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Downtown Wichita is a community brimming with theaters, live music,
sports, fine dining, and thousands of shopping locatfions.  The
development of a new downtown arena, WaterWalk, the expansion
of the Century Il Convention Center, and the success of the Old Town
and Delano districts create an interest in planning for and managing
further growth.  To assist with the development of this growth plan,
Sedgwick County (“County”) engaged Walker Parking Consultants
("Walker") to create a parking and mobility master plan for downtown
Wichita. This executive summary provides an overview of our findings
and recommendations.  The body of the report detfails parking and
fransportafion options, recommendations, and an action plan for the
future.

PARKING POLICY AND SYSTEM REVIEW

A review of the current system found that the management of off-street
parking, downtown shutiles, and on-street parking enforcement is
fragmented and not administered as an inferrelated and  efficient
system. With no one person or entity responsible for downfown
parking, there is no one to educate, communicate, and respond fo
parking issues.

The responsibility for directing and managing the parking system for
downtown Wichita most appropriately lies with the City Government
of Wichita (“City").  Now is the time for the City fo bring focus and
direction to the various parking funcfions by establishing a municipal
parking and fransporfation department to direct and manage the City's
parking assets.

Walker recommends creating the Wichita Parking and Transportation
Department  (WPTD] to manage parking operations through an
auxiliary enferprise fund separate from the municipality’s general fund.
Creating a municipal parking department is a logical step for Wichita
because the City already has significant influence through its
administration of on-street parking and its confract management of off-
street City-owned parking facilities.  Similarly, using an  auxiliary
enterprise fund is the most prudent means of administering finances for
the department, as it provides a financial structure that consolidates
those costs and benefits that it controls, which in turn, defines
responsibility and  accountability.  This is an important benefit for
Wichita, whose current parking system, as aforementioned, is so
fragmented. It is also recommended that the Wichita Parking and
Transportation Department be led by a fulime director through the
creafion of a new cily staff position. If needed, a citizen advisory

Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Now is the time for the City
to bring focus and direction
to the various parking
functions by establishing a
municipal parking and
transportation department to
direct and manage the City’s
parking assets.
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committee may be formed to offer guidance and help support difficult
decisions. The defails of departmental organization, branding, and
public relations are contained within this report.

UNIFIED PARKING CODE REVIEW

Additionally, Walker reviewed sections of Wichita's Unified Parking
Code and has recommended improvements. There are areas of the
code that could be improved and expanded upon, and some new
features that Walker recommends be considered for inclusion in the
code. One such addition is the fee-inieu financing ordinance.

The feeinlieu ordinance provides a mechanism for developments to
fund shared parking improvements. This model includes the following
major points:

e The developer is provided an incentive to pay an inlieu fee fo
the city fo reduce the developer's construction requirement,
which will increase the density and the overall feasibility of the
project,

e Wichita will use the inlieu fees to finance the construction of

shared-use municipal parking facilities; and

e Wichita must develop parking facilities with collected fees in a
timely manner so that adequate parking is available for
development projects.

It should be noted that new zoning code changes should be enacted
that will effectively require the minimum and ploce a maximum on the
number of spaces be provided based on the zoning requirement. A
reduction based on shared parking can be considered for mixed use
developments.  Developments will still require some onssite space for
visitors and VIPs, but employees can be accommodated in shared
parking facilities.

PARKING SUPPLY AND DEMAND ANALYSIS

Our analysis includes 169 city blocks. We identified six unique
districts within the study area to provide a clearer picture of parking
adequacy for specific areas of inferest: the Arena; Century II; Delano;
Government; Old Town; and WaterWalk. The remaining areas are
included in the totals for each time period and shown as Remote,
Residential, Industrial, or Other.

Executive Summary

Vi



PARKING AND MOBILITY MASTER PLAN < WALKER
DOWNTOWN WICHITA, KANSAS ik

AUGUST 3, 2007 PROJECT #23-7104.00

The study area is bordered by Murdock Street to the north, Washington Street to the east, Kellogg Drive
(Highway 54) to the south, and Seneca Street to the west. A map of the complete study area is provided
below. To facilitate our analysis, each block was given o unique number, from 1 to 169. These block
numbers are referenced throughout the report.
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CURRENT PARKING CONDITIONS

Parking conditions at present are found o be adequate throughout the
study area, with overall peak occupancy occurring between @ a.m.
and 3 p.m. on a weekday. The observed peak parking occupancy for
the entfire area was approximately 17,164 vehicles, equating to an
overall occupancy of 52 percent. It should be noted that during off-
peak hours, which fall affer 3 p.m. on weekdays and on weekends,
parking occupancy is less than 52 percent.

The Current Peak Parking Occupancy table below shows the current
observed peak parking occupancy rates during a weekday for private
and public offstreet parking and on-street parking.  Block-by-block
occupancy data is provided in Appendix G.

Current Peak Parking Occupancy

Occupied  Parking

Type of Parking Supply Spaces  Occupancy
Public Off-Street 12,573 6,315 50%
Private Off-Street 16,678 9,455 57%
On-Street 3,519 1,394 40%
Totals 32,770 17,164 52%

Walker Parking Consultants

Future parking conditions and impacts to the parking supply and
demand over the next 5, 10, and 20 years were examined. The
Projected Parking Adequacy table shows the current and projected
adequacy of each sub-area, as well as the total. Adequacy is defined
as the effective parking supply' less parking demand. Given assumed
future development plans included herein, if no additional parking is
provided, the WaterWalk District is expected fo have a parking
shortage beginning in 5 years, followed by shortage in Old Town in
10 vears; these potfential deficit areas have been highlighted. Al
other areas will have at least an adequate supply of parking for the
next 20 years.

Future conditions are based on the assumption of the completion of
potential developments that were outlined in various development
plans, including the Arena Neighborhood Redevelopment Plan; the
Century Il HVS convention center expansion plan; North Old Town;
Wichita Downtown Development Corporation; and the WaterWalk

' The effective parking supply is equal to 85 to 95% of the total parking
capacity o provide a cushion for user convenience and comfort.
Executive Summary

Parking conditions at present
are found to be adequate
throughout the study areaq,
with peak occupancy of 52
percent. This means that
during peak times, over
15,600 spaces are empty.

viii
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site plan.  As development plans are made, it is important fo review
the location and land use data fo defermine if parking is adequate.

Projected Parking Adequacy

Current 5 Year 10 Year 20 Year

District/Area Adequacy Adequacy Adequacy Adequacy
Arena 3,040 970 483 58
Century |l 1,518 1,356 951 857
Delano 259 205 189 70
Government 654 604 553 446
Old Town 292 67 (175) (871)
Waterwalk 318 (370) (752) (752)
Remote 1,319 1,316 1,313 1,305
Residential 658 657 657 653
Industrial 135 155 154 152
Other 4,802 4,167 3,353 3,212
Totals 12,995 9,127 6,726 5,130

Walker Parking Consultants
Note: this table assumes that no other parking facilities will be built.

IMPACT OF ARENA ON FUTURE PARKING CONDITIONS

The adequacy of public parking within 1,400 feef, the maximum
reasonable walking distance to/from the arena, is summarized in the
Projected Arena Event Parking Adequacy and Frequency table on the
following page.  As shown, for all but about 19 occasions per year,
adequate public parking is now available within a reasonable walking
distance fo the arena site. This does not take info account parking
within the effective parking supply cushion, or private parking spaces
that are not being used. On these 19 occasions, remote parking with
shuttle is an alternative to meet the parking demand.

Executive Summary

As there are few events that
create peak demand during
the weekday daytime, and
this does not take into
account private parking that
could provide up to an
additional 2,000 spaces or
a potential shuttle system for
remote parking, Walker
DOES NOT recommend
building parking that will be
used so few times per year.
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Projected Arena Event Parking Adequacy and Frequency

Parking Supply for Arena

Arena Event Size

Time Period Small Medium Large
Weekend/Evening 1,882 549 (1,784)
Frequency 86 62 14
Weekday,/Day 705 (628) (2,961)

Frequency 8 4 1

Considering available parking within walking distance:

Events with adequate parking: 156
Events requiring remote shuttle: 19

Walker Parking Consultants

The tofal parking supply within the walking distance is just under
8,000 spaces. Available parking spaces are defined as the identified
public parking spaces in the area, less what is in use and less the
effective supply cushion.  The effective supply cushion adds 471
spaces around the arena. The private spaces include the fotal number
of spaces that are not open fo the public, such as commercial
businesses, or resfricted spaces. Of the 3,371 privafe spaces, just
over 2,000 are vacant after adjusting for current usage and the
effective parking supply during a weekend/evening.

Also considered is the impact of a large or medium-sized Century |l
event occurring simultaneously with an arena event.  Our analysis
provides a similar comparison of parking adequacy based on the time
period and size of each event. Our Impact of Century Il and Arena
Events table shows that inadequate public parking is projected about
29 times per year, when considering only the public parking that has
been identified as available for events.

Executive Summary
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Impact of Century Il and Arena Events

Arena Event Size

Century Il Event Small Medium Large
Weekend/Evening
No Event 1,882 549 (1,784)
Frequency 31 14 8
Medium 1,726 393 (1,940)
Frequency 45 40 4
Large 926 (407) (2,740)
Frequency 10 8 2
Events 86 62 14
Weekday,/Day
No Event 705 (628) n/a
Frequency 3 2 0
Medium 497 (836) (3,169)
Frequency 3 1 1
Large (303) (1,636) n/a
Frequency 2 ] 0
Events 8 4 1

Considering available parking within walking distance:

Events with adequate parking: 146
Events requiring remote shuttle: 29
Less Cushion 19
Less Cushion and Private 4

Walker Parking Consultants

It is Walker's opinion that the shared use of existing parking assets,
mobility management, and the future development of shared parking
facilities are the critical elements of the parking solution for downtown
Wichita.  As new developments around the arena are proposed, the
City should encourage shared parking and parinerships to ensure that
public parking remains available.

Considering only the available public parking supply within @
reasonable walking distance, we project 29 instances of remote
parking with shutile required. When the effective parking supply
cushion is used, just over 450 spaces, this drops to 19 instances that
require remote parking with shutile. VWhen the cushion and available
private supply is used, all within a reasonable walking distance of the
arena, the number of instances remote parking with shuttle parking is
needed drops to 4 instances.

Executive Summary

Walker recommends that as new
developments around the Arena
are proposed, the City should
encourage shared parking and
partnerships to ensure public
parking remains available.

Xi
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ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

The third section of this report focuses on secondary recommendations;
pofential enhancements to current policy and/or practices that are
supplementary fo our aforementioned primary advisements.  These
recommendations are intended to facilitate more efficient parking
practices. Included within the full report are our detailed findings, with
complefe explanations and graphic representations for ease of access.

To enhance current parking assets, VWalker recommends increasing the
number of angled parking spaces along Douglas Avenue as a way of
supplementing the parking supply and calming traffic.  This step alone
pofentially adds 59 public parking spaces. Additionally, the City
should consider a new parking layout for the lot at Waterman and
Mead. By changing the parking bays from east/west to north/south
and removing the islands, there is a potential to add about 75 parking
spaces fo the lot.

The City is also advised to employ a comprehensive signage program
that would lead visitors to parking.  Century |l events and the
Broadview Garage would particularly benefit from this program. An
example of the implementation of such a program might be that during
large events, the Broadview Garage would be staffed, with
advertisements that parking is available o the public.  Signage would
include wording such as “Event Parking”, “Public”, with an arrow and
the rafe, even if the rate is free.  Should the City choose to execute this
program, Walker suggests charging a small rate and using the
revenues fo fund the cost of sfaffing the garage during said events.

The City should also consider applying additional measures to improve
and maintain their parking focilities.  Both privately and city-owned
parking structures ought to receive proper maintenance and the City
may consider establishing a policy to return parking revenues back fo
parking improvements.  Funds should be used to improve existing
facilities through maintenance and to add parking supply where
needed.

Executive Summary

Xii
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Additionally, a parking partnership should be started, headed by the
parking director. This group would consist of local parking operators,
building managers, police officials, and land owners with fies fo
parking. Indianapolis, Indiana has a Parking Parinership sponsored by
Indianapolis Downtown Inc.  The group meetfs quarterly to discuss
upcoming parking concerns and conducts an annual inspection of
parking facilities.

Furthermore, the City may wish to take further steps to ensure that future
developments plan adequately for their parking needs. The City may
wish to require each new development to provide a parking plan. The
added parking should be based on the projected land use before or
as each area is developed. Where possible and beneficial, the City
or County may want to adjust the plan to ensure a portion of parking is
available to the general public.

TRANSIT OPTIONS ASSESSMENT

This report secfion presents a comprehensive examination of local
fransportation options that allow patrons to park and visit multiple
downtown attractions and destinations.  The focus of this analysis is to
understand the existing resources and recommend future fransit and
shutile services in downtown, as well as to recommend specific
solutions to meet the peak parking demands of the Sedgwick County
Arena; WaterWalk; the expansion of Century Il; a possible casino;
and other downtown generators when parking demand cannot be met
within their immediate walking areas.

It is VWalker's opinion that the various planned improvements throughout
the six defined districts will require the support of an integrafed transit
and pedestrian access plan that will link existing and proposed
parking assets fo the new arena and thus increase mobility and
connectivity throughout the downfown.

Walker recommends the expansion of the Q line trolley under one of
three possible levels of service: limited, expanded, and full service.
Fach is explained fully within the report body, with budgetary concerns
faken info account. It should be noted that even the most extensive full
level of service, used to shutile the peak passenger capacity required
by the overflow parking demand of the Arena and the simultaneous
Arena + Century Il events, is considerably less expensive than a
parking structure.

Currently, shutiling  peak passenger capacity is estimated  at
approximately $103,500 per year at 2008 cost.  This cost is
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estimated fo increase at 3% to 5% per year. It also assumes that no
additional land rent associated with the use of the identified remote
parking sites will occur.

The cost of a parking structure is currently estimated at $15,000 to
$18,000 per space, excluding land acquisition costs. Thus, a 1,000-
space parking structure would cost approximately $15,000,000 to
$18,000,000. The debt service alone would exceed $1,200,000

2
per year.

The cost of the shutile operation is about one fenth of debt service for a
1,000space parking structure.  Under similar assumptions, the
operating budget for shutile parking would pay off only about 88
parking structure spaces.

Annual Cost to Provide Parking

$1,400,000
$1,287,158

$1,200,000 H

$1,000,000 -

$800,000 +—
$600,000 H

$400,000

200,000 -
$ $103,500  $84,000 $13 500
$0 ‘ ‘ =

Parking ~ Shuttle As  Shuttle - Shuttle -
Structure  Listed x29 ~ Cushion  Cushion &
1,000 x19 Private x4
Spaces

CONCLUSION

As Wichita looks forward fo completing the arena and further
development, it is important fo put info place a parking management
system to oversee and provide coordinaftion and monitoring of ifs
parking assefs. To do this, we recommend the city establish the
Wichita Parking and Transportation Department (VWPTD) to manage

? Assumes /% rate for 25 years.
Executive Summary
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parking operations through an auxiliary enterprise fund separate from
the municipality’s general fund. Priority of the depariment will be to
gather the various parking pieces under their leadership and to
develop the necessary markefing tools to educate the masses on

parking in Wichita.

A comprehensive wayfinding and signage program should be
established to guide visitors in and around downtown, including
parking. Coordination between private lot owners around the arena
should begin to increase the number of known public parking areas for
events.  We further encourage establishing o parking partnership
program fo coordinate public parking in the future.

Coordination of remote parking with shutiles should be done well in
advance of the arena complefion. This can begin to take shape with
the new parking director and arena management team. Based on our
analysis, we believe there will only be a handful of events requiring
remote parking requiring shutiles.  These events are limited to large
evenfs and medium events occurring on a weekday day.

Executive Summary
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This report secfion presents an examinafion of current policies and
management options for parking and transportation  employed in

Wichita.

PROBLEMS OBSERVED

Based on our observations of existing operations, we conclude that
there are serious problems with the current methods of parking
management. The functions of parking management, parking revenue
occoun’robihty, parking focimy maintenance, porking enforcement, and
downtown shutiles, are not managed as an interrelated and efficient
system. The following sfatements illustrate our findings:

e The City Property Management Director controls non-mefered
surface lots, the State Office Building garage, and City Hall
garage. City Property Management and Sedgwick County
contract independently with a professional parking company
(AMPCO) for the management of their municipal parking
facilifies.

e Maintenance for City and County parking facilities is provided
by the parking operator (AMPCO), but most mainfenance is
supervised by the Building Services Department of Public
Works.

e The Qline and Final Friday Gallery Crawl are managed by
Wichita Transit, but are partially funded and promoted by the
Wichita Downtown Development Corporation (WDDC].

e City parking garage revenue is deposited to the City's Property
Management Fund. Revenue from the State Office Building
garage goes fo the State Office fund. City employee parking
revenue from the City Hall Garage is deposited directly to a
debt service fund for that property, only. Surface lof revenue
goes to a special revenue fund of the Support Division.

e Parking tickefs are issued by the Wichita Ambassadors, who
are supervised by the Police Department. The Ambassador
Program appears to be an appropriate and very successful
method of improving the Wichita downtown experience for
tourists, visitors, and on-street porking patrons; however, this
system does not coordinate on- and offstreet parking
management.

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review
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e Cifation fines are collected by the Court Clerk, but the
collected revenue is deposited to the General Fund. Thus, this
revenue sfream is lost fo parking or transportation services.

Walker has defermined that at the core of these problems is that no
central authority managing parking and downfown transportation.  As
a result, City and County parking and downfown mobility assets are
inconsistently managed.

These problems lead 1o the following unintfended negative
consequences:

e There are inefficient duplications of efforts;

e Parkers sometimes are confused about how fo find information
about parking, particularly regarding who to contact regarding
problems;

e Parking assets are difficult to share;
e Parking is poorly distributed;

e Parking revenue is not tied to all expenses of parking
operations.

e Parking revenue is commingled with general funds; and

e longterm maintenance, replacement of equipment, construction
seed money, and other needed reserves are difficult fo fund.

Thus, it is Walker's opinion that the consolidation of parking and
mobility supervision and the shared use of parking assets are critical to
the continuing resurgence and longferm parking solution for downfown

Wichita.

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review
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Consolidating public parking management has the potential 1o
advance efficiencies, share existing parking assefs, promote the
development of future facilities, better distribute parking demand, and
generally improve the overall parking experience for all user groups in
downtown Wichita.

