not visible from
the street.

Protestants:
None.

Board Action:

On MOTION of BOLZLE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Abbott, Bolzle, Doverspike,
Turnbo, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none "absent") to APPROVE a Variance
to permit a two-story detached accessory building and a variance of the maximum
750 sq ft for a detached accessory building - SECTION 210.B.5. PERMITTED
OBSTRUCTIONS IN REQUIRED YARDS and SECTION 402.B.1.d. GENERAL
CONDITIONS - Use Unit 6; per plan submitted; finding a hardship demonstrated by
the topography and the size of the lot; and finding that the house is large enough to
warrant the granting of the variance of the size of the accessory building; on the
following described property:

~ Lot 7 and south 18" of Lot 8, Block 10, Highland Park, City of Tulsa, Tulsa
County, Oklahoma.

1:24:95:673(25)
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Subject Property from Terwilliger
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Subject Property from 37" St.
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Case No. BOA-22982

This statement is submitted by the applicant in connection with Case No. BOA-22982 in
support of the variance requested in the application. The applicant has redesigned the proposed
driveway so that it complies with current driveway width requirements, and so no longer needs a
special exception concerning the driveway. This statement replaces and supersedes the
Statements of Hardship that were initially submitted with the application.

This property is an existing single-family residence that was built in 1932 with an under-
sized two car garage and an existing single lanc driveway that is only 10 feet wide. The existing
garage is inadequate to hold the family's cars. The family currently has three drivers with
another expected soon, as well as extended family in the area. Most family gatherings take place
at the applicant's residence.

The property in question is an unusually shaped lot, with irregular boundaries. The lot
fronts on East 37th Street and is bounded on the west by Terwilleger Blvd. East 37th Street
makes a tight curve in front of the property, and Terwilleger Blvd. intersects that curve at an
unusual angle. The result is that even without any cars parked in the street, it is difficult to see
the intersection at all from 37th Street. With the closing of Riverside Drive due to Gathering
Place construction, many drivers have adapted their commutes and cut through on 37th Street to
get from Lewis to Utica. Many cars speed down 37th; the subject property is at the bottom of the
hill. The intersection is part of a popular jogging, dog walking, and cycling path that many
people from surrounding neighborhoods utilize as they come off Terwilleger and head east or
west up 37th Street. There are no sidewalks in the neighborhood so people must walk in the
street. With cars parked in the street on 37th, it is virtually impossible to see the intersection, all
of which creates an unsafe and dangerous condition. It is unsafe not only for drivers, but also for
pedestrians and cyclists on 37th Street, because they too are unable to see vehicles turning from
Terwilleger Blvd. onto 37th Street. Enclosed in the package are photographs showing a typical
day with cars parked on both sides of 37th Street, rendering it almost impossible to even see the
intersection with Terwilleger Blvd. In addition, because of the unique layout of the lots in this
area, many of the lots do not have the normal amount of street frontage. There are 4 driveways
intersecting in a very tight area in front of the subject property that make ingress and egress very
cumbersome when any of the neighboring homes have guests and students home from college.
The result is that street parking is more of a problem than it typically would be, increasing the
danger.

The applicant's contractor, Greg Hollinger, applied for a building permit for the garage
addition in December of 2018. After issues relating to hydrology studies and utility easements
were resolved, the building permit was issued by the City of Tulsa on October 1, 2019.
Unfortunately, a mistake was made on the plans when they were prepared. The plans showed the
garage addition being located approximately 15 feet from the rear of the lot. However, the
setback requirement in Section 5.030-A of the Code for residences in RS-2 zoning is 25 feet.

\O. \L



Mr. Hollinger failed to catch the mistake, and the City permitting office did not notice it. As a
result, the permit was issued and construction of the garage addition began.

After complaints by neighbors that were apparently related to the hydrology issues which
had already been resolved, the City realized the errors and issued a stop work order on July 20,
2020. At that point, the project had been substantially completed, including slab, framing,
insulation, windows, and roof installation. Mr. Hollinger immediately stopped work on the
project and filed this application with the Board.

The garage addition is designed to be completely compatible with the traditional design
of the existing residence. It will have the same brick exterior and roof materials, and will even
have the same type of eave molding that is used in the current residence. Mr. Hollinger's goal
from the beginning of the project was to be very sensitive to the impact on the neighborhood and
the aesthetic quality of the material on the facade of the structure so that it will match the
existing residence. Once the project is completed, no one will be able to tell that it is an addition.