An integrated parking and transportation system for downtown Wichita
would accomplish the following:

. Facilitate economic development throughout downtown;

. Reduce the need for some employees to park close fo
destinations by linking underused and/or remote parking
assefs to destinations, and distribute parking demand more
evenly throughout the downfown;

. Facilitate the circulation of downfown visitors and patrons
from one destination to another in a timely manner without
re-parking;

. Consolidate all  financial and  operational  oversight

functions of existing downtown public parking facilities and
the downtown fransportation operations;

. Coordinate future parking infrastructure development and
fransportafion in such a way as fo mofivate developers of
future projects to consolidate and share parking facilities
under common management, rather than overbuilding on-
site parking facilities for private uses; and

. Provide o way tfo raise sufficient funds to adequately
support the sysfem.

It is extremely important for municipal parking management fo monitor
parking revenue, expenses, maintenance funds, and development
funds.  As parking strategy is carried forward, parking will be
expected to fund management and operational changes, some new
construction, additional programs, and other activities.

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review
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Fffective parking management should have the following objectives:

e Revenue should be fied fo the expenses of operation (the
frue cost of parking] as closely as possible;

e Budget preparation and operations should be under the
confrol of centralized porking management;

e The locations of parking management functions within the
organizational = structure should be equivalent to the
importance of parking management issues as these issues
are perceived in the marketplace;

e Parking management may have to meet demands based
upon air quality issues or other monitoring requirements.
The structure and budget of parking management should
be flexible enough to meet these or similar demands
whenever they are promulgated by regulatory or
governmental agencies; and

e Where parking management will try to encourage change
and alfer behavior in some ways that people want to resist,
it should be “protected” from political pressure as much as
possible. I actions to accomplish goals could be
overturned for political reasons, it may be impossible to
successfully implement this parking and mobility plan.

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review
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ORGANIZATIONAL OPTIONS

An infegrated downtown parking and shutfle system is a crifical
element for the continving resurgence of downfown Wichita.  This
analysis is intended fo provide more focused direction for the
management of existing and future parking and fransit resources in
downtown Wichita.

As Sedgwick County and the City of Wichita consider the
consolidation of parking operations, the following organizational
options are presented and examined sequentially as the most likely
models.

e City Parking Department

e Parking Authority

e Business Improvement District (BID)
e Parking Tax District

e Non-Profit Organization

e Joint Enterprise or Partership

The primary goals of any management model selected for Wichita are
fo emphasize the importance of parking issues to employees and
patrons, and to more efficiently allocate resources. Parking is usually
managed more efficiently when there are fewer layers of management
and lines of responsibility are simple and direct. This approach results
in less conflict of interest and more focus on issues. Each model has
the potential fo achieve these goals in a different manner.

Each management alternative is described and characterized with
regard fo selected elements of comparison. A comparison matrix of
the alternatives will follow.

CITY PARKING DEPARTMENT (ENTERPRISE FUND)

The most viable option for Sedgwick County and the City of Wichita
fo organize their parking management is to create a municipal parking
department.  Walker recommends creating the Wichita Parking and
Transportation  Department  (WPTD)  which will manage parking
operations through an auxiliary enterprise fund separate from the
municipality's general fund.

Creating a municipal parking department is a logical step for Wichita
because the City already has significant influence through its

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review
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administration of on-street parking and its confract management of off-
street City-owned parking facilities.  Similarly, using an auxiliary
enterprise fund is the most prudent means of administering finances for
the department, as it provides a financial structure that consolidates
those costs and benefits that it controls, which in turn, defines
responsibility and accountability.  This is an imporfant benefit for
Wichita, since the current parking systfem, as mentioned earlier, is so
fragmented.

Highlighted below are several reasons why the City should establish a
subsidiary department to manage parking:

e The City owns the majority of public parking assets, which it
already administers through confract management with a
professional parking operafor;

e The City has the legal authority to administer parking, and
already does so through the Department of Public VWorks
Property  Management  Office, the Building  Services
Department, the Police, and other city offices;

e The City has the primary responsibility for economic
redevelopment and infrastructure  within - the  downfown.
Wichita Transit is also a division of City government; and

e With the exception of consolidated zoning and planning, the
City is vested with the primary legal powers and responsibility
fo administer on-street parking and transportation, which are
important components of a consolidated parking and mobility
plan.

While some municipal parking operations appear fo be parking
authorities, in fact, many  city porking depon‘menfs in operation
throughout the U.S. are actually city departments with auxiliary
enterprise funds. These examples include:

e Five Seasons Transportation and Parking, Cedar Rapids, lowa

e Denver, Colorado

e Defroit, Michigan

e lincoln, Nebraska

e Miami, Florida {Miami Parking Authority)

e Minneapolis  Municipal ~ Parking ~ System,  Minneapolis,
Minnesota

e Tampa, Florida

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review
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Additionally, it is important to recognize the benefit of using an
enterprise fund as a means of organizing resources. The main purpose
of the enferprise fund is to preserve parking revenues, segregate
parking expenses, and establish a parking operating budget.

An auxiliary enferprise fund should be selfsustaining, meaning it must
receive a revenue stream that is sufficient fo cover ongoing operating
expenses and outstanding debt service obligations to ensure its
solvency. Operating deficits must be guaranteed by fransfers.  Excess
revenues should be used to fund parking projects and parking-related
capital improvements.

Parking revenue funds are typically collected from a variety of sources,
including the following:

e Monthly leases or permit fees;
e Transient revenues;

e Parking mefer revenues;

e Reserved parking spaces;

e Transferred funds: and

e Parking violation revenues.

Operating expenses include the costs associated with ongoing parking
operations, which frequently include the labor costs associated with
revenue collection, maintenance, security, on-sfreet and offsireet
parking enforcement, utilities, supplies, equipment, management, and
administration. Budgeting provides measurement and discipline.

An auxiliary enterprise fund may be administered through the existing
municipal governmental structure.  As such, an enterprise fund
centralizes accountability for the overall activity.  The auxiliary
enterprise fund is most effectively managed through the creation of a
new municipal parking department.

It should be noted that the role of such a city parking department varies
from that of parking asset manager who delegates or confracts
management of actual daytoday parking operations, to that of
actually operating the parking system, in addition to the role of asset
manager.

There are several other alternatives to a municipal department with an
auxiliary enferprise fund, as listed below. Walker has provided these
altfernatives purely as a basis for comparison and does not recommend
their implementation.
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PARKING AUTHORITY

Parking authorities offer similar advantages to those gained through the
creafion of auxiliary enterprise funds. Like enferprise funds, parking
authorities should be selFsupporting, meaning they generate operating
revenues sufficient to cover both operafing expenses and the debt
service associated with any capital improvements. Following are some
of the funcfions and responsibilities of a parking authority:

e To hire and compensate staff and manage parking
facilities:

e To set parking rates and collect revenues from authority-
owned facilities;

e To acquire property through negotiations and, if necessary,
through eminent domain;

e To acquire existing parking facilities;
e To design, consfruct, and renovate parking facilities;

e To develop and implement master plans for municipal
parking; and

e To define and implement parking management strategies
aimed af improving fraffic flow and parking conditions.

To create a parking authority, enabling legislation must be in place
legalizing the formation. This legislation does not currently exist within
the laws of Kansas, although many other states have enacted such
laws. Following are some states that have parking authorities:
Alabama, Alaska, California, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Missouri, New Jersey, New York,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Virginia, VWashingfon, and West
Virginia.

Once the parking authority is created, most laws provide for the

municipality’s mayor to appoint a board of direcfors. The board then
governs the parking authority.

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review
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Parking authorities have several characteristics that distinguish them
from municipal parking departments or  Non-Profit  Organizations
including the following:

e Where parking authorities are empowered to issue their
own debt, that debt may or may not count toward the debt
capacity of the municipality.

e Parking authorities can take action independently and
without approval of local government.

e They can also create a new governmental agency with an
independent Board of Directors.

e There are redundant costs of management and
administration.

e They may face higher borrowing inferest rafes and costs
than a city issuing general obligation bonds.

e Authorities may also have some powers that are beyond
the immediafe control of the citizens.

e They may still encumber the full faith and credit of the City
in the calculations of some underwriters.

The use of parking authorities has declined in recent years in part
because of changes in municipal bonding underwriting standards and
other disadvantages described above, but also because similar results
can be accomplished through the issuance of tax-exempt project
revenue bonds and the use of less complex organizational models such
as municipal parking departments, development corporations, special
improvement districts, business improvement districts, neighborhood
improvement districts, and tax increment finance (TIF) districts.

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review
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JOINT VENTURE OR PARTNERSHIP

The simplest cooperative operating entfity is a joint venture or
partnership, where each instfitution benefits proportionately and where
expenses are equitably shared. In a joint venture or strategic alliance,
owners come fogether to share knowledge, markefs, and economic
benefits. Even if each insfitution retains control over its own fees and
policies, parking operations can be consolidated and centrally
managed.

As revenue would be passed through to the partners, all partners
would bear responsibility for costs and debts incurred.  The partnership
agreement would deal with issues of formation; revenue and expense
sharing arrangements;  salaries; employee faxes; unemployment
insurance; workman's compensation insurance; banking arrangements;
changes of partners; liquidation; and responsibilities of pariners. ltems
such as business name, licenses, frademarks, copyrights, patents, and
designs would be registered by the joint venture or partnership.

A joint venture partnership can be used to manage joint operations
and/or the development of new parking project capital improvements
as joint ventures. Although revenues generated by a new structured
parking focility may not be sufficient to fund both the operafing
expenses and debt service of that particular improvement, revenues
from other facilities and partership contributions may be pooled
fogether. This pool should be sufficient fo guarantee the solvency of
the joint venture or partnership.

A joint venture or partership would provide a financial structure that
consolidates costs and benefits under its control. lts main purpose s to
collect parking revenues and to pool parking expenses within the
parking operating budget. Budgeted expenses include the operating
cosfs associated with ongoing parking operations.  The operating
budget is typically funded by a stream of transfers collected from the
owners.

The lifespan of a parking structure can often range from 30 to 50
years or more. However, because the development costs for such a
structure are capitalized over a 20 to 30-year period, significant useful
life remains affer all debt is retired. This remaining life means that
revenues may still be generated by this debtfree facility and that these
revenues may be available fo offset any new debt service payments
required fo fund new parking projects. These resources may then be
used to fund parking project capital improvements.

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review
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BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT

Some municipalities and county governments use business improvement
districts (BIDs), special improvement districts (SIDs), and parking fax
districts as a means to generate income to fund parking facility capital
improvements and operating expenses. Both business improvement
districts and parking fox districts can be used fo finance the acquisition
of land and the construction, operation, and maintenance of surface
parking lots and parking structures.

The Wichita Downtown Development Corporation (WDDC) is a BID.
BIDs, which are most often formed at the request of their member
businesses, typically address a wide variety of issues such as
marketing; fransit; beautification; signage; lighting, parking, street and
public space maintenance; security; and, additionally, provide
information and assistance. The collection of assessments fends to be
applied uniformly on a square foot, gross receipts, or assessed value
basis because benefits are universally recognized by all property
owners.

Within Old Town, parking is provided at no charge fo visitors through
surface and structured parking. A Parking Overlay District provides
funding for free parking in an existing 24 1-space garage and a new
500space garage. The City established a tax increment finance
district (TIF) for the area to fund a range of public improvements within
the disfrict. ~ Structured parking is one of the items included in that
funding plan. TIF funds are used to pay the bond payments for the
parking structures.  On-going operating cosfs are covered by a selF
imposed fee property owners pay to the Old Town SID.

PARKING TAX DISTRICT

A parking tax district typically addresses a narrow selection of issues
directly related to parking. In cases where the municipality is the sole
provider of parking, the collection of parking taxes tends to be applied
in a uniform manner on an assessed value basis or as a fee per space
based on zoning parking standards or requirements, and typically with
a partial exemption for parking spaces provided above a threshold
percenfage. Typically, no commercial property is 100 percent exempt
unless its owner provides 100 percent of the parking requirements
mandated through the zoning ordinance within the district.  Single-
fomi|y residential property is usu0||y exempt, but mu|fi-f0mi|y apartments
usually are not.
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There are many precedents for parking fax districts. A number of
parking tox disfricts are located in California, Maryland, Nebraska,
and Oregon, with the majority of parking tax disfricts concentrated in
California. The following are two examples of parking tax districts in

the U.S.:

= long Beach, Cdlifornia maintains the Belmont Shore Parking
Commission, which exists as an approved city commission and
enterprise fund. The commission receives parking revenue from
existing facilities and tax revenue from the Parking and Business
Improvement District (PBID) for the purpose of parking.  This
PBID has the power fo impose a selfassessment of property
owners and businesses, subject to a 50 percent protest vote
that can terminate it at any time. The most recent assessment
was approximately $0.06 per SF, but has been reduced to
$0/SF pending the selection of a new set of goals and
criteria.  Because the PBID perfains to more than parking, the
fax rate is applied across the board, with no exemptions for
owners who provide their own parking.

= The Vehicle Parking District of Pomona, California, provides
public parking for the entire downtown district. Businesses are
not required to pay for parking credits or apply for parking
variances.  There is essentially no room for new parking.
Parking is currently selfsustaining, as parking revenue from
existing lots is sufficient fo fund current obligations. As there
are no ongoing parking siructure development obligations,
there is no additional parking district tox.

NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATION

A significant difference between contracting with a municipal division
and a Non-Profit Organization is that the NPO usually has a broader
perspective on issues other than parking.

Both may be concermed with supporting and encouraging the
economic vifality of an activity center, but the NPO may have a more
balanced approach because it may manage more elements, but af the
same fime, is more focused on a particular area. An example of this is
the Wichita Downtown Development Corporation (WDDC]. It should
be noted that the WDDC is both an NPO and a BID. In either case, if
parking is directed by an NPO, expenses must be guaranteed by the
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parking asset owners. In this model, transfers and increases in future
parking revenue would also fund future parking improvements.

All or part of parking management is delegated fo an economic
development non-profit enfity in such cities as Kansas City, Missouri,

and South Bend, Indiana.

MATRIX COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Each parking management alternative detailed above is evaluated on
the basis of a number of subjective criferia. Each alternative is scored
according to each element of comparison’s relative ability o meet the
expeciations of the Implementation Partners in comparison fo the other
altfernatives.

The following elements of comparison are considered:

e Is enabling legislation needed?  Some alternatives are
relatively easy to establish, while others require the
approval of other legislative bodies. A special
improvement disfrict, business improvement district, or
neighborhood improvement district  would  require  the
approval of the city and local taxing authorities, while a
parking authority needs special legislative legislation to
enact, resulting in negafive scores. Those alfernatives not
requiring such action are positively ranked.

e How much direct oversight is requirede Direct oversight
and direct partner involvement is required for a joint
venture or partnership, which is negatively ranked. Much
less direct involvement is needed for the remaining
altfernatives.

e s the City administratively involved?2 The City is directly
involved in the administration of parking facilities and
would be similarly involved in a number of alternatives,
which are positively ranked.

e Are politics a factore It is in everyone's inferest o focus
more on parking issues and not create new political
bodies, new boards of directors, or commissions. Politics
are considered to be a positive consideration for a city
department, a special improvement district, a medium
consideration for a non-profit organization, joint venture or
partnership, and a negative factor for a parking authority.
Each is ranked as shown.

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review




PARKING AND MOBILITY MASTER PLAN
DOWNTOWN WICHITA, KANSAS

WALKER

PARKING CONSULTANTS

AUGUST 3, 2007 PROJECT #23-7104.00

e Is the entity selfsupportinge  The ability of parking
management fo generafe sufficient revenue fo cover ifs
immediate operating expenses, debt service, reserve funds
and sinking funds for maintenance and replacement is one
defermining factor for the appropriafeness of a particular
model.  The higher degree of financial autonomy or
independence required of a non-profit organization, or o
parking authority results in lower rankings for these
alfernatives.

e Can it receive fax revenue directlye The ability fo tax is a
strong reason for the selection of a city parking
department, a special improvement district, or a parking
authority.  The joint venture partnership and the non-profit
organization are negatively ranked.

e Would funding debt be complicated? To the extent that
parking does not generate sufficient revenue to be self-
sustaining, a subsidy from a general fund may be required.
A non-profit organization may not have sufficient borrowing
capacity to finance the system needs. Transfer of funds
from the City or County general funds to a special
ilmprovement distfrict or an independent parking authority fo
subsidize debt service shortfalls would be problematic, and
are negatively ranked. Joint venture pariners would be
required fo guarantee debt service as a shared burden.

e Is borrowing capacity isolated? In most cases, borrowing
by a special taxing district does not consume the municipal
borrowing capacity.  However, due to changes in
underwriting  standards, the debt of some parking
authorities cannot always be separated from the bonding
capacity of the city.  The remainders are negatively
ranked.

The matrix analysis is found on the following page. This matrix is
infended to meet the objectives of this study to consider a parking
management system that operates in a businesslike manner that is also
consistent with the core values and needs of Wichita.
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Table 1: Matrix Analysis of the Alternatives

o |Aternative Joint Venture C"ngefg::’eme‘r:J“/ BID of Special Impr. District| Non-Profit Organization Parking Tax District :SLk;’r‘sy

1 |Requires new enabling legislation? No + + No + + No + + No + + No + + Yes ( - )
2 |Requires direct City or County oversight2 Yes ( - ) Yes ( - ) Yes ( - ) No + Yes ( - ) No +

3 |Is there city administrative involvement2 Yes ( - ) Yes ( - ) Yes ( - ) No + Yes ( - ) No +
4 |Level of political considerations. Low + + Low + + Low + + Medium 0 Low + High ( - - )

Must be self-supporting?
5 |(Degree of financial autonomy or Yes ( - ) No + Yes ( - ) Yes ( -- ) No + Yes ( -- )
financial independence)

6 |Can it receive tax revenue or fransfers2 No (-) Yes + + Yes + No (--) No (-) Yes +

7 |complications of deficit. Shared 0 'mng”y (-) High (--) | Shored 0 Shared 0 High (--)

8 |Is borrowing capacity isolated? No (-) No (-) Yes + No (-) No (-) [NotAlways 0
Overall Value of Implementation + + ( - ) 0 0 ( - )
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As aforementioned, the recommended model is conceived as a
municipal parking and transportation department called the Wichita
Parking and Transportation Department (WPTD) to be managed with
an auxiliary enferprise fund.

The following figure shows an organization chart that reflects how the
recommendation would be implemented.

Figure 1: Organization Chart

Operations
(Consolidate
mgt., share
expenses)

Parking Enforcement Shuttles

With this recommended organization, functions are divided between
operations and development. The overall scope of the organization is
envisioned to include pilot shutile operations, parking operations, and
the future ownership and development of parking sfructures.
Preliminary organization tasks are recommended for early action.
Parking supply options are considered longferm actions.

This recommended management model addresses two main funcfions:

e Management of parking, enforcement, fransportation
demand management, and shutiles would be managed by
the WPTD (whether by confract or by selfFoperation); and

e Future acquisition of existing facilities or the development of
new parking facilities would be managed by the WPTD
with ownership held by a municipal capital corporation.
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Parking assets owned by the County or other enfities would be
managed by operating agreement.  To facilitate this process, the
following steps should be included:

* Negofiate and agree on operatfing structure and method of
funding for operations between City and County;

* Establish operating principles, mission statement, goals contfract
vs. self-operation, budget, efc.; and

*  Confirm if parking will continue to be managed by contract vs.
self-operation.

Establishing this model will likely reduce parking management costs
and allow the sharing of parking resources. This management structure
also facilitates the development of future parking facilities.

MISSION STATEMENT

In support of the Wichita Parking and Transportation Department plan,
the following “Mission Statement” is recommended:

"Our mission is to confribute to the success of Wichita by
efficiently managing, markefing and providing affordable
parking and mobility services to the citizens and patrons of
downtown Wichita.”

The objectives of the WPTD are:

e To maximize the use of the parking and fransit assets as
part of an inferconnected parking and fransit system;

e To simplify and coordinate public communications and
public relations regarding the availability and pricing of
parking, public transit, and other alternatives; and

e To maintain safe, adequate, and affordable parking
faciliies while planning for the development of new
parking facilities in a costeffective manner.

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review
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To accomplish the objectives of this plan, it is necessary to develop a
number of elements. The appropriate tools or components of this plan
include:

e A management plan;
e An identity program;

e A communications plan, including improved signage, a city
parking web site, brochures, and maps;

e Expansion of the “Ambassador” information and enforcement
program; and

e A markefing plan.

BRANDING PARKING

Walker recommends that Sedgwick County and the City of Wichita
creafe a single public identity brand for the parking operational entfity.
Examples include the “Five Seasons” Transportation and Parking
Department Cedar Rapids, lowa, and the “Central City Parking”
program of Downtown Kalamazoo, Michigan.

Figure 2: Brand Logos

A\ 7

CENTRAL CITY
PARKING

Kalamazoo, MI Cedar Rapids, lowa
Transportation and Parking

Verbal elements should include a name, style, and taglines. Visual
elements include fonts, colors, shapes, and graphic elements (including
logo). The elements and standards of the program should be used in a
consistent manner.  Ubiquity is achieved by using a full range of
appropriate media.  Frequency is also necessary to enhance the
effectiveness of markefing and promotions through frequent advertising.
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PUBLIC RELATIONS, COMMUNICATION, AND INFORMATION
MANAGEMENT

The goals of these functions are to:
® Reinforce the central p|oce of Wichita:

® FEstablish greater recognition and increased branding of a

unified parking effort and the VWPTD;

® Consolidate parking and fransportation information under the

WPTD banner;

® Establish better links to/from other pariner information sources,
such as:

Newspapers

The County

The City

The WDDC:

O O 0O

®  Maintain a ride-share matching service and database; and

® Provide other commercial information, such as retail,
entertainment, and restaurant news and links.

The parking relations and communications plan would  provide
information on key events impacting Wichita porking, fransit, and
access issues, and should be responsible for increasing public
awareness through events, activities, publications, press releases,
maps, and other literature.

The WPTD director would be responsible for a Parking Relations and
Communications program that would:

® Include a comprehensive  “Wichita  Parking  and
Transportation” section of the city web site;

e Respond to questions and requests from the general public for
locations of parking faciliies, pricing and availability;

e Mainfain the infegrity of downfown parking promotional
materials, and provide parking maps, business development
packets, and fact sheets;

e Provide daytoday media relations, and generate press
releases as needed:;
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e Provide public relations assistance to other City and County
events as needed:

e Produce a quarterly WPTD newsletter for the community with
news of economic developments in fransit and parking,
development and construction projects, upcoming Wichita
events, and profiles of Wichita newsmakers; and

e Conduct meetings and presentations about Wichita parking
and fransportation fo city business and civic groups upon
request.

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review
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It is recommended that the Wichita Parking and Transportation
Department be managed by a fullime director with one additional
staff position.  The WPTD will contract for the management of assets
under its authority. If needed, a citizen advisory commitiee may be
formed to offer guidance and help support difficult decisions.

The following management practices are infended to define the
responsibilities of the WPTD Director to ensure sound  system
management, provide good customer service, and profect system
revenue.

e The WPTD Director will have the authority to approve and
manage confracts related fo on-street and offstreet parking;
coordinate downfown circulator and event shuttle operations
and enforcement; to manage a parking enterprise fund; and
have the power fo approve system changes, such as rafes and
policy, within limits.

e The Director will retain and exercise the ultimate responsibility
for policy decisions and contract compliance. The Director’s
duties will also include the following: general oversight, public
relafions,  coordination  of  services, esfablishing and
administering policies, monitoring Operator's performance,
and reviewing reports submitted daily, weekly, and monthly.

e The City Parking Director and sfaff will establish and maintain
a public relations and communications program, including @
comprehensive web site, promotional materials such as maps,
schedules, and program brochures, and provide public
relafions assistance.  However, the Operafors should always
be the primary contact for custfomer issues. All signs should
reference the Operator, include contact information for the
Operator, and all communications with City agencies or
WDDC by the public regarding parking, shuttles, or

enforcement should be referred to the Operators.

e If the WPTD is confractually responsible for major facility
repairs and replacements, the Director is responsible for
mainfaining adequate reserves in dedicated savings accounts
for such repairs and replacements.  Operatfors are typically
responsible  for routine  building maintenance; equipment
maintenance; electrical and custodial maintenance; materials
and supplies purchases; and most contracting for services such
as snow removal, power washing, efc.
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e The WPTD Director and staff must be knowledgeable and
trained to adequately monitor preventative maintenance,
froubleshooting, and equipment used by each Operator.  The
Director will assist the Operators in developing and approve
specific personnel policies, job descriptions, manuals for
employee training and equipment, and policies in written form.
The Director will also approve distinctive uniforms  with
identification insignia of a style and type approved by
Operators.

e The Direcfor will conduct performance meefings quarterly, or
more frequently as needed, with reporting Operators of
porking, enforcement, and transit.

e The Director and staff will audit and confirm Operators’ bank
deposits, cash fransfers, and documentation of cash custody,
efc., on a regular baosis.  The Director must enforce
requirements that all fransfers of cash, receipts, deposits,
fickets, counts, efc. between Operafors and banks, cashier
shifts, cashiers and managers, or between managers be fully
reconciled.  An auditable paper trail of documents must be
maintained for an adequate fime.

e The Director is expected to accurately audit cash and assess
activity and other transactions. To do so, the Director and staff
must be knowledgeable or trained as to how to understand
Operators and indusiry specific access and revenue control
system reports.  The TMA must receive and the Direcfor and
staff must be able to understand the daily employee, cashier
and roufe reports that summarize all transactions by driver,
ficketwriter, cashier and/or shift as well as summary reports as
the TMA will require to be provided each week, month, or
year.

e The Director and sfaff must assure that the Operators mainfain
and provide sufficient records to match and reconcile such
items as the number of tickets collected, the number of
fransactions as processed in a fee computer or aufomatic pay
stations, passenger or loop counts, gafe counts, and other
automatic equipment counts as shall be deemed necessary by
the Director. Each Operator must be required to generate and
provide the following types of reports:
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o Cashier or Activity Reports must be generated and
refained for a reasonable fime by each Operator for
each employee/shift.  Cashier Shift Reports must be
complefed by each cashier for each shift.  This report
must summarize all fransactions by employee or cashier
and/or shift.  This report must recap information in
sufficient defail to allow the Director to confirm drop
information, beginning bank, ending bank, document
unusual fransactions, and gate and loop counts, efc.
To due so, Daily Summary Reports must be generated
and retained by each Operator, summarizing all the
reports for one day. The fofals must equal the deposits
for the day. The Director and staff must be able to
confirm that cash reported on daily reports reconcile to
bank deposit amounts.

o Cash and credit card slips must be reconciled to fee
computers, fare boxes, citation collections, or
automatic pay station revenue fofals on a regular basis.

0 Collected tickefs must be retained by the Operator
along with lost ticket forms and validations.  This
information should also be on the cashier reports
and/or daily cash report.

o0 All exception tickets and forms must available for
examination and proper documentation (lost tickets,
validations, handicapped discounts, efc.) and audit by
the Director and staff.

The largest parking revenue loss exposure typically is from poor
key card management. Llists of activated key cards, free card
lists, or other access device lists must be reconciled between
the Director and the Operators each month.  The number of
active key cards in the system must equal the number of
invoiced key cards plus the number of free key cards.

Audits must be conducted on a reasonable schedule,
announced and unannounced, or as otherwise sfipulated in
each management agreement or contract.

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review
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The City of Wichita currently has an established, multifacility public
parking operation, which is comprised of parking structures, surface
parking lots, and on-street parking. Thus, public parking represents a
considerable allocation of capital, generates significant revenue,
requires frequent cusfomer service contact, and creafes widetanging
responsibilities for the City. As part of its due diligence with regard to
the performance of these responsibilities, the City of Wichita may wish
fo reconsider whether fo continue fo confract with an outside firm to
operate the City-owned parking facilities or to revert to selfFoperation.

Walker recommends managing the city-owned parking through an
armslength management agreement that gives the City the best of both
worlds.  The parking faciliies exist to serve the City and not make
money; therefore, it makes litle sense to lease them to the highesT
bidder and give up control of the facilities.

Private management typically is more efficient at deploying resources
and tends to operate at lower costs than municipal operations. These
lower costs usually compensate for the operator's management fee,
which appears to be very reasonable in this case. With contract
management, the City has confrol over major policies; however, the
City does not have to employ a number of parking personnel for the
day-to-day operations of the facilities. Confract management removes
the burden of employee supervision from the City's sfaff. If the
employees are employed by the City, there is much less flexibility in
increasing or decreasing sfaffing levels and providing benefits.

Another advantage of using the services of a parking management
company is that a parking operator has specific expertise in the
business. Even though the City has the final say on policy decisions,
the parking operator is a great source of information and may be
called upon to offer their recommendations in parking related matters.
Since AMPCO operates a number of other locations in the City, they
should have a sufficient labor pool to provide coverage more efficiently

than the City.

Most disadvantages of confract management can be met through
changes to the operating agreements. As previously recommended,
the City should consider alternate methods of providing an incentive to
the operator other than the achievement of gross revenue thresholds.
The contract should include sfondards of service, and personnel
records and bookkeeping requirements should be more completely
specified.  The Operator should prepare and obtain the City's
approval of a writtlen operations manual, operating expenses should
be better defined within the agreement, and the City’s attorney should
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examine the agreement fo incorporate changes in law since 1999
and consider the inclusion of any additional “boilerplate.”

Again, even though the continued use of management confracts is
recommended as the most appropriate  method of parking
management for Wichita, it sfill requires a great deal of oversight on
the part of the City staff, who will sfill refain the ultimate responsibility
for policy decisions and contfract compliance.

Following is a review of the advantages and disadvantages
associated with confract management over self-operation:

ADVANTAGES

Contract management has the following advantages over self-
operation:

e Parking management companies are usually experienced in
handling commercial parking by offering experienced
management, revenue control, customer service, and quality
control.

e Confract management typically requires lower startup costs.
Parking operators are able to provide an established
management system. Ownership can require that the operafor
prepare specific management reports, meet with ownership
periodically fo discuss those reports and other issues, and can
usually offer specific recommendations to make the parking
operation more efficient.

e Inan area where it will be difficult to recruit or maintain a staff
of your own with the needed experience and expertise, a
larger operator has the labor flexibility to provide continuous
service.

e The parking operafor is responsible for hiring and fraining
qualified parking personnel.  They can develop a location-
specific procedure manual, approved by ownership, which
documents the dayto-day duties of all persons working at that
location.

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review
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Contracting through @ parking company allows greater
employee flexibility should problems arise. For example,
ownership may request the parking operator o remove any of
the operator's employees from the premises. As the parking
company has managerial responsibility, they then have the
ability to simply fransfer the employee to another of their
locations.

Employee labor cost and benefits may be less expensive.
labor rafes may not be governed by established city employee
labor agreements.  The parking operator is usually free to
establish an approved labor and benefit schedule that may be
lower than established rafes for municipal employees.

Ownership benefits from the expertise of the parking company
without giving up control of the policy decisions.

The management fee paid fo the parking operator is usually
offset by cost savings realized by reducing the workload on
cerfain departments, such as: human resources, accounting,
and security.

The operafor's local manager may be required to attend
meetings on a regular basis so that coordination between
ownership and parking is ensured.

The purchasing power of the parking company may save
ownership money in the procurement of parking equipment,
insurance, and supplies.

DISADVANTAGES

Contract management has the following disadvantages over self-
operation:

The parking operator may be perceived to have a different
agenda than ownership.  Some patrons may believe that an
outside parking operafor does not have the same degree of
service and concem that a City employee may possess. The
operator must be educated and properly incentivized to meet
the goals of ownership.  The operator agreement should
address such concerns.

Ownership must oversee the infegrity of the parking operation.
This is usually accomplished by monitoring reports and by
completing periodic audits.

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review
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e The operafor should be prohibited from inflating contracted
items such as insurance, uniforms, sweeping, efc.; inﬂo‘rmg
expenses, such as not crediting discounts for insurance
experience discounts; or billing operator's general overhead
expenses or other inappropriate expenses, such as:

o Administrative and related costs and expenses incurred
in the subject facilities or other ventures of the operator;

0 Maintenance of the general books and records of the
operator;

o Office supplies and equipment used by operators that
are not used exclusively for the subject facilities;

o Posfal, telephone, and travel expenses related to the
management of the subject facilities (except for the cost
of telephones located at a facility); and

0 The cost of any managers, supervisors, or couriers who
are not employed at the subject facilities on a fulHime
basis.

e Confract of management to a third party may limit the city's
ability to appoint specific individuals for employment because
of political reasons.

e Changes in management are subject to the terms of the
management agreement.  Ownership should retain the right to
approve all policy decisions, such as:  wage rates, levels of
staffing, hours of operation, validation policies, etc.  The
agreement can even require that the parking company
employees use specific uniforms and that they not display the
company name on the facility signage. However, if ownership
is dissafisfied, a management agreement typically can be
cancelled by either party with thirty-days writlen notice.
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Walker reviewed sections of the Unified Parking Code as provided by
Sedgwick County that pertain to parking in downtown Wichita.
Walker was asked to provide comments and suggestions fo betfer
promote shared parking within the Central Business District.

CURRENT CODE

The Unified Parking Code (“Code”) is used by the Planning Depariment
fo ensure sufficient parking is provided for new and re-development in
Wichita. The Code is applicable within the zoning jurisdictions of the
City of Wichita and Sedgwick County, unless specifically exempted
under Section I, which is for unincorporated and agricultural land
use. Specific features of the current code perfaining fo parking
include:

e Minimum parking provisions based on the type of land use;
e Dimensional requirements for stall widths;

e loading area requirements;

e ADA requirements in detail;

e Setback requirements;

e Surface type and material;

e Reduced parking requirement for Old Town; and,

e A reduction option through shared parking.

There are some areas of the code that could be improved and
expanded upon, and some new features that Walker recommends be
considered for inclusion in the code. The following two sections defail
Walker's recommendations conceming potential code improvements,
as well as several optional enhancements. As some of this information
may include parking jargon, there is a brief explanation of terms af the
beginning of the section.

Additionally, as the Code contains provisions for the use of a shared

parking analysis, there is a discussion following our code improvement
recommendations on its potential role in Wichita.
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EXPLANATION OF TERMS
FEE-IN-LIEU

A number of cities have tried to find a means to advance the concept
of shared parking by motivating developers or property owners who
creafe the need for additional parking to contribute some or all of the
cost of developing additional parking in municipal faciliies.  The
approach provides the developer with an opportunity fo contribute a
predefermined amount for each required parking space not constructed
on site. Funds contfributed fo the inlieu account are used by the city to
provide an appropriate number of spaces in municipal parking
facilities.  Such a fund must be sufficient to costeffectively develop
adequate parking in reasonable proximity and in a timely manner fo
each new development. The city must charge a sufficient fee-inieu to
cover the cost of land and constfruction, even when it isn't immediately
furning the fee info parking spaces.

SPECIAL TAXING DISTRICTS

Special taxing districts collect a tax on an annual basis from property
owners in the vicinity of a proposed municipal parking facility.
Variations include fax incremental financing districts,  special
assessment disfricts and parking improvement districts.  The advantage
of special taxing districts is that parking can be developed in a timelier
manner, with public financing secured by anticipated tax income.
There is some risk that development will not occur as planned, resulting
in an inadequate revenue stream.  Special faxing districts do not
promote market pricing of parking or alernative modes of
fransportation it parking rafes in the municipal facility are kept
artificially low. Special taxing districts may be appropriate to very well
defined and limited areas, such as Old Town.

TAX INCREMENT FINANCING

Tax Increment Financing, or TIF, is a tool that has been used for
redevelopment and community improvement projects throughout the
United Stafes for more than half a century.  With federal and stafe
sources for redevelopment generally less available, TIF has become an
often-used financing mechanism for municipalities. Cities use TIF to
finance public infrastructure, land acquisition, demolition, utilities and
planning costs, and other improvements.
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Town of Davie, Florida
Orlando, Florida

City of Bend, Oregon
Corvallis, Oregon

Town of Jackson, Wyoming
Berkley, California

Davis, California

Laguna Beach, California
Wheaton, lllinois

Sioux Falls, South Dakota
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TIF is a tool to use future gains in property taxes fo finance the
improvements that will create those gains. When a public project such
as a road, school, or hazardous waste cleanup is carried out, there is
an increase in the value of surrounding real esfate, and offen new
investment (new or rehabilitated  buildings, for example).  This
increased site value and investment creafes more taxable property,
which increases tax revenues. The increased fax revenues are the "tax
increment." Tax Increment Financing dedicates that increased revenue
fo finance debt issued to pay for the project.

TIF districts are subject fo increasing criticism.  Some question whether
TIF districts actually serve their resident populations.  TIF financing
diverts the growth in property tax revenues away from public uses such
as local schools and fire districts.  The loss of this growth fends to
increase the tax rafe city-wide. The growth in the number of TIF
districts can lead to a lack of discipline. It has been reported that
Chicago runs 131 districts with tax receipts tofaling upwards of $325
million per year, which impacts about onethird of the city's fofal
property tax revenue.