In this case, the literal enforcement of the Code provision is not necessary to achieve the
setback requirement's intended purpose. The subject property's rear lot line is the side lot line of
the property immediately to the north, which was split off from the subject property in a lot split.
Thus, the backyard in the property to the north will not be affected by the proposed addition.
Instead, it is only the driveway side yard on the property to the north that is adjacent to the
requested variance. There is a significant existing high-quality masonry and wrought iron fence
between the two properties. The applicant is willing to add additional screening between that
fence line and the street in order to further lessen the impact of the proposed addition.

In summary, the unusual shape and orientation of this lot, and the unusual arrangement of
the intersection of 37th Street and Terwilleger with its attendant safety problems and risks of
accidents, are unique to this property. Granting the requested variance would help alleviate an
unnecessary hardship or practical difficulty that would be caused by strict enforcement of the
Code requirements in this particular case.

3599407.3 2 \0 . \r(



Jeff S. Taylor DEVELOP ENT SERV CES

Zoning Official 175 EAST 2 STREET, SUITE 450
Plans Examiner |lI TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74103
TEL(918) 596-7637
jstaylor@cityoftulsa.org

i ZONING CLEARANCE PLAN REVIEW
Greg Hollinger

Hollinger Enterprises, LLC
greg@hollingerenterprises.com 7/22/2020

APPLICATION NO: ZN LOD- 66304-2020 (PLEASE REFERENCE THIS NUMBER WHEN CONTACTING OUR
OFFICE)

Project Location: 2103 E 37t St S

Description: Addition

INFORMATION ABOUT SUBMITTING REVISIONS

OUR REVIEW HAS IDENTIFIED THE FOLLOWING CODE OMISSIONS OR DEFICIENCIES IN THE
PROJECT APPLICATION FORMS, DRAWINGS, AND/OR SPECIFICATIONS. THE DOCUMENTS SHALL
BE REVISED TO COMPLY WITH THE REFERENCED CODE SECTIONS.

REVISIONS NEED TO INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:
1. ACOPY OF THIS DEFICIENCY LETTER
2. AWRITTEN RESPONSE AS TO HOW EACH REVIEW COMMENT HAS BEEN RESOLVED
3. THE COMPLETED REVISED/ADDITIONAL PLANS FORM (SEE ATTACHED)
4. BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT APPROVAL DOCUMENTS, IF RELEVANT

REVISIONS SHALL BE SUBMITTED DIRECTLY TO THE CITY OF TULSA PERMIT CENTER LOCATED
AT 175 EAST 2" STREET, SUITE 450, TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74103, PHONE (918) 596-9601.

THE CITY OF TULSA WILL ASSESS A RESUBMITTAL FEE. DO NOT SUBMIT REVISIONS TO THE
PLANS EXAMINERS.

SUBMITTALS FAXED / EMAILED TO PLANS EXAMINERS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED.
IMPORTANT INFORMATION

1. IF A DESIGN PROFESSIONAL IS INVOLVED, HIS/HER LETTERS, SKETCHES, DRAWINGS, ETC.
SHALL BEAR HIS/HER OKLAHOMA SEAL WITH SIGNATURE AND DATE.

2. SUBMIT TWO (2) SETS OF DRAWINGS IF SUBMITTED USING PAPER, OR SUBMIT ELECTRONIC
REVISIONS IN “SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS”, IF ORIGINALLY SUBMITTED ON-LINE, FOR
REVISED OR ADDITIONAL PLANS. REVISIONS SHALL BE IDENTIFIED WITH CLOUDS AND
REVISION MARKS.

3. INFORMATION ABOUT ZONING CODE, INDIAN NATION COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENT (INCOG),
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT (BOA), AND TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
(TMAPC) IS AVAILABLE ONLINE AT WWW.INCOG.ORG OR AT INCOG OFFICES AT
2W. 24 ST, 8" FLOOR, TULSA, OK, 74103, PHONE (918) 584-7526.

A COPY OF A “RECORD SEARCH" [ X ]IS [ ]IS NOT INCLUDED WITH THIS LETTER. PLEASE
PRESENT THE “RECORD SEARCH” ALONG WITH THIS LETTER TO INCOG STAFF AT TIME OF
APPLYING FOR BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT ACTION AT INCOG. UPON APPROVAL BY THE BOARD OF
ADJUSTMENT, INCOG STAFF WILL PROVIDE THE APPROVAL DOCUMENTS TO YOU FOR IMMEDIATE
SUBMITTAL TO OUR OFFICE. (See revisions submittal procedure above.).