RECOMMENDED UNIFIED PARKING CODE CHANGES

After careful consideration of both the needs of the City and the various
ways in which parking improvements may be funded, Walker
recommends the Fee-in-lieu shared parking model.

The Feein-lieu model provides a mechanism for developments to fund
shared parking improvements. This model includes the following maijor
poinfs:

e Developer is provided an incentive to pay an inieu fee fo the
city to reduce their construction requirement, which will
increase the density and the overall feasibility of the project;

e Wichita will use the inlieu fees to finance the construction of
shared-use municipal parking facilities; and

e Wichita must develop parking facilities with collected fees to
meet project completions in a timely manner.

It should be noted that new zoning code changes should be enacted
that will effectively demand construction of 100% to 110% of the
zoning requirement (affer some shared parking consideration.)
Developments will still require some onsite space for visitors and VIPs,
but employees can be accommodated in shared parking facilities;

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review
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Unlike the Fee-in-lieu model, TIF is designed to channel funding toward
improvements in  distressed or underdeveloped areas  where
development would not otherwise occur therefore creating funding for
public projects that may otherwise be unaffordable. Despite this, there
are several important reasons Walker does not recommend a TIF
model. They are:

e Downtown Wichita CBD is considered fo be too large an area
to cover with one TIF district:

e TIF is a primary financing tool that should be reserved to fund
new primary projects [demand generators);

e Parking is not a primary land use or generator, but a
secondary service; and

e Parking would be more efficiently funded by the primary
generators themselves.
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OPTIONAL CODE ENHANCEMENTS

As a point of discussion and consideration, we infroduce the following
issues and strafegies that Wichita may consider in order to further
enhance the current code.

“FREE PARKING” IS NOT FREE

Wichita and Sedgwick County have infervened fo take significant
responsibility for developing parking.  One unfortunate side effect is
that the market price of parking is constrained, thereby significantly
under-pricing parking. Some stakeholders do not appreciate the high
cost of providing parking and opply significant pressure fo keep
parking prices low. Even thought they may point out that suburban
parking is “free,” in fact the cost of parking is included in the
calculation of rents and common area maintenance cost, which are
passed along to customers in the form of higher prices. An efficient
Central Business District (CBD) parking system charges market rates for
parking and offers multiple pricing options based on convenience to
destinations in the CBD.

REINSTATE PARKING REQUIREMENTS WITHIN THE CBD

Many cities have long feared that requiring parking for each building
in the CBD will “destroy the fabric” of the downfown. In other cases,
cities have found that requiring parking for each building seriously
constrains the revifalization of downtowns and the adaptive reuse of
nearby industrial buildings that were not required to provide parking
when first built, but now are under-utilized or vacant. Therefore, many
cifies, inc|uding Wichita, waived porking requirements in the CBD.
However, if parking requirements are not applied to the CBD in some
manner, the principles of shared parking and fees-inieu cannot be
applied within the downtown.

PROHIBITION OF NEW SURFACE PARKING WITHIN THE CBD

As an alfernate approach, some cities have gone as far as prohibiting
the deve|opment of new offsfreet porking onyvvhere in the downtown
fo help achieve the goals of New Urbanism and Smart Growth
planning goals, and then collect fees-in-lieu to build municipal parking,
usually on the periphery. While prohibiting all offstreet parking in a
CBD may not be the choice of every community, prohibiting new
surface parking lots can improve the “pedestrian ambience” of the
downfown.

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review



PARKING AND MOBILITY MASTER PLAN
DOWNTOWN WICHITA, KANSAS

WALKER

PARKING CONSULTANTS

AUGUST 3, 2007 PROJECT #23-7104.00

SHARED PARKING

The Unified Parking Code contains provisions for the use of a shared
parking analysis.  Shared parking is defined as parking spaces that
can be used to serve two or more individual land uses without conflict
or encroachment. The resurgence of many central cities resulting from
the addition of vibrant office, residential, retail, and entertainment
developments continues fo rely heavily on shared parking for economic
viability. In addition, mixed-use projects in many different settings have
benefited from shared parking. Numerous benefits of shared parking
exist fo a community af large, not the least of which is the
environmental benefit of significantly reducing the square feet of
parking provided fo serve commercial development.

The ability to share parking spaces is the result of two conditions:

e Variations in the accumulation of vehicles by hour, by day, or
by season at the individual land uses.

e Relationships among the land uses that result in visiting multiple
land uses on the same auto frip.

For example, office buildings require parking spaces during daytime
hours on weekdays, while restaurants and enterfainment venues have
peak parking needs during the evening and weekends. The interplay
of land uses in a mixed-use environment also produces a reduction in
overall parking demand. For example, a substantial percenfage of
pafrons af one business (restaurant] may be employees of another
downfown business (office].  This phenomenon is referred o as the
"effects of the captive market.” Because these patrons are already
parking, they contribute only once to the number of peak hour parkers.
In other words, the parking demand ratio for individual land uses
should be factored downward in proportion fo the captfive market
support received from neighboring land uses.

Although the interplay of land uses can reduce the overall demand, it
should be noted that there are limits imposed by proximity of land uses
fo each other and to parking facilities.  While "shared parking” by
definition is capitalizing on the different demand period for a
combination of land uses, it is not logical to assume that a hotel (with
peak demand in the evening) can share with an office building (with
peak demand during the day) if the two land uses are too far apart.
Human behavior restricts shared parking opportunities by limiting the
distance users are willing to walk from a parking facility to their final
destinations.
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MAXIMIZING SHARED PARKING

The type of land use dicfates parking behaviors and patterns.  When
land uses have different peak periods or when they can share patrons,
such as a resfaurant located in an office building, parking assefs can
be effectively shared. Walker has been involved in several research
projects of specific land uses to estimate demand rafios and parking
behaviors. Other sources for estimating parking demand come from
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) and the Urban Lland
Institute (ULl). Gaining an understanding of the parking characteristics
of each land use is the first step to identifying potential sharing
opportunities.

Table 1 lists complimentary land uses based on variations in peak
parking for a weekday. land uses that peak during the daytime share
well land uses that peak in the evening. As potential developments are
considered by the Planning Department, inferaction between uses
should be considered, even between different developments, as long
as they are located within a reasonable walking distance, such as
adjacent blocks in Wichita.

Table 1: Peak Parking by Land Use for a Weekday

Daytime Evening
Office Nightclubs
Bank Restaurants
Government Hotels
Schools Arena
Medical Office Cineplex

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

Residential land use generally offers limited sharing opportunities with
other land uses. This is because residential developments tend to be
occupied during weekdays and weekends, and only opens up a litile
during the weekday. Many times residential developers require a
percenfage of the parking fo be reserved for tenants in order to market
the units. Reserved spaces do not share and should be discouraged.
Assuming residential parking is not reserved, Figure 3 illustrates
residential weekday parking characteristics from 6:00 a.m. fo
Midnight. The residential graph indicates parking will be available for
sharing within another land use peaks between 8:00 a.m. and 5 p.m.
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Figure 3: Weekday Residential Land Use
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Source:  Parking Generation, Third Edition. Washington DC: Institute of Transportation
Engineers, 2004 and Walker Parking Consultants Research

To further our example of parking characteristics, we have assembled
the weekday parking characteristics of several types of land use in the
following figures.  VWe then show how they inferact with each other
during a weekday.

Figure 4: Weekday Parking Characteristics
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Source: Parking Requirements for Shopping Centers, Second Edition. Washington DC: ULI-
The Urban Land Institute, 1999.
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Fine/Casual Dining
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Arena
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Combining the individual hourly parking demand from the various land
uses results in Figure 5. Those uses that peak at different times tend to
share parking more efficiently. When the peaks are far apart, such as
office and arena, it is easy to justify a large reduction to the overall
parking demand then if the two separate uses were counted alone.
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Figure 5: Weekday Parking by Time of Day
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We provide additional examples of individual land use parking demand rates for a weekday in the Appendix.

COORDINATING SHARED PARKING

Coordinating shared parking opportunities for downtown Wichita should lie with the Planning Department.
Strategies for successfully sharing parking could be discussed with other key groups that are likely to learn of
upcoming development projects, but ultimately, the Planning Department should review each new development
and consider potential ways to share parking, either within the development as a whole, or between projects
that are located in adjacent blocks.  The Jacksonville Economic Development Commission (EDC), in
Jacksonville, Florida, established a downtown design review committee that reviews potential developments,
which include a detailed site plan showing parking. The review committee includes JEDC staff members, area
business owners, property owners, realfor representative, and architects. Details of their application process
can be found aof www.jaxdevelopment.org. During this type of review process potential synergies for shared
parking between developments can be identified and offered as potential solutions for encouraging shared
parking.
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EXAMPLE OF DEVELOPMENT

As a hypothetical example of how the recommended parking strategies could be employed in Wichita, we
provide the following development scenario for the Allis Hotel block. In our scenario, the developer
assembled a site plan for a mixed use development consisting of the following land uses:

e 84 Residential Units;

e 30,000 SF Retail;

e 20,000 SF Restaurant; and
e 50,000 SF Office.

Prior to bringing forth the development proposal, the developer hired a professional parking consulting firm to
conduct a shared parking analysis to determine the appropriate number of parking spaces for the
development. Using shared parking strategies consistent with ITE’s Shared Parking Publication, weekday peak
parking demand of 516 spaces, and peak weekday demand of 571 spaces were calculated, as shown in
the following tables.

Table 2: Peak Shared Parking Demand

WEEKDAY
Demand
Unadj Month Adj Pk Hr Adj Non Captive Drive Ratio December
Land Use Demand December  6:00 PM Evening Evening  6:00 PM
Retail 87 100% 80% 95% 100% 66
Employee 21 100% 95% 100% 90% 18
Fine/Casual Dining 305 100% 95% 90% 100% 261
Employee 55 100% 100% 100% 90% 50
Residential Guest 13 100% 60% 100% 100% 8
Residential Reserved 0 100% 100% 100% 100% 0
Residential Shared, Rental 126 100% 90% 100% 100% 113
Subtotal Customer/Guest Spaces 392 327
Subtotal Employee Spaces 76 68
Subtotal Resident Spaces 139 121
Total Parking Spaces 607 516
% reduction 15%
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WEEKEND

Demand
Unadj Month Adj Pk Hr Adj Non Captive  Drive Ratio December
Land Use Demand December  8:00 PM Evening Evening  8:00 PM
Retail 96 100% 65% 95% 100% 59
Employee 24 100% 75% 100% 90% 16
Fine/Casual Dining 340 100% 100% 90% 100% 306
Employee 60 100% 100% 100% 90% 54
Residential Guest 13 100% 100% 100% 100% 13
Residential Reserved - 100% 100% 100% 100% 0
Residential Shared, Rental 126 100% 98% 100% 100% 123
Employee - 100% 100% 100% 100% 0
Subtotal Customer/Guest Spaces 436 365
Subtotal Employee Spaces 84 70
Subtotal Resident Spaces 139 136
Total Parking Spaces 659 571
% reduction 13%

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, Shared Parking Model

Based on the projected shared parking demand, the developer decided to include a 550 space parking
structure with the development, to satisfy the parking demand. This was slightly less than the 571 spaces
needed based on the shared parking analysis, but on-street parking was available to offset the difference.

As the City reviewed the plan, it saw an opportunity to expand the parking structure by adding an additional
level to provide parking for another proposed development located one block to the north.  That development
included a fast food restaurant, retail, and office space, but lacked sufficient parking.  This developer was
offered the option to safisfy their parking needs by paying a fee inieu payment of $15,800 per space (as
outlined in the new fee inieu ordinance passed in 2007). They agreed, and the City assisted with brokering
the two deals.

An updated shared parking analysis was done to determine the size of the parking structure based on both
developments, and agreements regarding how parking would be shared, monthly parking rates, operating
expenses, and parking confrols were esfablished (again, as outlined in the new ordinance.
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CONCLUSIONS

Based in part on these concepts, Walker makes the following
recommendations fo better promote shared parking within the Central
Business District.  These also are based in part on “Recommended
Zoning Ordinance Provisions” published by the National Parking
Association as of December, 2006.

e The schedule of land use parking requirements confained in
the Unified Parking Code should be updated fo reflect to
the most current recommended base parking space ratios
developed by the Urban land Institute, the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE), or the Parking Consultants
Council of the National Parking Association (as included in
this section).

e Walker strongly recommends that the Unified Parking
Code allow reduction of the required number of parking
spaces based upon a shared parking study performed in
accordance with the lafest edition of Shared Parking, by a
qualified traffic or parking consultant.  The process may be
facilitated by prescribing acceptable mode adjustments,
particularly for employee parking, based upon local census
data on modal splits.  The ordinance should confinue to sef
a maximum reduction in parking requirements for shared
parking that can be administratively approved without a
public hearing or approval by the zoning board.

e The calculated tofal number of parking spaces should be
required fo be provided for any new development.

e The provided parking shall not exceed 10% more than the
required number of spaces.

e The parking requirement may be reduced or eliminated by
the payment of the Fee-inlieu of parking. This fee would
be established and occasionally updated by vote of the
city council, for each space not provided onsite.  This fee
should be equivalent to the cost of consfruction of a
structured parking space.

e The required parking may be provided as offsite parking
on sites elsewhere within the same pedestrian shed
(walking area) or outside the pedestrian shed with shutile
service if approved as an administrative adjustment.

Section I: Parking Policy and System Review 41



PARKING AND MOBILITY MASTER PLAN
DOWNTOWN WICHITA, KANSAS

WALKER

PARKING CONSULTANTS

AUGUST 3, 2007 PROJECT #23-7104.00

Covenants between property owners should not be
required in the CBD zoning district.

Except for surface lots existing on the effective date of this
Unified Parking Code revision, surface parking lofs are
prohibited between the building face and front and side
property lines in the CBD. Surface parking may only be
provided tfo the rear of the principle building, with access
from alleys. Temporary permits for interim use of surface
parking lofs otherwise prohibited may be issued and
renewed on an annual basis, but in no case shall a
femporary permit be issued for a property for more than
five years from the date of issue.

Parking would not be required in the following cases:

o Buildings located in the CBD that existed prior fo this
ordinance are exempt from the parking requirements as
long as the primary use is not changed. If a change of
use occurs, no additional parking beyond that
provided as of the effective date of this ordinance shall
be required, except that parking shall be provided for
residential uses as otherwise required herein.

o No offstreef parking is required for non-residential uses
in this disfrict unless such uses exceed 3,000 square
feet of gross floor area.

o No offstreet parking is required for non-residential uses
in this district unless the gross floor area of such uses
exceeds twice the area of the lof.

o linear buildings af parking focilities and that are
secondary to the primary land use(s) shall be exempt
from any parking requirement.

The required number of offstreet spaces for all non-
residenfial  uses,  affer  administratively  approved
adjustments, may be reduced by (an agreed number) of
parking spaces for every one parking space that will be
made available to the public (including visitors and area
employees) for a fee or dedicated to the municipality for
public parking and the cap on maximum parking (of no
more than 10% more than the required number of spaces)
will be removed.
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e As previously mentioned, the offsireet parking space
schedule confained in the current Unified Zoning Code
does not meet the most current recommended base parking
space ratios developed by the Urban land Institute, the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), or the Parking
Consultants Council of the National Parking Association.
Walker recommends the adoptfion of the base parking
ratios recommended by the NPA as shown in the table on
the following page.

Note:  The previous recommendations are not represented fo be
suitable as written for inclusion in an amendment o the existing Unified
Parking Code, nor are they represented fo be exhaustive. Walker
Parking and its consultants do not represent these points as a legal
document or model ordinance.  The Wichita-Sedgwick County
Metropolitan Area Planning Department is expected to seek its own
legal advice or develop its own opinion in this matfer.
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Table 3: Base Parking Ratios Recommended by the NPA

Use Parking Ratio Source
Residences and Accommodations
Single Family Dwellings <2,000 sq ft 1/dwelling unit; 2,000 to 3,000 sq ft: 4
2/dwelling unit; over 3,000 sq fi: 3/dwelling unit
Multi-Family Dwellings
Rental 1.0/dwelling unit for efficiency units; 1.5/dwelling unit for the 2,4
first bedroom in units with one or more bedroom, plus 0.25 space
for each additional bedroom*
Owned 1.0/dwelling unit for efficiency units; 1.75/dwelling unit for the 2,4
first bedroom in units with one or more bedroom, plus 0.25 space
for each additional bedroom*
Rental in University District 1.0/dwelling unit for efficiency and 1 bedroom units; plus 0.5 4
space for each additional bedroom
* A Den must be counted as a bedroom if it has a closet.
Note that the base ratios include 0.15 space per unit for
visitors.
Accessory Dwelling Add 1/accessory dwelling unit 4
Sleeping Rooms 1/unit or room plus 2 for owners/managers 4
Commercial Lodgings 1.25/sleeping room or unit pus 10/1,000 sq ft GFA restaurant 2,4
lounge plus the following for meeting/banquet space; less than
20 sq fi/sleeping room, none; 20 sq ft/sleeping room;
30/1,000 sq ft GFA; 20 to 50 sq ft/sleeping room; scaled
between 20 and 50 sq ft/sleeping room; over 50 sq ft/sleeping
room; 20/1,000 sq ft GFA
Elderly Housing 0.5/dwelling unit
Congregate Care/Assisted Living 0.35/dwelling unit ]
Group, Convalescent and Nursing Home 0.5/bed 1
Retail Sales and Services
General and Convenience Retail ** 2.75/1,000 sq ft GFA 1
Grocery Stores ** 6.75/1,000 sq ft GFA 1
Heavy/Hard Goods Retail ** 2.5/1,000 sq ft GFA, including outdoor sales areas 1,4
Discount Superstores ** 5.5/1,000 sq ft GFA, including outdoor sales areas ]
Specialty Superstores * * 4.5/1,000 sq ft GFA, including outdoor sales areas 1
Shopping Center, not more than 10% 4.0/1,000 sq ft GLA up to 400,000 sq ft GLA; scaled 3
GLA in nonRefail Sales and Services uses Between 400,000 to 600,000 sq ft GLA; 4.5/1,000 sq ft of
as defined herein GLA over 600,000
Shopping Center, more than 10% GLA in To be established based on a shared parking study prepared 2

nonRetail Sales and Services Uses as

defined herein

specifically for the subject project

** Not in shopping center
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Use Parking Ratio Source

Food and Beverage

Fine/Casual Dining (with Bar) 20/1,000 sq ft GFA 2

Family Restaurant (without Bar) 15/1,000 sq ft GFA 2

Fast Food 15/1,000 sq ft GFA 2

Night Clubs 19/1,000 sq ft GFA 2

Office and Business Services

General Business Offices 3.8/1,000 sq ft GFA up to 25,000 sq ft; scaled between 2
25,000 to 100,000 sq ft; 3.4 for 100,000 sq ft; scaled
between 100,000 and 500,000 sq ft; 2.8/1,000 sq ft GFA
over 500,000 sq ft