(continued)
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REVIEW COMMENTS

SECTIONS REFERENCED BELOW ARE FROM THE CITY OF TULSA ZONING CODE TITLE 42 AND CAN BE VIEWED AT
WWW.CITYOFTULSA-BOA.ORG

Application No. ZN LOD- 66304-2020

Note: As provided for in Section 70.130 you may request the Board of Adjustment to grant a variance from the
terms of the Zoning Code requirements identified in the letter of deficiency below. Please direct all questions
concerning variances, special exceptions, appeals of an administrative official decision, Master Plan
Developments Districts (MPD), Planned Unit Developments (PUD), Corridor (CO) zoned districts, zoning changes,
platting, lot splits, lot combinations, alternative compliance landscape and screening plans and all questions
regarding (BOA) or (TMAPC) application forms and fees to an INCOG representative at 584-7526. It is your
responsibility to submit to our offices documentation of any appeal decisions by an authorized decision making
body affecting the status of your application so we may continue to process your application. INCOG does not act
as your legal or responsible agent in submitting documents to the City of Tulsa on your behalf.

Staff review comments may sometimes identify compliance methods as provided in the Tulsa Zoning Code. The
permit applicant is responsibie for exploring all or any options available to address the noncompliance and submit
the selected compliance option for review. Staff review makes neither representation nor recommendation as to
any optimal method of code solution for the project.

1. 5.030-A: In the RS-2 zoned district the minimum rear yard setback shall be 25 feet from the rear
property line.

Review Comments: Revise your plans to indicate a 25’ rear setback to the property line or apply to
INCOG for a variance to allow less than a 25’ rear setback.

2. 55.090-F Surfacing. Based on your lot width you are allowed a combined driveway width of up to 30’
in width on this lot.

Review Comments: The submitted site/plot plan proposes a combined driveway width of more than
30’ wide on this lot which exceeds the maximum allowable composite of all driveway widths on the
lot. Revise plans to indicate the combined driveway widths shall not exceed the maximum allowable
30’ width or apply to the BOA for a special exception for the proposed combined driveway widths on
this lot.

This letter of deficiencies covers Zoning plan review items only. You may receive additional letters from other
disciplines such as Building or Water/Sewer/Drainage for items not addressed in this letter. A hard copy of this
letter is available upon request by the applicant.

Note: All references are to the City of Tulsa Zoning Code. Kink to Zoning Code:
http:www.tmapc.org/Documents/TulsaZoningCode.pdf

Please Notify Plans Examiner By Email When You Have Submitted A Revision. If you originally submit paper
plans, revisions must be submitted as paper plans. If you submit online, revisions must be submitted online

END —ZONING CODE REVIEW

NOTE: THIS CONSTITUTES A PLAN REVIEW TO DATE IN RESPONSE TO THE SUBMITTED INFORMATION ASSOCIATED WITH
THE ABOVE REFERENCED APPLICATION. ADDITIONAL ISSUES MAY DEVELOP WHEN THE REVIEW CONTINUES UPON
RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED IN THIS LETTER OR UPON ADDITIONAL SUBMITTAL FROM THE
APPLICANT.

KEEP OUR OFFICE ADVISED OF ANY ACTION BY THE CITY OF TULSA BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT OR TULSA METROPOLITAN
AREA PLANNING COMMISSION AFFECTING THE STATUS OF YOUR APPLICATION FOR A ZONING CLEARANCE PERMIT.
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
CASE REPORT

STR: 9320 Case Number: BOA-22985
CZM: 47

CD: 9

HEARING DATE: 08/25/2020 1:00 PM

: Christian/Kristen Meyers

ACTION REQUESTED: Variance of the minimum lot width in the RE district to permit a lot line
adjustment (Section 5.030, Table 5-3) and Variance of the minimum lot area and lot area per dwelling
unit in the RE district to permit a lot line adjustment (Section 5.030, Table 5-3)

LOCATION: 2604 E 38 ST S ZONED: RS-1,RE
PRESENT USE: Residential TRACT SIZE: 32966.34 SQ FT

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: BEG 25S NWC SE SW TH E82.16 S255.32 E13.59 $127.226 W95.75
N382.546 POB LESS $1.998 SEC 20 19 13 .756AC

RELEVANT PREVIOUS ACTIONS: None

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: The Tulsa Comprehensive Plan identifies the
subject property as part of an “Existing Neighborhood “ and an “Area of Stability*“.

An Existing Neighborhood is intended to preserve and enhance Tulsa’'s existing single-family
neighborhoods. Development activities in these areas should be limited to the rehabilitation,
improvement or replacement of existing homes, and small-scale infill projects, as permitted through
clear and objective setback, height, and other development standards of the zoning code.

The Areas of Stability include approximately 75% of the city’'s total parcels. Existing residential
neighborhoods, where change is expected to be minimal, make up a large proportion of the Areas of
Stability. The ideal for the Areas of Stability is to identify and maintain the valued character of an area
while accommodating the rehabilitation, improvement or replacement of existing homes, and small-
scale infill projects. The concept of stability and growth is specifically designed to enhance the unique
qualities of older neighborhoods that are looking for new ways to preserve their character and quality
of life. The concept of stability and growth is specifically designed to enhance the unique qualities of
older neighborhoods that are looking for new ways to preserve their character and quality of life.

ANALYSIS OF SURROUNDING AREA: The subject tract is located West of the SW/c of S.
Birmingham PI. and E. 38" Street.

The applicant is requesting Variance of the minimum lot width in the RE
district to permit a lot line adjustment (Section 5.030, Table 5-3) and Variance of the minimum lot

area and lot area per dwelling unit in the RE district to permit a lot line adjustment (Section 5.030,
Table 5-3)

\W.3
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Table 5 3: R District Lot and Building Regulations

Regulations | a8 | m&t | ms.2 | a3 | ms4 | Rss | RD | RT |Rm-0] RM.1 | And-2 | ami-3] eaan
Mirimumn Lot Area {ug. fi.)

Detached huuse 22500 13,500] 9,000 | 6,900 [5.500[ 3,300 [ 5,500 5,500 [ 5,500 5,500 5.500 | 5500 | 5,500
Patic howoe : 6,900 | 5500 3,200 | 5,500 5,500 | 5,500 5,500 5,500 | 5,500
MIE 4500 | 2 2756 |1 1,600] 1 1,600 |1

Cattage house devt - —_[15000(15,006/15,00015 500015,

Duplex 9,000 | 5,000 | 3,300 | 6,900 | 5,900 [ 6,900 | 6,300 | £.901 o001
Ml uni haue : 3300 | 6,900 | 5500 slsmls,sm 5500 | 5.500
Apartmentfoondo - - - o, 0,000 6000 28

Mubiile harrre park =1 - L
Other allawed build

Permitted by right [22,500]13,500] 9,000 | 6,900 [5500] 5,500 [ 5,500 | 5500 | 5,500 5,500 5,500 | 5.500 | 5,500

Spedial exceptions 122,5001 73,500 12,000] 12.000 [12,000{12.000]1 2,000{12,000{12,000{12,000( 2,001{1 2,00012.,000
Min. Lot Ares per Unit (2. fL}

Detached house 22,500| 13,500 9,000 | 6,900 | 5,500 | 3,300 | 5,500 | 5500 | 5,500 | 5,500 5,500 | 5,500

Pato house . £,900 | 5,500 | 3,300 | 5,500 | 5500 | 5,500 | 5,500 | 5.500 [ 5500
Tosmbouse 4500 | 4500 | 2,200 | 2750 (1,600 | 1,600 | 1,600 1600 | 1,600
Cattuge house devt 2,750 | 2,750 2,750 (2,750 | 2,750 2,790 | 2.750
Duplex 4,500 | 4500 1,650 | 3,450 | 3,450 |3,450| 3,450 3.450 | 3,450

Mukl unit house 1,100 | 1,800 1,800 |1,800] 1,375 1.100 | 900

rtmeantsranido 29001 1,750 1,103 | 420
Other allowed building/uses
Permitted by right =1 | | | | |5,500] 5,500 5.500 | 5500 | 5,500
Il sxceplinn 22,540 13,500 12,000] 12,000 [12,000]12,00011 2,00001 2, 000{1 2 00012, 0001 2,000 2 400{1 2,

Migimum Lot Videhife) i — SR~

Detached hause 450 | 100 | 75 | € | 50 | 30 | 50 | 50 | 50 | S0 | 50 | &0

Patin howne 6 | G0 | 30 | 50 | b | S0 | 54 | S0 | 50
Towmdwuise % |3 | 20 |25 |20 | x| 2| 2|3
Catlage house de=vt 75 | 75 | 75 | 5 | s | s | s

Duplex 75 | 75 | 30 | &0 | 50 | &0 | 64 | &0 | 6O

Mahi unit house 30 | 50 | 50 | 50 | 50 | 50 | Sm
Apartmentitando - 100 | 100 | 50 | 100

Cnther allowesd Laildi

Perrmitted by right 150 | 100 | 75 | 6 | 50 | 50 | 50 [ so | so | 50 [ s0 | so | so

Spetial axcepti 15w [ oo | 100 | top | 100 | 1oo | 100 | 100 | 100 | 1on | 100 | 100 | 100
Minimurn Street Frontage

Residerstinl biiguses (7] | 3 | 30 | 30 | 30 | 30 | 30 [ 30 [ 30 [ % | 30 [ 30 | 30 | 30
Min. Building Seebacks (1t.)