Consumer Services Offices 4.6/1,000 sq ft GFA 2

Data Processing/  6/1,000 sq ft GFA 2

Telemarketing/Operations Offices

Medical Offices (not part of hospital 4.5/1,000 sq ft GFA 2

campus)

Medical Offices (on hospital campus) 4/1,000 sq ft GFA 4

Governmental To be established based on a study of parking needs prepared
specifically for the subject property

Industrial / Storage /VWholesale

Industrial /Manufaciuring 1.85/1,000 sq ft GFA plus required parking spaces for office, 1
sales, or similar use where those uses exceed 10% GFA

Storage/Wholesale 0.67/1,000 sq ft GFA 1

Mini-Warehouse 1.75/100 units 1

Educational and Institutional

Elementary, Middle Schools Higher of 0.2/seat in auditorium or gym and 0.25/student 1,4

Secondary Schools Higher of 0.3/seat in auditorium or gym and 0.3 /student 4

College and University To be established based on a study of parking needs prepared 4
specifically for the subject institution

Day Care Center 0.3/person licensed capacity enrollment 1

Hospital /Medical Center To be esiablished based on a study of parking needs prepared 4
specifically for the subject institution

Arts, Recreation and Entertainment

Convention  Centers, Meeting/Banquet Up to 25,000 sq ft, 30/1,000 sq ft GFA; scaled between

Facilities, not within a hotel or in a hotel 25,000 and 50,000 sq ft; 50,000 sq ft, 20/1,000 sq ft GFA,;

but exceeding 100 sq ft/sleeping room 10/1,000 sq ft GFA, scaled between 100,000 and 250,000 sq
ft, 250,000 or more sq ft GFA; 6/1,000 sq ft

Health Club 7.0/1,000 sq ft GFA 2

Cinemas Single screen: 0.5/seats; 2 to 5 screens: 0.33/seat; 510 10 2,4
screens: 0.3/seat; over 10 screens: 0.27/seat

Theatres (live performance], Churches and 0.4/seat 2

Religious Centers

Arenas 0.33/seat 2

Football Stadium 0.31/seat 2

Baseball Stadium 0.35/seat 2

All other Public Assembly 0.3 per seat 0.25/permitted capacity where not seated 4

Sources:

1) Parking Generation, Third Edition, ITE

2) Shared Parking, Second Edition, UL

3) Parking Requirements for Shopping Centers, Third Edition
4) Collective Experience of PCC
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This section presents a comprehensive examination of the current and PARKING

future parking supply, demand, and adequacy for the study area. SUPPLY/DEMAND

Future scenarios covering the next 5, 10, and 20 years are discussed ANALYSIS AND NEEDS
and evaluated in depth based on several resources available for the ASSESSMENT

area. Event parking was also considered based on the current and
future conditions. In addition to the parking supply and demand data
analysis, a furn-over survey was conducted to determine the average
length of stay and detailed occupancy of three separate sections within
the study area.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Several terms in this section are parking jargon and perhaps thus not
readily understood by the reader. Definitions of these terms appear
below.

» Demand — The number of spaces required to satisfy visitor,
employee, and resident needs on a given day.

» Demand Generator — Any building, structure, business, or
affraction that brings individuals into the study area, thereby
increasing parking demand and occupancy.

» Drive Ratio — How people travel to a destination, listed as a
percentage. Typical fravel modes include private automobile,
car pool, bus, or walking.

> Effective Supply — The inventory adjusted by the optimum
utilization factor.

> Inveniory — The total number of parking spaces counted during
survey day observations within the study area.

» Occupancy [Counts] — The number of vehicles observed
parked on a survey day.

> Optimum Ulilization Factor — The occupancy rate at which a
parking supply operates at peak efficiency. This factor allows
pafrons fo spend less time looking for the last available spaces
and allows for the dynamics of vehicles moving in and out of
spaces. It also allows for spaces lost to poor or improper
parking, snow removal, derelict vehicles, and spaces lost for
repair.

» Parking Adequacy — The difference between parking supply
and demand.

» Survey Day — The day that the parking occupancy counts were
conducted in the study area.
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STUDY AREA

The study area consists of approximately 169 city blocks, located in
the downfown Wichita, Kansas and generally bordered by Murdock
Street to the north, Washington Street to the east, Kellogg Drive
(Highway 54) to the south, and Seneca Street to the west.

The study area confains several small pockets of residential and light
industrial areas that are unique in that they are fairly seltcontained and
do not lend themselves to shared parking. There may be a need at
some point to provide residential parking permits, which we cover in
the Alternatives Section of this report, but, for the most part, their
parking is dedicated to their specific use and sets them apart from the
study area.

A map of the complete study area is provided in Figure 6 on the

following page with the residential and light industrial areas
highlighted for reference.
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Figure 6: Study Area

The green areas are primarily residential in nature, featuring a mix of single family and small apartment
residences.  The red areas are primarily light industrial in nature, some of which are closed and vacant
parcels.
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STUDY METHODOLOGY

The first step in a supply demand analysis is to determine the parking
supply in the area. Public parking was inventoried and tabulated by
block and categorized as on-street, public offstreet, or private offstreet
for the entire study area. A portion of the data collected during the
2005 Arena Study effort was used to augment the data collected for
this study. The parking supply was then adjusted fo reflect the effective
supply, which is slightly lower than the actual parking supply. This is
explained in more detail later in the report.

The next step is to determine the parking demand. To do this, we took
parking occupancy counts in the study area, resulting in a fabulafion of
the physical number of vehicles. We took the counts during a
weekday between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m., during the
weeks of March 12" and April 9", 2007. By comparing the supply
with the observed occupancy on a block-by-block basis, we were able
fo defermine the occupancy levels and quantify specific parking
demand for each block.

The final step is to calculate the projected future parking demand.
Walker reviewed several development plans for the area, including the
Arena Neighborhood Redevelopment Plan, North Old Town Plan, the
HVS Century Il Study, and the WaterWalk Master Plan drawing. In
addition, we incorporated a list of specific developments provided by
the Wichita Downtown Development Corporation to aid in forecasting
the five year scenario with a litfle more accuracy.

When specific land use data was available, we applied parking
demand generation rafes of each pofential development, relying on
sources including the Urban land Insfitute (ULl), the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE), and Walker's own research.  We
further analyzed parking demand by land use using Walker's Shared
Parking Model, which projects the recommended parking supply for
each month and hour of the year for each of the land uses.

When specific land use dafa was not available, such as in the Arena
Neighborhood Redevelopment Plan, we applied an overall blended
parking demand ratio, assuming that shared parking strategies would
be employed. In other areas, such as the Delano District, where no
specific plan was available, we applied a general increase to the
current parking demand, assuming the area would continue fo grow.

Additions and subfractions to the supply and demand, considering
both the block and development type, show how the City's parking
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adequacy will be impacted in the future. This projection is located in
the Future Conditions Section of this report.
Throughout the process, Walker facilitated workshop meetings to gain
input and provide feedback on the parking and fransit issues in the
study area. These meeting minutes and affendees are provided in the
Appendix.
ORGANIZING THE DATA
The data was further analyzed by subdividing the 169 blocks into six
unique districts within the study area. The districts include:
e Arena District
e Century Il District
e Delano District
e  Government District
e Old Town District
o WaterWalk District
The proximity of some of the districts creates overlap during peak
parking demand periods.  An example of this overlap is during events
aft the new Arena and Century Il.  To account for this overlap, our
analysis includes parking demand generated during simultaneous
events af various venues. In addition, rather than simply count the
parking spaces surrounding the arena; we adjusted the inventory by
the observed occupancy during a daytime weekday and during o
weekend/evening period. The following figures depict the boundaries
of each unique district.
Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment 52
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Figure 7: District Map
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Figure 9: Century Il District
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Figure 10: Delano District

Walker Parking Consultants, Google Earth Map
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Figure 11: Government District
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Figure 12: Old Town District
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Figure 13: WaterWalk District

Walker Parking Consultants, Google Earth Map
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This section of the report documents our understanding of the current CURRENT CONDITIONS

parking characteristics of the study area. The information confained
herein serves as the basis for analysis of the current needs of the study
area. Included in this section are discussions of parking supply,
effective  supply, observed parking occupancy, current parking
demand, and the dynamics of the parking system.

PARKING SUPPLY

The foundation of a parking supply and demand study is an inventory
of the existing parking supply. Parking in the study area is available in
several forms.  Onsireet parking is available as paid single-space
mefered spaces, offered at no charge with a time limit, or offered with
no resfrictions.  For the most part, onsireet parking is signed and
restrictions clearly marked. It is important to maintain on-street parking
areas with fresh paint, maintained curbs, working meters, and good
signage, as parking is many fimes the first experience for a visitor to
the downftown area. Offstreet parking is available to the public in lofs
and garages, in both publicly and privately owned facilities.  Private
parking is available for specific user groups in the study area in both
lots and garages resfricted for use by individual businesses.
Observations indicate that many businesses offer free parking to their
visitors.

The inventory is compared to the parking demand to quantify the
existence of a parking surplus or deficit. We conducted this analysis

on a blockbyblock basis within the study area, segmenting the O”]'s]':/eef PPUE."C
demand by block. 0 Scr 'nlg
upply
38%

Based on the data Walker collected, there are approximately 32,770
fofal spaces in the study area. Following is a breakdown of these
spaces: 3,519+ onsireet and 29,251+ offsireet.  Of the off-street
spaces, 12,573+ are open to the public and 16,678+ are available
for private or restricted-use. Table 4 shows the breakdown of the

parking supply. A complefe block-by-block listing of the parking supply Private
is provided in Appendix B. Parking
Supply
51%
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Table 4: Parking Supply Summary

Public Private On-Street Total

Parking Parking Parking Parking
Supply Supply Supply Supply
12,573 + 16,678 + 3,519 = 32,770

Walker Parking Consultants

Table 5 shows the parking supply located within each district, as well
as the areas not included in a specific district.

Table 5: Current Parking Supply by District

Public Private On-Street Total
District/ Area  Supply Supply Supply Supply
Arena 2,638 + 2,811 + 892 = 6,341
Century |l 2,564 + 2,345 + 148 = 5,057
Delano 75 + 429  + 304 = 808
Government 1,837 + 1,520 + 212 = 3,569
Old Town 1,673  + 164 + 210 = 2,047
WaterWalk 611 + 0 + 0 = 611
Remote 1,123+ 680 + 0O = 1,803
Residential 22+ 481 + 531 = 1,034
Industrial 0 + 194+ 21 = 215
Other 2,030 + 8,054 + 1,201 = 11,285
Totals 12,573 16,678 3,519 32,770

Walker Parking Consultants

EFFECTIVE PARKING SUPPLY

The inventory of parking within the study area is adjusted to allow for a
cushion necessary for vehicles moving in and out of spaces and to
reduce the time necessary to find the last few remaining spaces when
the parking supply is nearly full.  We derive the effective supply by
deducting this cushion from the fofal parking capacity. The cushion
allows for vacancies created by restricting parking spaces to certain
users (reserved spaces), mis-parked vehicles, minor construction, and
debris removal. A parking supply operates af peak efficiency when
parking occupancy is 85 fo 95 percent of the supply.  VWhen
occupancy exceeds this level, patrons are likely to experience delays
and frustration while searching for a space. Therefore, the parking
supply may be perceived as inadequate even though some spaces are
available in the parking system.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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As a result, the effective parking supply is used in analyzing the
adequacy of the parking system, rather than the total supply or
inventory of spaces.  Following are some factors that affect the
efficiency of the parking system:
> Capacity — large, scattered surface lofs operate less efficiently
than a more compact facility, such as a doublethreaded helix,
which offers one-way traffic that passes each available parking
space one time. Moreover, finding the available spaces is
more difficult in o widespread parking area than in a
cenfralized parking area.
> Type of user — Monthly or regular parking patrons can find the
available spaces more efficiently than infrequent visitors
because they are familiar with the layout of the parking facility
and typically know where the spaces will be availoble when
they are parking.
> Onstreet vs. Offstreet — On-sireet parking spaces are less
efficient than offstreet spaces, due fo the time it takes patrons
fo find the last few vacant spaces. In addition, patrons are
typically limited to one side of the street at a time and often
must parallel park in traffic to use the space. Many times on-
street spaces are not striped or are signed in a confusing
manner, thereby leading to lost spaces and frustrated parking
patrons.
After reviewing the study area, we applied an 85 percent effective
supply factor for all on-street spaces, 90 percent for all public offstreet
spaces and 95 percent for all private off-street spaces. As previously
mentioned, the study area contains a total of 32,770+ spaces before
any adjustments.  After the effective supply factor is applied to the
overall supply numbers, the study area’s effective supply is 30,159+
spaces. Table 6 shows the Effective Parking Supply and cushion for
the study area as a whole. The total cushion of parking spaces is
calculated to be approximately 2,611 spaces.
Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment 62
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Table 6: Effective Supply Summary

Public
Parking

Supply

Private
Parking

Supply

On-Street
Parking

Supply

Total
Parking

Supply

Actual 12,573
- Cushion 1,251

+ 16,678
+ 820

+ 3,519
+ 540

32,770
2,611

EPS' 11,322 + 15858 + 2,979 = 30,159

! Effective Parking Supply, calculated and rounded by Block

Walker Parking Consultants

The effective parking supply is calculated for each block and rounded
accordingly.

PARKING DEMAND

To defermine the parking patterns of patrons in the study area, we
evaluated the usage of all parking facilities located in the study area.
An understanding of these parking patterns helped define both patron
types and parking locations.

Occupancy dafa from both the Walker 2005 Arena Study and data
collected during the weeks of March12" and April 9", 2007 were
used in this analysis. Counts were typically taken during a weekday
between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m., hours when demand
is relatively static and at its peak. Parking demand typically decreases
after 3:00 p.m. and is significantly less during weekends.  The
observed peak parking occupancy count was recorded as the parking
demand for each block.

Table 7 summarizes the observed occupancy rafes during a weekday
for private and public offstreet parking and on-street parking.  The
data is tabulated by district and other specific areas within the study
area. Block-by-block occupancy data is provided in Appendix C.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Table 7: Peak Hour Parking Occupancy Summary — Weekday
Occupied  Parking

Type of Parking Supply Spaces  Occupancy

Public Off-Street 12,573 6,315 50%

Private Off-Street 16,678 9,455 57%

On-Street 3,519 1,394 40%

Totals 32,770 17,164 52%
Walker Parking Consultants The observed peak

The observed peak parking occupancy for the enfire area was
approximately 17,164 vehicles, equating to an overall occupancy of
52 percent.

Generally, parking occupancy at 85 percent is considered optimal.
When occupancy levels are greater than 85 percent, parking is
perceived as a problem. Analyzing the data by district provides a
more meaningful analysis of the data when judging current parking
conditions. The highest occupancy rafes were recorded in the Delano
and Government Districts, with occupancy at or just above 80 percent.
Figure 14 depicts the current parking occupancy by district.

Figure 14: Current Parking by District
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Note: WaterWalk has no on-street or private parking.

Walker Parking Consultants
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Current occupancy rates, as a whole, do not indicate a shorfage of
parking. About a dozen blocks located throughout the study area are
experiencing parking occupancy levels greater than 85 percent, which
generally indicates parking above the optimum utilization level.  As
long as there are nearby blocks with available parking, this rate does
not necessarily mean parking is a major issue for that area.

The Current Parking Occupancy Map in Figure 15 uses color coding
fo show the current occupancy of the enfire study area. Those blocks
shaded red are experiencing parking occupancy issues, with
occupancy at or greater than 85 percent. When either no or limited
parking alternatives exist within adjacent blocks, parking is an issue.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Figure 15:  Current Parking
Occupancy Map
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PARKING ADEQUACY
Parking adequacy is the ability of the parking supply to accommodate
the parking demand. In the case of the study area, the demand was
estimated based on the observed peak parking occupancy counts.
The peak observed occupancy was subtracted from the effective
supply to determine the adequacy for the study area. The overall
parking adequacy for the study area, by type, is summarized in Table
8 below.
Table 8: Summary of Current Parking Adequacy
Effective

Parking Supply Demand Adequacy

Public

Oft Street 11,322 - 6,315 = 5,007

Private

OffStreet 15,858 - 9,455 = 6,403

On-Street 2,979 - 1,394 = 1,585

Totals 30,159 - 17,164 = 12,995
Walker Parking Consultants
As a whole, the current parking sysfem has a surplus of about 13,000
spaces during peak weekday occupancy. To get a more meaningful
picture of parking adequacy, we calculated the parking adequacy for
each of the districts.  This information is shown in Table 9 on the
following page.
Overall, only on-street parking in Old Town has a deficit of parking,
with a deficit of only two spaces (offstreet parking is available in
ample supply, so this does not represent a problem). A couple of other
areas are experiencing parking adequacy with a surplus of less than
fen spaces, but as a whole, no district is experiencing an inadequate
parking supply.
Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment 6/
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Table 9: Current Parking Adequacy by District

Effective Supply

Parking Demand

Parking Adequacy

S|olsz |85l |8 |o]| 3 |=%§

0 Qo = ¢} Qo = ¢} Qo = T 2

s S 2 5 S 2 s S 2 | 28

. . o= c o= c o= C > O

District/ Area| 2 & O e a O a o O 0 <
Arena 2,374 2,676 7621 1,132 1,266 374 1,242 1,410 388| 3,040
Century |l 2,309 2,233 1261 1,283 1,798 69 1,026 435 571 1,518
Delano 68 409 261 61 307 111 7 102 150 259
Government 1,654 1,444 182] 1,308 1,143 175 346 301 7 654
Old Town 1,506 156 141 1,248 120 143 258 36 2 292
Waterwalk 550 0 0 232 0 0 318 0 0 318
Other 2,861 8,940 1,507 1,051 4,821 522 1,810 4,119 985 6,914
Totals 11,322 15,858 2,979 6,315 9,455 1,394 5,007 6,403 1,585 12,995

Walker Parking Consultants

Areas with less than fen surplus spaces are highlighted yellow. Again, only on-street parking in Old Town was
found to have a deficit of parking. This is more than made up for by the surplus of offstreet public parking in
Old Town and is fairly common, as many visitors prefer fo park on-street, especially when it is free and more
convenient fo visitors final destinations.