Stieet 3]

Arierial ca fayservice rd. | 35 a5 15 E 35 35 35 | 35 | % | 3m | 35 | 35 | 35

Othar strests 3 | 35 | 30 | % | 20| 20 | 25 [ w0 | x| x | 10|25 | 2%
Sitde {interior] [4] i5 & 5 5 5 5 ECEGECECE o R
Roezar 141 X | 25 | 75 | 20 | 20 | 26 | 20 | 20 | 20 | 20 [ 10 [ 20 | 5
Wi, Open Spihnit jsg. (L7 | 12000] 7000 | 5,000 |4,000[8] 2500 | 60D | 200G 1200 | 1,200| &OD | 200 2,500

TULSA ZONING COOE | |uly 1, 2020

page 55
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STATEMENT OF HARDSHIP:

Applicant: Chris and Kristen Meyers
Situs: 2604 E 38™ 5t, Tulsa, OK 74105
Purpose: Request for variance of zoning for approval of lot split - Hardship

Applicant wishes to split the subject 0.8 acre lot into two lots and sell a portion to a neighbor
for their benefit and enjoyment. The remaining lot to be maintained by the applicant will be
0.48 acres (20,977 sf) which is less than the current zoning ordinance of 22,500 sf in the area.
The portion to be split and sold is 0.28 (12,182 sf) which will ultimately allow the
purchaser/neighbor’s lot to be identical in size to the lot directly south of it at present.

The remaining size of the applicant’s lot will be identical to the lot directly adjacent on the east
side and therefore, the applicant is not asking for a variance outside of what already exists. The
lot on the southwest corner of 38 and Birmingham as wel! as the lot immediately south of that
lot are both less than the current zoning ordinance of 22,500 sf.

Maintaining the property at its current size will create a hardship on the applicant as the
applicant expected to maintain a smaller footprint at purchase as evidenced by the existing
contract for sale with the purchaser/neighbor. In addition, the applicant has two surgically
repaired hips that limit his ability to maintain the larger property.

SAMPLE MOTION: Move to (approve/deny) a Variance of the minimum lot width in the
RE district to permit a lot line adjustment (Section 5.030, Table 5-3) and Variance of the minimum ot
area and lot area per dwelling unit in the RE district to permit a lot line adjustment (Section 5.030,
Table 5-3)

e Finding the hardship(s) to be

e Per the Conceptual Plan(s) shown on page(s) of the agenda packet.

e Subject to the following conditions

In granting the Variance the Board finds that the following facts, favorable to the property owner,
have been established:

a. That the physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the subject property
would result in unnecessary hardships or practical difficulties for the property owner, as
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were carried out;

b. That literal enforcement of the subject zoning code provision is not necessary to achieve the
provision’s intended purpose;

c. That the conditions leading to the need of the requested variance are unique to the subject
property and not applicable, generally, to other property within the same zoning classification;

\W\.5
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d. That the alleged practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship was not created or self-imposed
by the current property owner;

e. That the variance to be granted is the minimum variance that will afford relief;

f. That the variance to be granted will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood in
which the subject property is located, nor substantially or permanently impair use or
development of adjacent property; and

g. That the variance to be granted will not cause substantial detriment to the public good or
impair the purposes, spirit, and intent of this zoning code or the comprehensive plan.”
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THENCE SOUTH 07°38'48" EAST ALONG THE WEST LINE THEREOF A DISTANCE OF 280.32 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING;

THENCE NORTH 88°39'48" EAST 95.75 FEET:

THENGE SOUTH 01°38'49" EAST 127.23 FEET;

THENCE SOUTH 88°39'48" WEST 95.75 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF THE SE/4 Swig;

THENGE NORTH 01°38'49" WEST ALONG SAID WEST LINE A DISTANCE OF 127.23 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

SAID TRACT CONTAINS AN AREA OF 12,181.7 SQ. FEET OR 0.28 ACRES

B SED UPON THE COORDINATE SYSTEM, (3501 OK N), NORTH AMERICAN DATUM 1983 {NAD83) USING THE WEST LINE OF THE
S OF SECTION 20
LEGAL DESCRIPTION - TRACT "B" AND “C" COMBINED

E YOF TH T R Y (20), 19)

D 1AN, TU S Q THE U VEY

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE SE/4 OF THE SW/4 OF SAID SECTION 20;
THENCE SOUTH 01°38'48" EAST ALONG THE WEST LINE THEREQF A DISTANCE OF 280.32 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING;

THENCE NORTH 88°39'48" EAST 304.04 FEET:
THENCE SOUTH 01°38'49" EAST 127.23 FEET;
THENCE SOUTH 88°39'48" WEST 304,04 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF THE SE/4 SW/d:
NORTH 01738'49" WEST ALONG SAID WEST LINE A DISTANCE OF 127.23 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

SAID TRACT CONTAINS AN AREA OF 26,499.0 SQ. FEET OR 0.61 ACRES.

8 SED UPON THE 0K NE COORDINATE SYSTEM, (3501 OK N), NORTH AMERICAN DATUM 1983 (NADB3) USING THE WEST LINE OF THE
s OF SECTION 20 AS ST.
LEGAL DESCRIPTION - REMAINDER OF TRACT "A"

JOF TH WEST R (Swi4) OF (20),

IAN, TU NTY. S OKLAHOMA HE U

GOMMENCING AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE SE/4 OF THE SW/4 OF SAID SEGTION 20;
THENCE SOUTH 01°38'48" EAST ALONG THE WEST LINE THEREOF A DISTANCE OF 26.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING;

THENCE NORTH 88°39'48" EAST 82,16 FEET;

THENCE SOUTH 01°38'48" EAST 255,32 FEET:

THENCE SOUTH 88°39'46" WEST 82.16 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF THE SE/4 Swid;

THENCE NORTH 01°38'49" WEST ALONG SAID WEST LINE A DISTANCE OF 255,32 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING

SAID TRACT CONTAINS AN AREA OF 20,876.8 SQ. FEET OR 0.48 ACRES,

=] SED UPON THE OK PLANE COORDINATE SYSTEM, (3501 OK N), NORTH AMERICAN DATUM 1983 (NADB3) USING THE WEST LINE OF THE
$ OF SECTION 20 AS “ EAST.

Qv \\

SURVEYOR'S NOTES
PREPARED FOR: ABBEY HOMES

PHYSICAL ADDRESS: 2604 E. 38TH ST, 8., TULSA, OK

B G A u E DINATE §
N A N ) N THE SEM
8 N Q 0 E

GROSS LAND AREA:
SPLIT TRACT = 0,28 ACRES
NEW OVERALL COMBINED TRACTS "B" & °C"= 0.61 ACRES
NEW TRACT "A” REMAINDER TRACT = 0.48 ACRES

LAST SITE VISIT: MAY 20, 2020.

ALL UTILITIES MAY NOT BE SHOWN - CALL OKIE 1-800-522-6543!

CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY

OKN),
OF

FRITZ LAND SURVEYING, LLC AND THE UNDERSIGNED PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR, UNDER
CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORIZATION CA #5848, DO HEREBY STATE THAT THIS PLAT OF SURVEY IS A
TRUE AND ACCURATE REPRESENTATION OF THE SURVEY MADE ON THE GROUND AND OF THE
FACTS AS FOUND AT THE TIME OF THE SURVEY AND THAT THIS PLAT MEETS OR EXCEEDS THE
MINIMUM TECHNICAL STANDARDS ADOPTED BY THE OKLAHOMA STATE BOARD OF LICENSURE

FOR PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS AND LAND SURVEYORS,
WITNESS MY HAND AND SEAL THIS 26th DAY OF MAY. 2020.

ANDY FRITZ, PLS
OK LIC. 1694

LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT - ABBEY HOMES
PART OF THE SE/4 SW/4 OF SEC.20, T19N, R13E

TULSA COUNTY, OKLAHOMA

ML 05.20.2020 BY: FRITZ LAND SURVEYING, LLC
RLL 05.21.2020 2020 W. 91ST STREET, TULSA, OK 74132
PH: 918 231,0575
05.26.2020 FRITZLANDSURVEYING@GMAIL.COM
20F2 NO.: 20188 C.A. #5848 EXPIRES: 6-30-2022
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