Our analysis indicates that the current parking supply is adequate for existing conditions, both as a whole and
within each of the districts. Our next section will cover future conditions and impacts to the parking supply and

demand over the next 5, 10, and 20 years.
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To calculate the projected future parking demand, we reviewed
several development plans and scenarios for the area, including the
Arena Neighborhood Redevelopment Plan, North Old Town plan, the
HVS Century Il study, and the WaterWalk Master Plan drawing. In
addition, we considered specific developments throughout the area
provided by the Wichita Downtown Development Corporation
(WDDC). Each development scenario is first discussed and analyzed
for its impact fo parking demand and parking displacement. Following
a review of the various scenarios, we defail the future parking
adequacy, assuming that the projects come o fruition.

When specific land use data was available, we applied parking
demand rafios based on the unique land use of each potential
development using Urban land Institute  (ULl), the Institute  of
Transportation Engineers (ITE), and Walker's own research.  We
analyzed these land-uses using Walker's Shared Parking Model, which
projects peak parking demand based on the overall peak time of day
and year based on each of the land-uses sharing parking.

When specific land use data was not available, such as in the Arena
Neighborhood Redevelopment Plan, we applied a blended parking
demand ratio, assuming that shared parking strategies would be
employed. In other areas, such as the Delano District, where no
specific plan was available, we applied a general increase to the
current parking demand, assuming the area would continue fo grow.

WDDC DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO - 5 YEARS

The WDDC laid out a defailed list of potfential projects being
considered by various developers over the next five years, identified by
location, land use, and size. This information allows a more direct
approach to calculating parking demand as compared to  broad
based increases in parking demand.  Parking demand is determined
by using parking generation rates from the Urban Land Institute (UL,
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), and Walker's own research.
The projects are summarized in Table 10 and defailed in the

Appendix.
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Table 10: WDDC List of Potential Projects

Likelihood: High Start - 2006-2009
Block Name Use Sq. Ft.
132 Lighthouse Hotel 150,000
117 Garvey Apartments Residential 40,000
120 Exchange Place Mixed 225,000
137 Donham Mixed 110,000
151 WaterWalk Mixed 600,000
142 Kauffman Commercial 40,000
141 Carnegie/Fidelity Commercial 15,000
145 Retail Retail 15,000
Total Parking Demand 1,195,000
Likelihood: Medium Start - 2007-2009
Block Name Use Sq. Ft.
154 Carlton Retail 30,000
143 Allis Block Mixed 50,000
135 Henry's Site Mixed 75,000
131 Cox TBD 60,000
133 Eaton Ballroom Restaurant 10,000
Total Parking Demand 225,000
Likelihood: Low Start- 2010
Block Name Use Sq. Ft.
108 Coleman A TBD 175,000
164 Housing Site Residential 60,000
139 Expand Brown Expo Convention 100,000
135 Douglas Building Residential 115,000
116 1st and Waco Site Commercial 40,000
149 Slawson Garage TBD 40,000
36 Woatkins Steel TBD 630,000
Total Parking Demand 1,160,000
Grand Total Square Feet: 2,580,000

Wichita Downtown Development Corporation (WDDC)

Those projects listed as TBD (To Be Defermined) are listed as a
reference fo potential development sites.  No partficular demand is
associated with them unfil a specific quantifiable land use s
esfablished.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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PROJECTING PARKING DEMAND

Each development will generate its own unique parking demand,
based on the variables of the land use. Factors that affect projections
include the specific type of land use and the size of the project.
Parking demand is expressed as a demand ratio per unit of
measurement, typically in terms of spaces per 1,000 GLA SF', rooms,
or seats.

The base parking demand ratios are adjusted fo reflect the driving ratio
of employees and visitors fo the area, as well as a non-captive rafio to
avoid double counting patrons that are already parked for a different
land use. An example of this concept is someone who has parked af
the office and walks to an adjacent restaurant for lunch. As they are
already counted in the office parking demand, they therefore should
not be counted as parking demand for the restaurant. Table 11 shows
the base parking demand ratfios used in our analysis.

Table 11: Base Parking Demand Ratios

Land Use Weekday  Weekend Unit Source
Retail 3.60 4.00 /ksf GLA 1
Fine/Casual Dining 18.00 20.00 /ksf GLA 2
Family Restaurant 10.50 15.00  /ksf GLA 2
Fast Food 15.00 14.00  /ksf GLA 2
Nightclubs 16.50 19.00  /ksf GLA 3
Performing Arts Theater 0.37 0.40 /seat 2
Arena 0.30 0.33 /seat 3
Convention Center 6.00 6.00 /ksf GLA 3
Hotel (Business) 1.25 1.08 /room 2,4
Residential Shared 1.85 1.85 /unit 2,3
Office 3.80 0.38 /kst GFA 2
Sources

1. Parking Requirements for Shopping Centers, Second Edition.
Washington DC: ULI-The Urban Land Institute, 1990

2. Parking Generation, Third Edition. Washington DC: Institute of
Transportation Engineers, 2004

3. Data collected by Team Members

4. Gerald Salzman, "Hotel Parking: How Much Is Enough?" Urban Lland,
January 1988.

Walker Parking Consultants

" GLA SF - Gross leasable Area Square Feet
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The potential developments are sorted by probability.  Those that are
lisled with a high likelihood have all the needed information to
calculate the added parking demand. Assumptions fo the specific type
of land use were made when a detfailed accounting of the future land
use was not available. This includes the Allis Hotel site and Henry's
Block. The development plans only indicate commercial, office, and
residential uses are likely, along with the total square feet of the
potfential project.

As we move to low likelihood, the dafa is lacking to calculate the
added demand for all but a few projects. For this reason, we include
only those projects with sufficient dafa necessary for projecting parking
demand. As aforementioned, those projects with insufficient dafa are
listed as TBD, or "to be determined.” These projects should be
monitored for activity. The WaterWalk development and convention
center expansion are not included as these projects are covered in
detail under their own sections.

Table 12 provides the list of projects and the calculated parking
demand for a weekday and weekend. The base parking demand
ratios were adjusted slightly to account for drive to work data from the
U.S. Census Bureau for Wichita, Kansas, and our opinion of non-
captfive factors for each project.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Table 12: Calculated Parking Demand by Project

Likelihood: High

Start - 2006-2009

Weekday Weekend

Parking  Parking
Block Name Use Sq. Ft. Demand  Demand
132 Lighthouse Hotel 150,000 105 91
117 Garvey Apartments  Residential 40,000 65 65
120 Exchange Place Mixed 225,000 230 238
137 Donham Mixed 110,000 34 29
151 WaterWalk Mixed 600,000 * Separate Section
142 Kauffman Commercial 40,000 135 46
141 Carnegie/Fidelity =~ Commercial 15,000 51 5
145 Retail Retail 15,000 49 54
Total Parking Demand 669 528

Likelihood: Medium

Start - 2007-2009

Weekday Weekend

Parking  Parking
Block Name Use Sq. Ft. Demand  Demand
154 Carlton Retail 30,000 92 103
143 Allis Block Mixed 50,000 159 99
135 Henry's Site Mixed 75,000 209 225
131 Cox TBD 60,000  TBD TBD
133 Eaton Ballroom Restaurant 10,000 154 171
Total Parking Demand 614 598
Likelihood: Low Start- 2010
Weekday Weekend
Parking  Parking
Block Name Use Sq. Ft. Demand Demand
108 Coleman A TBD 175,000  TBD TBD
164 Housing Site Residential 60,000 93 93
139 Expand Brown Expo Convention 100,000 * Separate Section
135 Douglas Building Residential 115,000 437 44
116 1st and Waco Site Commercial 40,000 TBD TBD
149 Slawson Garage TBD 40,000 TBD TBD
36 Watkins Steel TBD 630,000 TBD TBD
Total Parking Demand 530 137
Grand Total Parking: 1,813 1,263

Walker Parking Consultants and WDDC
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The total potential added parking demand of the listed projects is
roughly 1,813 parking spaces, which peaks during a weekday. All
but 150 spaces of the demand are located within the Arena District.

CHANGES TO THE PARKING SUPPLY

Some of the new projects indicafe the addition of parking or the
displacement of parking. These factors are also considered when
calculating future conditions.  Table 13 shows the changes to the
parking supply that are included in our analysis.

Table 13: Parking Supply Changes

Displaced ~ New

Block Name Use  Parking  Parking
120 Exchange Place Mixed 240
137 Donham Mixed 250
143 Allis Block Mixed (253)

135 Henry's Site Mixed (115)

Total Spaces (368) 490

Walker Parking Consultants and WDDC

REDUCTION IN OFFICE VACANCY RATE

In addition to these specific developments, the WDDC believes that
current building occupancy levels within the core of the CBD will likely
increase over the next fen years as redevelopment increases inferest in
downtown. Current office vacancy is about 23 percent. Based on
discussions with the WDDC, our projections assume office vacancy
will be reduced to 15 percent within ten years.  This amounts fo
312,000 square feet of newly occupied office space.”

To quantify and distribute the newly occupied space, we assume half
of the 312,000 square feet of space will be occupied within five
years, and the remaining space will be occupied between years five
and ten. Table 14 shows the added parking demand based on a
decrease in office space vacancy rafes over the next five and fen year
periods.

* Per WDDC, May 2007

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Table 14: Potential Office Parking Demand Generation

Occupied Weekday Weekend

Office Space  Parking Parking

Period (SF) Demand Demand
Five Year 156,000 593 59
Ten Year 156,000 593 59
Total 312,000 1,186 118

Weekday Demand Ratio: 3.80 per 1,000 SF GLA
Weekend Demand Ratio: 0.38 per 1,000 SF GLA

Walker Parking Consultants and WDDC

The WDDC identified the area bordered by 2" Street to the north,
Topeka Street to the east, English Street to the south, and Main Street
fo the west as the area that will benefit from this reduction of vacant
office space. The added parking demand was divided into each
block based on the percentage of available office space.

POTENTIAL CASINO DEVELOPMENT

In addition to the listed projects in Table 10, there is the potential to
develop a new casino in downtown Wichita. The public will vote on
allowing gaming in Wichita in August. If it is approved, the state will
select a gaming operator in April 2008, who may then select a site
other than downtown. If a casino is approved, and its location is
downtown Wichita, the impact includes displacement of existing
supply and demand generators.  We assume that the casino would
likely build sufficient parking to safisfy their customer needs.

At this time the casino is an unknown factor.  We do not have
sufficient data fo estimate the demand, or a specific site, other than
some general potential areas.  Past casino studies completed by
Walker across the country, indicate peak hour parking demand is
about 0.65 per gaming station during weekdays and 0.80 parking
spaces per gaming station during weekends. A significant factor
impacting parking demand is the modal split’ for arrivals/departures.
For example, the modal split for a New Jersey casino was
approximately 69.6 percent private vehicle, 27.3 percent charfer bus,
and 3.1 percent other. A component of the casino project should

* Model split represents the mode of travel for individuals arriving at a
particular venue.
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include a complete master plan with a discussion of parking and the
number of spaces to be provided.

ARENA NEIGHBORHOOD REDEVELOPMENT PLAN

We reviewed the Arena Neighborhood Redevelopment Plan® (Arena
Neighborhood) to defermine the potential for redevelopment in the
area surrounding the new arena. Bounded by Kellogg on the south,
Main Street on the west, V2 block north of Douglas Street on the north
and the central rail corridor on the east, the Arena Neighborhood is
further organized into four unique districts.  Those four districts are the
Douglas Street Corridor District, the English / William Street District,
the Broadway Neighborhood District and the Commerce Street Arfs
District. Figure 16 shows the location of each district and provides a
description of how each district is envisioned for redevelopment.

Figure 16: Arena Neighborhood Districts

WL

Source: Arena Neighborhood Redevelopment Plan, Draft, March 2007

“ Draft Report, dated March 2007

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment

District Descriptions and legend

Corridor

| Douglas  Street
District

A high intensity corridor with
primarily ~ office  and  support
commercial uses and some upper
level residential opportunities.

English / William Street
District A walkable urban mixed-use
district with primarily commercial uses
and supporting public, residential,
and office uses.

Broadway Neighborhood
District

An urban residential environment with
support  commercial  opportunities
serving area residents and Kellogg

users.

Commerce Street Arts District
A unique experiential arts area with live-
work studio opportunities.
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According to the Neighborhood Plan, there are potentially 2.19
million square feet’ are available for development located within the
four districts.  This assumes developing all available surface parking
lots and vacant parcels within the defined area and building to desired
densities, less a seven percent allotment for on-site public space.

Our methodology for calculating parking demand was to first identify
the four districts, adjust the total potfential square feet of space to the
Cross leasable Area Square Feet (GLA SF), and assign a blended
shared parking ratio based on the fofal GLA SF.

Table 15 quantifies the total size of redevelopment for each district, the
assumed reduction to reflect the GLA SF, and the overall parking

demand based on 2.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet of GLA.

Table 15: Potential Size of Redevelopment - Arena Neighborhood

Arena Area Development to GLA SF2  Demand?

Douglas Street Corridor 166,270 149,600 374
English/William Street District 1,089,630 980,700 2,452
Broadway District 859,644 773,700 1,934
Commerce Street Arts District 73,788 66,400 166
Totals 2,189,332 1,970,400 4,926

! Potential Development based on potential total square feet

2 We assume 10% of the total square feet will not be leasable

3 A general demand ratio of 2.5 spaces per square feet is used
This assumes parking will be shared within the development.

Source: Arena Neighborhood Redevelopment Plan, Draft, March 2007

The blended parking demand rate of 2.5 per 1,000 square feet GLA
assumes that all parking will be shared. This parking demand assumes
the total redevelopment of all areas outlined in the Arena
Neighborhood Plan.  To show how the potential development may
occur over the next 5, 10, and 20 vyears, we developed three
scenarios, Llow, Medium, and High. Each scenario assumes varying
redevelopment rates, as outlined in Table 16.

* Does not include space used for developing parking.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Table 16: Arena Neighborhood Plan Growth Scenarios

Growth Scenario 5 Years 10 Years 20 Years

Low 20% 30% 40%
Medium 40% 50% 60%
High 60% 80% 100%

Walker Parking Consultants

Using our growth scenario, redevelopment varies from 20% to 60% of
the total potential redevelopment over the next five years. In 10 years
redevelopment varies from 30% to 80% of the total potential
redevelopment, and 40% to 100% over the next 20 years. Table17
shows the potential parking demand generated within each of the
districts over the next 5, 10, and 20 vyears using the potential
redevelopment assumptions.

Table17: Arena Neighborhood Parking Demand by Scenario

Parking Demand Increase

5 10 20
Scenario  Specific Area Years Years Years
Douglas Street Corridor 75 112 150
Q English/William Street District 490 736 981
NP Broadway District 387 580 774
Commerce Street Arts District 33 50 66
Total: 985 1,478 1,971
Douglas Street Corridor 150 187 224
&\5@ English/William Street District 981 1,226 1,471
N Broadway District 774 967 1,160
Commerce Street Arts District 150 187 224
Total: 2,055 2,567 3,079
Douglas Street Corridor 224 299 374
x  |English/William Street District 1,471 1,962 2,452
22 |Broadway District 1,160 1,547 1,934
Commerce Street Arts District 100 133 166
Total: 2,955 3,941 4,926

Walker Parking Consultants

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Each scenario provides the potential growth in parking demand
assuming various growth rates.  This demand is divided within the
various blocks that constitute each of the districts to estimate future
parking conditions.  We assume that within each development, any
lost parking will be replaced with the new development.

Table 18 shows the estimated parking demand for each scenario over
the next 5, 10, and 20 year periods. The current effective parking
supply is adjusted to reflect the displaced parking following the
construction of the Arena and the added effective parking supply
around the arena.®

® The Arena plan indicates 263 spaces will be added to the Arena site.
These are adjusted by the blended Effective Parking Supply Factor for this
analysis.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Table 18: Potential Future Parking Adequacy — No Event

Factor Low Medium High
Supply
Current E.S. ' 5,812 5,812 5,812
- Lost for Arena 318 318 318
+ Added Arena Parking 242 242 242
Five Year Effective Supply 5,736 5,736 5,736
5 Year Demand
Current Demand 2,772 2,772 2,772
+ 5 Year Demand Growth 985 2,055 2,955
5 Year Demand 3,757 4,827 5,727
5 Year Adequacy
[E.S. Minus Demand 1,979 909 9 |
10 Year Demand
Current Demand 2,772 2,772 2,772
+ 10 Year Demand Growth 1,478 2,567 3,941
10 Year Demand 4,250 5,339 6,713
10 Year Adequacy
[E.S. Minus Demand 1,486 397 977) |
20 Year Demand
Current Demand 2,772 2,772 2,772
+ 20 Year Demand Growth 1,971 3,079 4,926
20 Year Demand 4,743 5,851 7,698
20 Year Adequacy
[E.S. Minus Demand 993 (115) (1,962) |

" E.S. = Effective Parking Supply

Walker Parking Consultants

Taken as a whole, within five years, the parking adequacy of the
Arena District is expected to be sufficient during non-event periods.
The surplus of parking ranges from almost 2,000 spaces o about
even. Within ten years, a deficit of almost 1,000 parking spaces is
projected when using the aggressive scenario. Looking twenty years
out, a deficit is projected for the moderate and aggressive scenarios

for up to almost 2,000 spaces.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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CENTURY Il DISTRICT

Originally completed in 1969, the Century I Convention Center
(Century ll) was expanded in 1986, and in 1997 saw the addition of
the Hyatt Regency to the south end of the facility. HVS Convention,
Sports & Entertainment Facilities Consulting (HVS) completed a study
for a potential new expansion to Century Il in 2006. We used
sections of this report to develop future conditions for our analysis.
Based on discussions with representatives of the County and City, the
potential expansion of the Century Il would most likely occur within the
next fen years.

Existing facilities at Century Il consist of the Bob Brown Expo Hall, Carl
Bell Convention Hall, Concert Hall, Exhibition Hall, Mary Jane Teall
Theater, and meeting rooms. Table 19 defails the existing facilities at
Century Il by either square foofage or seating capacity. The flexibility
of the space also allows for transformation of some of the seating
areas to exhibit space, which allows for a total of up to 195,000
confinuous square feet of exhibition space for larger shows such as the
CGarden Show or Home Show.

Table 19: Existing Century Il Facilities

Building Space SF Seats
Bob Brown Expo Hall 93,000

Carl Bell Convention Hall 5,012
Concert Hall 2,178
Exhibition Hall 45,000

Mary Jane Teall Theater 646
Meeting Rooms 19,420

Ed Martin, Wichita City Building Services & http://www.century2.org

The potential expansion considered in our analysis is defailed in Table
20 as taken from the HVS report. The potential expansion is assumed
fo extend fo the east, displacing the 344 space surface lot and
increasing the potential continuous square feet of exhibition space fo

252,000.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Table 20: Century Il Expansion Plan

Existing Additional ~ New

Building Space SF/Seats SF SF/Seats
Bob Brown Expo Hall 93,000 57,000 150,000
Carl Bell Convention Hall 5,012 5,012
Ballroom 30,000 30,000
Concert Hall 2,178 2,178
Mary Jane Teall Theater 646 646
Meeting Rooms 19,420 15,000 34,420
Combined Exhibition Space 195,000 57,000 252,000
Total SF: 112,420 102,000 214,420
Total Seats: 7,836 7,836

Wichita Century Il Expansion & Modernization Report, HVS, 2006 (Phase |)
CONVENTION CENTER PARKING DEMAND

To estimate parking demand for the convention center, we used
parking demand rafios based on Walker's research of convention
centers and [TE's research for performing art centers. A parking
demand rafio of 6.0 spaces per 1,000 SF/GIA” was used for
convention cenfer space, on both a weekday and weekend. Ratios of
0.37 and 0.40 per seat were used for a weekday and weekend
respectively for a performing arfs cenfer.  Table 21 shows the
calculated parking demand for each of the building areas. To convert
the square feet to SF/GILA, we assumed an eight percent reduction to
the total square feet.

Table 21: Parking Demand, Current Configuration

Potential
Building Space SF/Seats SF/GLA  Demand
Bob Brown Expo Hall 93,000 85,560 513
Carl Bell Convention Hall 5,012 2,005
Concert Hall 2,178 871
Exhibition Hall 45,000 41,400 248
Mary Jane Teall Theater 646 258
Meeting Rooms 19,420 17,866 107

Combined Exhibition Space 195,000 179,400 1,076

Walker Parking Consultants

" SF/GLA: Square Feet, Gross Leasable Area

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Parking demand will vary depending on the event and configuration of
the space. For planning purposes, we assume peak parking demand
of 2,000 spaces, which would accommodate a full Carl Bell
Convention Hall. Based on a review of events, our opinion is a full
house occurs about 15 times per year. A more common event is the
use of the combined exhibition space and meeting rooms. We
estimate this scenario generates parking demand of about 1,200
spaces, which occurs about 20 times per year.

Assuming the expansion fakes place by year fen, the parking demand
increases to about 1,600 spaces for the combined exhibition space
and meeting rooms, as shown in Table 22. We do not anticipate an
increase to the Carl Bell Convention Hall, as the number of seats will
not change.

Table 22: Parking Demand, After Expansion

Additional  New Potential
Building Space SF SF/Seats SF/GLA  Demand
Bob Brown Expo Hall 57,000 150,000 138,000 828
Carl Bell Convention Hall 5,012 2,005
Ballroom 30,000 30,000 27,600 166
Concert Hall 2,178 871
Mary Jane Teall Theater 646 258
Meeting Rooms 15,000 34,420 31,666 190

Combined Exhibition Space 57,000 252,000 231,840 1,391

Walker Parking Consultants
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NORTH OLD TOWN PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT
PLAN

North Old Town is a continuation of Old Town, expanding north fo
Central Avenue. The vision is fo provide similar land use types and
density as the existing Old Town, as outlined in the North Old Town
Public Infrastructure Improvement Strategy plan.

The plan identifies the potential available area for redevelopment and
provides three potential growth scenarios based on the existing land
use type and density in Old Town. The model projects redevelopment
at 50 percent density, 75 percent density, and the same density as
Old Town. For our analysis, we named these low, Medium, and
High. We then further divided the scenarios info 5, 10, and 20 year

projections.

We complefed a shared parking analysis on each of the potential
scenarios fo calculate the recommended parking supply. Base parking
demand ratios for each land use category were used for both a typical
weekday and weekend. These ratfios are adjusted by factors including
modal split and non-captive factor.  Modal split (or driving ratio)
reduces the overall parking demand for patrons arriving via mass
fransit, walking, or riding a bike. Our model reflects that all customers,
with the exception of hotel guests, and 97 percent of employees will
arrive at the destination in a private automobile. The remaining three
percent of employees will either car pool, take the bus, or walk to the
destination.

Table 23 shows the raw data used in the scenarios by land use and
fime frame for this analysis. Some of the data is grouped fogether or
listed in square feet instead of units. In order fo use the data in the
shared parking model, we made some assumptions to perform the
shared parking analysis. The assumptions include splitting the office
and retail square feet info two land use groups, estimating the number
of residential units, estimating the number of hotel rooms, and assuming
the institutional land use is a museum. Our assumptions are detailed in

Table 24.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Table 23: Old Town Redevelopment Scenarios

5Year 10 Year 20 Year| 5 Year 10 Year 20 Year| 5 Year 10 Year 20 Year

Land Use Low 50% Medium 75% High 100%

Residential 8,362 37,615 111,700] 12,543 56,423 167,551 16,724 75,230 223,401
Office/Retail 14,004 31,580 82,351 21,007 47,371 123,528] 28,009 63,161 164,703
Restaurant 5,552 8,405 18,933 8,328 12,608 28,399| 11,104 16,811 37,866
Night Club 0 1,115 3,716 0 1,672 5,574 0 2,230 7,432
Hotel 0 16,637 55,457 0 24,956 83,186 0 33,274 110,914
Warehouse 66,136 69,698 124,105 52,177 55,811 100,655| 38,218 41,923 77,204
Institutional 0 3,924 13,080 0O 5,886 19,620 0 7,848 26,160
Parking 0 81,331 271,102 0 113,018 376,727 0 144,705 482,351
Total 94,054 250,305 680,444 94,055 317,745 905,240 94,055 385,182 1,130,031

Source: North Old Town Public Infrastructure Improvement Strategy report

Table 24: North Old Town Land Use Assumptions

5Year 10 Year 20 Year| 5 Year 10 Year 20 Year| 5 Year 10 Year 20 Year

Land Use Low 50% Medium 75% High 100%

Residential 9 42 124 14 63 186 19 84 248
Office 11,203 25,264 65,881| 16,806 37,897 98,822| 22,407 50,529 131,762
Retail 2,801 6,316 16,470 4,201 9,474 24,706 5,602 12,632 32,941
Restaurant 5,552 8,405 18,933 8,328 12,608 28,399| 11,104 16,811 37,866
Night Club 0 1,115 3,716 0 1,672 5,574 0 2,230 7,432
Hotel 0 24 79 0 36 119 0 48 158
Warehouse 66,136 69,698 124,105 52,177 55,811 100,655| 38,218 41,923 77,204
Institutional 0 3,924 13,080 0O 5,886 19,620 0 7,848 26,160
Parking 0 81,331 271,102 0 113,018 376,727 0 144,705 482,351

Assumptions:  Residential — 900 sf/unit
Office/Retail Spit — 80/20
Hotel — 700 square feet per room
Institutional land use is a museum

Source: North Old Town Public Infrastructure Improvement Strategy report and Walker Parking Consultants
After adjusting the residential and hotel land use data to units, and splitting the office and retail land uses, we

ran the dafa through our shared parking model to defermine the design demand parking levels. The base
parking demand rafios used in our analysis are shown in Table 25.
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Table 25: Base Parking Demand Ratios

Weekday Weekend Total
Land Use Visitor Employee Visitor Employee ~ Unit  Source Weekday Weekend
Retail 2.90 0.70 3.20 0.80 /ksfGLA 1 3.60 4.00
Fine/Casual Dining 15.25 2.75 17.00 3.00 /ksf GLA 2 18.00 20.00
Nightclubs 15.25 1.25 17.50 1.50 /ksf GLA 3 16.50 19.00
Hotel-Business 1.00 0.25 0.90 0.18  /room 2,4 1.25 1.08
Residential Shared, Rental 0.15 1.5 0.15 1.5 /unit 2,3 1.65 1.65
Office <25,000sq ft 0.30 3.50 0.03 0.35 /ksfGFA 2 3.80 0.38
Warehouse 0.13 0.54 0.13 0.54 /ksftGLA 5 0.67 0.67
Museum 0.68 0.08 1.80 0.05 /ksfGLA 5 0.75 1.85

Sources

1. Parking Requirements for Shopping Centers, Second Edition. Washington DC: ULI, 1999

2. Parking Generation, Third Edition. Washington DC: Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2004
3. Data collected by Team Members

4. Gerald Salzman, "Hotel Parking: How Much Is Enough?" Urban Land, January 1988.

5. National Parking Association, Recommended Parking Generation Rates

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

The resulting design day parking demand is shown in Table 26. This represents the recommended number of
parking spaces based on the development of the land uses. Changes to the assumptions and actual build-out
program will have an impact on the actual parking demand generation.

Table 26: Recommended Design Day Demand

5Year 10Year 20 Year| 5Year 10 Year 20 Year| 5 Year 10 Year 20 Year
Land Use low 50% Medivm 75% High 100%

Design Day Demand 160 313 774 211 439 1,108 267 575 1,479

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

Based on the data analysis, 160 to 267 spaces should be developed within five years. Within ten years,
this number increases to 313 to 575 spaces, and within twenty years, 774 to 1,479 spaces. This assumes
redevelopment occurs as outlined.
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DELANO GROWTH

The Delano area is located along Douglas Avenue just west of the
Arkansas River.  This unique area provides a concentration of refail,
office, restaurants, and bars. Parking is primarily provided through on-
street angled parking with no mefers or timelimits.  Although a few
parking lots are located behind the businesses, they are fairly limited.

Only a few building sites are available for development, with no
specific plans to consider at this time. To calculate the future parking
demand, three potential growth scenarios are considered:  low,
Medium, and High. The potential growth is further split over the 5,
10, and 20 year periods, as shown in Table 27 below.

Table 27: Delano Growth Scenarios

Growth Scenario 5 Years 10 Years 20 Years

Low 8% 10% 20%
Medium 12% 15% 40%
High 20% 40% 60%

Walker Parking Consultants

To calculate the potential future demand, we increased the observed
peak demand by the growth scenario for each specific period.
Assuming that the current parking supply remains consfant, we
subtracted the adjusted demand from the effective parking supply fo
defermine the future parking adequacy. Table 28 shows the projected
parking adequacy by scenario over the next 5, 10, and 20 vyears.
Parking adequacy is projected to remain adequate for this area for all
but the High growth projection at 20 years.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Table 28: Projected Parking Adequacy - Delano District

[Factor Low Medium High |
Supply
Current E.S. ' 738 738 738
5 Year Demand
Current Demand 479 479 479
+ 5 Year Demand Growth 38 57 96
5 Year Demand 517 536 575
5 Year Adequacy
[E.S. Minus Demand 221 202 163
10 Year Demand
Current Demand 479 479 479
+ 10 Year Demand Growth 48 72 192
10 Year Demand 527 551 671
10 Year Adequacy
[E.S. Minus Demand 211 187 67 |
20 Year Demand
Current Demand 479 479 479
+ 20 Year Demand Growth 96 192 287
20 Year Demand 575 671 766

20 Year Adequacy
[E.S. Minus Demand 163 67 (28) |

"E.S. = Effective Parking Supply

Walker Parking Consultants

Although parking is adequate for all but the High growth scenario,
some blocks may occasionally experience high occupancy levels.
During these tfimes parking may encroach into the adjacent
neighborhood streets.  Should this situation become an issue, one
option fo protect neighborhoods is to establish a residential parking
permit program.  We discuss this option in the Alternatives Analysis
section of this report.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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WATERWALK PROJECT

The WaterWalk project is a mixed use development located on about
25 acres along the Arkansas River, just south of Century Il. - Currently
under construction, the project is planned for completion within the next
few years. For our analysis, we assume the project will be complete at
the five year planning stage. WaterWalk consists of refail, office,
residential, and restaurant space, as well as, an open amphitheater
with seating for up to 1,500. In addition, around 1,100 parking
spaces are planned for development onsite in two parking structures,
surface, and on-street parking.

Using a site map and discussions with the City as a guide, we have
developed the list of land use assumptions in Table 29.

Table 29: WaterWalk Development Assumptions

Condo  Event
Building Site  Retail ~ Restaurant  Office Units  Seating Note
Gander Mt. 83,796

B1 24,500 10,500
B2 28,504
C 25,900 48 1
D 7,278
E 30,000 15,000
F 71,518 2
G 27,644 2
H 77,881 78 1
| North 24,262 24,262 3
| South 13,386
Amphitheater 1,500

Total 188,458 46,164 229,809 138,600 1,500

Grand Total: 603,031 SF plus 1,500 Seats

Notes: #1 Assumes two spaces per condo; 1,000 sf per condo
#2 Assumes two levels
#3 Assumes one level retail, one level office

WaterWalk Site Plan, the City, and Walker Parking Consultants

Figure 17 on the following page shows the site plan and location of
each building site.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment

WaterWalk Construction
Site, March 2007.
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Figure 17: WaterWalk Site Plan
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To calculate the parking demand, we utilized our shared parking
model. The peak design day demand is projected to occur during @
weekday in December around 2:00 p.m. Weekend design day
demand is projected to occur during August, around 8:00 p.m. during
an event at the amphitheater.  VWe assume no event at the outdoor
amphitheater in December.

Table 30: WaterWalk Design Day Demand

Weekend Weekday

Demand Demand
Aug  December
Land Use 8:00 PM 2:00 PM
Community Shopping Center (<400 ksf) 257 492
Employee 88 128
Fine/Casual Dining 739 343
Employee 134 111
Amphitheater 446 -
Employee 92 -
Residential Guest 19 4
Residential Reserved 252 252
Office 100k to 500k sq ft 0 54
Employee 0 663
Subtotal Customer/Guest Spaces 1,442 889
Subtotal Employee Spaces 314 902
Subtotal Resident Spaces 271 256
Total Parking Spaces 2,027 2,047

Walker Parking Consultants Shared Parking Model

The current plans indicate about 1,100 spaces will be available for
the project. Our assumptions do not include additional parking, even
though longterm plans will include additional parking, as the building
sites are further designed.  Much of the calculated demand is based
on our assumptions for potential development which had not been
defermined at the time of this report. Only Gander Mountfain and
building sites B2, C, D, part of E, and | were fairly certain.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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GOVERNMENT DISTRICT AND OTHER AREAS

The government district includes both City and County functions; home
fo both City Hall and the County Courthouse. Government functions
are in place fo support the citizens of the city and county. Census
data and projections were reviewed to defermine the potential
increase (or decrease| fo the population that the government district will
support. Table 31 shows the County population and projection from

1995 1o 2010.

Table 31: Sedgwick County Population Change

Percent
Year  Population Change  Change
1995  428.63 - -
1996 432.77 4.14 0.97%
1997 439.25 6.48 1.50%
1998 447 .97 8.72 1.98%
1999  451.81 3.84 0.86%
2000 453.49 1.68 0.37%

2001 456.09 2.60 0.57%
2002 | 460.15 4.06 0.89%

2003 461.84 1.68 0.37%
2004 | 463.38 1.55 0.34%
2005  466.06 2.68 0.58%
2006 470.40 4.34 0.93%
2007 473.61 3.21 0.68%
2008 476.82 3.21 0.68%
2009 479.98 3.16 0.66%
2010 483.16 3.18 0.66%

Population in 1,000's

Wichita State University, Center for Economic Development and Business Research, and
Woods & Poole Economics

Based on the data, we assume the future population within the County
will grow at an annual rate of 0.66% over the next twenty years.
Considering the impact on parking generation, we applied a general
growth fo the current parking demand of 2.0 percent for the first five
years, 4.0 percent over ten years, and 8.0 percent over twenty years.
For areas oufside a specific district or plan, we adopted a general
increase based on the projected increases to the county population.
This increase is equal fo one half of the increase applied fo the
government district.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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SUMMARY OF FUTURE CONDITIONS — NON-EVENT

Considering each of the potential development scenarios, we used the
WDDC list of projects to project parking conditions for the first five
years, with additions from Delano, North Old Town, WaterVWalk and
the Government District.  Beyond the first five years, we added the
Arena Neighborhood plan, as it provides a conceptual basis for
redevelopment in the Arena District.

Table 32 shows how the various development pieces come together
as a whole fo impact parking adequacy. This analysis represents the
moderate projections for each of the scenarios.

Table 32: Future Parking Adequacy - Moderate Assumptions

Current 5Year 10 Year 20 Year
District/Area Adequacy Adequacy Adequacy Adequacy

Arena 3,040 970 483 58
Century |l 1,518 1,356 951 857
Delano 259 205 189 70
Government 654 604 553 446
Old Town 292 67 (175) (871)
Waterwalk 318 (370) (752) (752)
Remote 1,319 1,316 1,313 1,305
Residential 658 657 657 653
Industrial 135 155 154 152
Other 4,802 4,167 3,353 3,212
Totals 12,995 9,127 6,726 5,130

Table Assumptions:

Moderate Scenario used for each category.

2. WDDC list of projects used for first five year period.

3. WaterWalk demand based on our review of the parcels and
discussion of conceptual ideas on land development.

4. WaterWalk does not include any added parking, but it is assumed

parking will be added before parking reaches a deficit level.

Conditions represent a non-event, weekday.

No new parking added for North Old Town plan, but it is assumed

parking will be added based on the development.

—_

o O

Walker Parking Consultants

The following maps show the projected 5, 10, and 20 year parking
conditions by block for the study area.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Red blocks indicate parking occupancy above 85 percent, which indicates parking will be difficult to find.
Orange indicates parking occupancy is growing, but less than 85 percent. Yellow indicates parking is being
used, but occupancy is lower than 69 percent. Green indicates parking is not an issue, with occupancy levels
at 59 percent or lower.

Figure 18: Five Year Projected Parking Conditions

i
i
i

[/ occupancy 85% or Greater Occupancy 60% - 69%
Occupancy T0% - 84% . Occupancy 59% or Less @

Walker Parking Consultants
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Figure 19: Ten Year Projected Parking Conditions

[ Occupancy 85% or Greater Occupancy 60% - 69% é

Occupancy 70% - 84% []  Occupancy 59% or Less

Walker Parking Consultants
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Figure 20: Twenty Year Projected Parking Conditions

[ Occupancy 85% or Greater Occupancy 60% - 69% é

Occupancy 70% - 84% []  Occupancy 59% or Less

Walker Parking Consultants
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Planning for events in the area is a major consideration for the County
and City. The addition of the arena has many concerned about close,
convenient parking, especially when there are simultaneous sellout
events at multiple venues. This section of the report considers event
parking demand for the new arena and convention center, as well as
the parking supply that is located within a reasonable walking distance
fo both event venues.

WALKING DISTANCE

As a whole, the parking supply may be sufficient, but if the available
parking supply is located too far from a destination, users will not
accept if, resulting in frustration and complaints.

The “acceptable” walking distance will vary based on the user, event,
and fime of year.  For example, attendees of a black tie event will be
much less likely to be willing to walk more than a block or two, where
as aftendees to a sellout rock concert may be more willing to walk a
few blocks to aftend an event. In addition to the user group, several
factors influence acceptable walking distance.  These influences
include the following:

e Climate e lighting
e Perceived security e Wialking environment
e Signage e Terrain

To aid in estimating the appropriate walking distance, Walker utilizes
a level of Service ("LOS") rating system for evaluating appropriate
walking distances based on specific criteria.  LOS “A” is considered
the best or ideal, LOS "B" is good, LOS "C" is average, and LOS "D"
is below average but minimally acceptable. A break down of the LOS
conditions is provided in Table 33. Because a majority of the walking
for this study area is outdoors, through a surface lot, that category is
highlighted for easy reference.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment

EVENT PARKING
CONSIDERATIONS
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Table 33: Level of Service Conditions

Level of Service Conditions A B C D
Climate Controlled 1,000 ft 2,400 ft 3,800 ft 5,200 ft
Outdoor/Covered 500 1,000 1,500 2,000
Outdoor/Uncovered 400 800 1,200 1,600
Through Surface Lot 350 700 1,050 1,400
Inside Parking Facility 300 600 900 1,200

Source:  “How Far Should Parkers Have to Walk?” by Mary S. Smith and Thomas A.
Butcher, Parking September 1994

We recommend the City identify and communicate the parking options
fo the public in a variety of ways, including a website, maps, event
signage, and event sfaffing.  Where parking is fight, providing free or
discounted parking to event staff may make sense, provided that such
parking is located in LOS D areas. This approach leaves the best
parking available to the public.

As we consider the available parking for the arena and convention
center, we quanfify the parking in terms of LOS A/B, C, and D. We

also provide maps depicting the general area for each venue.

ARENA EVENT PARKING

A major change to the area will be the complefion of the new arena in
downtown. Parking demand is predicated on the affendance of each
event. Our study considers three sizes of events — small, medium, and
large, with the assumption of 3.0 average persons per vehicle. Using
this assumption, Table 34 shows the estimated parking demand by
event classification.

Table 34: Arena Event Parking Demand

Persons
Event Per Parking
Classification  Attendance  Vehicle  Demand
Small 4,000 3.0 1,334
Medium 8,000 3.0 2,667
Large 15,000 3.0 5,000

Walker Parking Consultants
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large events of 15,000 represent a sellout af the arena.  Based on
historical affendance figures from the Kansas Coliseum, these events
are most often concerts, but may include some NCAA basketball
games or other unique high profile sporting event. A sellout event is
not anticipated to be the norm; rather a medium sized event, or around
the 8,000 aftendance level, is the most likely typical sized arena
crowed.

ARENA EVENT AVAILABLE PARKING SUPPLY

Available parking around the new Arena will no doubt change
between now and the projected opening, in the fall of 2009. To
account for this change, we provide an opening day picture of what
the parking supply may look like, assuming limited areas of growth
around the Arena. We follow this up with our 5, 10, and 20 year
projections assuming the redevelopment proceeds in the area
according to the various development scenarios.  To defermine the
available parking supply, we took the total parking, subtracted the
"private” parking or parking that could not be determined as available
for event parking, subtracted the cushion or effective parking supply
factor for the remaining spaces, and, subtracted the spaces that were
in use. The remaining spaces were considered “available” for
parking.

The available parking supply, broken down by walking distance LOS
and time period of event, is provided in Table 35. LOS A & B are
counted fogether, as the sheer size of the arena limits most LOS A
parking. LOS C and D parking are shown separately, as is the remote
parking capacity.

Table 35: Available Arena Parking Supply

Weekend &
Weekday Day Evening
Parking Parking
Type of Parking Availability Availability
LOSA&B 824 1,179
LOS C 614 918
LOSD 601 1,119
Walking Total: 2,039 3,216
Remote Parking 1,319 1,319
Grand Total: 3,358 4,535

Walker Parking Consultants
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Arena Parking Supply

Cushion

In Use
Available
3,216
"Private"
3,371

Available parking is based
only on those spaces deemed
to be open for public event
parking, less existing parking
demand, and the effective
parking supply cushion.

This figure represents

weekend/ evening parking
conditions.
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The remote parking capacity is based on using parking at the baseball
stadium, ice rink, and Exploration Place as outlined in Table 36.

Table 36: Remote Parking Supply

Assumed
Block Name Inventory  Available
5 Wichita Ice Center 296 240
14 Baseball Stadium 827 722
14 Metropolitian Baptist Church 200 121
44  Discovery Place 480 236
Totals 1,803 1,319

Walker Parking Consultants

The map in Figure 21 shows the arena walking distance LOS areas.
The area highlighted in yellow indicates the blocks where available
parking supply is counted. A few blocks in LOS D walking distances
were not considered due fo their location and surrounding area.

The available supply counts only those parking facilities that are either
currently open to the public or have been identified as being receptive
fo providing their parking facility for event parking. VWe also adjusted
the available supply to reflect the effective supply cushion and
subfracted the existing parking demand from the supply.

It is safe to assume that additional parking areas will be available to

the public during peak events as private lot owners see both a need
and an opportunity fo generate a profit during events.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Figure 21: Arena Walking Distance Map
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Walker Parking Consultants

This map was used to identify parking within each of the LOS bands. It is generally centered on the assumed
main enfrance of the arena.
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ARENA PARKING ADEQUACY
The adequacy of event parking for the arena is defermined by
subtracting the projected demand from the available supply. Table 37
shows the parking adequacy of the system using only the parking
located within LOS A - D walking distance of the arena.
Table 37: Arena Event Parking Adequacy — Walking Only
Weekday  Weekend and
Event Size Daytime Event Evening Event
Small 705 1,882
Medium (628) 549
Large (2,961) (1,784)
Walker Parking Consultants
Table 38 shows the parking adequacy using the nearby remote
parking previously identified.
Table 38: Arena Event Parking Adequacy - With Remote Parking
Weekday Weekend and
Event Size Daytime Event  Evening Event
Small 2,024 3,201
Medium 691 1,868
Large (1,642) (465)
Walker Parking Consultants
It is our opinion that a majority of events will occur during either an
evening or weekend. Although parking is limited during o weekday
day period, we assume that only a limited number of events will occur
during this period. This leaves a typical sellout crowd short about 465
parking spaces. When this occurs, we suggest a combination of the
effective supply cushion, increasing the walking distance, and the free
market be used to meet the parking needs as opposed to building
parking for just a few times per year.
Table 39 and Table 40 show the parking areas needed to meet the
demand for each time period and event size. The check marks
indicate the parking is needed; the dash indicates parking is not
needed; and the surplus/(deficit) indicates the number of spaces
remaining (or lacking).
Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment 102
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Table 39: Weekday Parking Supply/Demand

LOS Remote | Surplus/

A&B LOS C LOS D Parking | (Deficit)
Small v v - - 2,024
Medium v v v v 691
Lqrge v v v v (] ,642)

v = Will require this parking supply
- = Parking supply not needed

Walker Parking Consultants

Even with nearby remote parking operating to capacity, a large event
during weekday business hours will cause a shortage of over 1,600
spaces. The good news is that this scenario occurs only on rare
occasions.  The type of event that causes this weekday daytime
demand is a special business seminar, such as Zig Ziglar's Get
Motivated Success Seminar, or NCAA basketball playoff game.

Table 40: Weekend Parking Supply/Demand

LOS Remote | Surplus/

A&B LOS C LOS D Parking | (Deficit)
Small v v - - 3,201
Medium v v v - 1,868
Large v v 4 4 (465)

v' = Will require this parking supply
- = Parking supply not needed

Walker Parking Consultants
PRIVATE PARKING POTENTIAL

Many parking lofs listed as not available for event parking may in fact
become available in the future as individual enfrepreneurs seize the
opportunity to generate a profit by selling parking during events.
Many times the private lot will be used without permission, so even if
the owner has not committed to selling event parking, their lot will be
used, and the parking demand will be safisfied.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Over 2,000 spaces are located within walking distance of the arena
site that have not been not counted as available fo the public for event
parking.  Assuming only 15 percent of these spaces are made
available by entrepreneurs, an additional 338 parking spaces could
be added toward meeting the parking demand, as shown in Table
41. Raise this to 30 percent, and you have over 600 spaces added
fo a weekend/evening event period.

Weekend/Evening Parking
Supply

Table 41: Private Parking Potential

Not Available If
Walking for Events 15% Allow
Distance (Weekend/  Special Event
LOS Evenings) Parking
LOSA &B 391 59
LOS C 710 107
LOS D 1,144 172
Total Spaces: 2,245 338

Walker Parking Consultants

An appointed City parking representative can initiate confact with
many of the privafe lot owners that are not designated as being
available for event parking. The City could make arrangements to
lease the space directly from the owner for event parking, or provide a
list of potential operators for the owner to contact.

FREQUENCY OF EVENTS

A key factor in evaluating parking conditions for the new arena is
considering the frequency at which events are projected fo occur. A
review of hisforical events af the Kansas Coliseum, adjusted tfo reflect
the inferest of a larger new arena, was used as a guide in preparing
our opinion of event frequency shown in Table 42. In addition, we
consulted the ULl, Developing Sports, Convention, and Performing Arts
Centers, Third Edition.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Table 42: Opinion of Event Frequency

Persons
Average Per Parking Events Per
Event Attendance  Vehicle' Demand Year
Concerts
-Sellout 15000 + 3.0 = 5,000 12
-Middle of the Road 8,000 + 3.0 = 2,667 8
-Other 4000+ 30 = 1,333 6
Sporting
-College Basketball 15000+ 3.0 = 5,000 3
-H.S. Sports 8,000 + 3.0 = 2667 4
-Hockey 8,000 + 3.0 = 2667 28
Wrestling 8,000 + 3.0 = 2,667 4
-Other 4,000+ 3.0 = 1,333 38
Family Shows
-ce Skating 8,000 + 3.0 = 2667 14
Circus 8,000 + 3.0 = 2,667 8
-Other 4,000+ 30 = 1,333 50
175
Assumptions Attendance rounded to small, medium, large
Seats 15,000

' ULl - Developing Sports, Convention, and Performing Arts Centers , Third Edition

Walker Parking Consultants

Data supports the opinion that large events will occur only about 15
times per year, compared with medium events, projected to occur
about 66 times, and small events, projected to occur about 94 times.

FUTURE ARENA PARKING CONDITIONS

The available parking supply around the arena will change over the
next 5, 10, and 20 vyears, assuming redevelopment proceeds as
outlined in the WDDC and Arena Neighborhood Development Plan.
Redevelopment is projected to occur on open areas such as surface
parking lots.  To project the changes to the parking supply, we
consulted the various development plans and made assumptions on
when the blocks would be developed over the next 20 years. For
planning purposes, we show the impact of displaced parking spaces
only and do not include any new parking. This shows how much the
redevelopment around the Arena impacts the available parking supply
for event parking.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Table 43 shows how the displaced parking impacts the adequacy of
the parking supply over the next 20 years. This includes only the
parking that is available within LOS A — D walking distance.  Green
indicates parking is adequate for event parking and red indicates
parking will require remote parking or the use of private parking
around the Arena. Also shown is the esfimated number of times
parking is projected fo require additional resources.
Table 43: Future Arena Parking Adequacy
5 Year
Arena Event Size
Small Medium Large
Weekend/Evening 1,465 132 (2,201)
Frequency 86 62 14
Weekday,/Day 514 (819) (3,152)
Frequency 8 4 ]
Events with adequate parking: 156
Events with deficit parking: 19
10 Year
Arena Event Size
Small Medium Large
Weekend/Evening 1,116 (217) (2,665)
Frequency 86 62 14
Weekday,/Day 330 (1,003) (3,339)
Frequency 8 4 ]
Events with adequate parking: 94
Events with deficit parking: 81
20 Year
Arena Event Size
Small Medium Large
Weekend/Evening 1,001 (217) (2,665)
Frequency 86 62 14
Weekday,/Day 299 (1,034) (3,367)
Frequency 8 4 ]
Events with adequate parking: 94
Events with deficit parking: 81
Walker Parking Consultants
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Based on the assumptions, the frequency that parking will be short for
event parking will increase from about 19 times per year to around 80
times per year within ten years.

As redevelopment occurs around the Arena, displaced public parking
should be replaced and additional parking should be added to meet
the demand generated by the new development. As projects are
considered, we recommend complefing a shared parking analysis to
defermine the appropriate number of parking spaces.  This can be
required by the City planning department before new developments
are approved.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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CENTURY Il EVENT PARKING

Events at Century Il vary widely in both type and attendance. In recent
years, parking has been displaced with the addition of WaterWalk to
the south. There is concern that during events af the Arena, parking
will be further restricted in the area and result in a shortage of parking.

The available parking supply for the Century Il is shown in Table 44.

Table 44: Century Il Parking Supply

Available

Walking Distance Effective  Available  Weekend/
LOS Supply Supply  Weekday  Evening

LOS A&B 2,184 1,999 855 1,089
LOS C 374 333 184 277
LOS D 964 864 419 760
Total Parking 3,522 3,196 1,458 2,126

Walker Parking Consultants

Figure 22 depicts the LOS walking distance for Century II. We did not
consider the area across the Arkansas River or the WaterWalk areq,
and we limited counting the supply to the east. Only those blocks
highlighted yellow confain availoble parking counted toward the
Century Il demand.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Figure 22: LOS Walking Distance Map for Century |I
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Parking demand at Century I is dependent upon the event and
configuration of the space. As shown in Table 45, parking demand
varies based on the type of activity and the configuration of the space.

Table 45: Parking Demand by Space Configuration

Potential
Building Space SF/Seats  SF/GLA  Demand
Bob Brown Expo Hall 93,000 85,560 513
Carl Bell Convention Hall 5,012 2,005
Concert Hall 2,178 871
Exhibition Hall 45,000 41,400 248
Mary Jane Teall Theater 646 258
Meeting Rooms 19,420 17,866 107
Combined Exhibition Space 195,000 179,400 1,076

Walker Parking Consultants

For planning purposes, we consider two types of events. The largest is
a full Carl Bell Convention Hall with parking demand estimated at
about 2,000 spaces. The second is a combined exhibition space and
full meefing room space with parking demand estimated af about
1,200 spaces. For clarification, we have named the two scenarios
large and Medium. Table 46 shows the current parking adequacy
using the available supply for weekday day and weekend/evening
fimes for large and medium events.

Table 46: Century Il Parking Adequacy

Available Available

Walking Distance  Available Weekend/ | Available Weekend/

LOS Weekday  Evening | Weekday  Evening
LOS A&B 855 1,089 855 1,089
LOS C 184 277 184 277
LOSD 419 760 419 760
Total Parking 1,458 2,126 1,458 2,126
Demand - Large 2,000 2,000
Demand - Medium 1,200 1,200
Surplus/(Deficit) (542) 126 258 926

Walker Parking Consultants
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SIMULTANEOUS EVENTS AT ARENA AND CENTURY Il

A key consideration for this study effort is the impact of simultaneous
evenfs at both the Arena and Century Il The proximity of the two
venues creafes an area of overlapping parking supply that both venues
may need, especially during peak events.

The overlapping area includes 466 available spaces during o
weekday daytime period and 1,082 available spaces during a
weekend or evening period.  For planning purposes, we have
calculated the impact of a large event at Century Il and a small,
medium, and large event at the arena for a weekday day time period.
The data in Table 47 shows sufficient parking for a simultaneous small
arena event and a large Century Il event, with remote parking
required.  The dafa also indicates parking is insufficient during a
medium and large arena event and a large Century Il event, even with
local remote parking made available, but this scenario is only
expected fo happen about once a year.

Table 47: Impact of Simultaneous Large Weekday Events at the Arena
and Century |l

Weekday Arena Event Size

Day Small Medium Large
Demand

Arena 1,334 2,667 5,000

Century Il - Large 2,000 2,000 2,000

Total Demand 3,334 4,667 7,000

Available Supply

Arena 2,039 2,039 2,039

Century |l 1,458 1,458 1,458

Less Shared 466 466 466

Actual Supply 3,031 3,031 3,031
Adequacy

Surplus/ (Deficit) (303) (1,636) (3,969)

Less Remote 303 1,319 1,319

Parking Shortage 0 (317) (2,650)
Frequency 2 1 0

Walker Parking Consultants

Our opinion, based on historical attendance at the Kansas Coliseum
and ULl data, is that simultaneous large events during weekday
business hours will be rare.
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Table 48 shows the impact of simultanecus large events at the Arena
and Century Il during o weekend or evening. By using nearby remote
parking opportunities, all but a large arena event have adequate

parking.

Table 48: Impact of Simultaneous Large Weekend/Evening Events at the
Arena and Century |l

Weekend/ Arena Event Size
Evening Small Medium Large
Demand

Arena 1,334 2,667 5,000

Century Il - Large 2,000 2,000 2,000

Total Demand 3,334 4,667 7,000

Available Supply

Arena 3,216 3,216 3,216

Century |l 2,126 2,126 2,126

Less Shared 1,082 1,082 1,082

Actual Supply 4,260 4,260 4,260
Adequacy

Surplus/ (Deficit) 926 (407) (2,740)

Less Remote n/a 407 1,319

Parking Shortage 0 0 (1,421)
Frequency 10 8 2

Walker Parking Consultants

The frequency of simultaneous large events is higher than daytime
weekday periods, but the worst case scenario s sfill only projected to
occur about twice a year.

Table 49 and Table 50 show the impact of a medium Century Il event
and small, medium, and large arena events. Only large arena events
are projected to create a shortage of parking during simultaneous
medium Century Il events.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Table 49: Impact of Simultaneous Medium Weekday Events at the Arena

and Century |l

Weekday Arena Event Size

Day Small Medium  Llarge
Demand

Arena 1,334 2,667 5,000

Century Il - Medium 1,200 1,200 1,200

Total Demand 2,534 3,867 6,200

Available Supply

Arena 2,039 2,039 2,039

Century |l 1,458 1,458 1,458

Less Shared 466 466 466

Actual Supply 3,031 3,031 3,031
Adequacy

Surplus/ (Deficit) 497 (836) (3,169)

Less Remote n/a 836 1,319

Parking Shortage 0 o (1,850
Frequency 3 1 1

Walker Parking Consultants

Table 50: Impact of Simultaneous Medium Weekend/Evening Events at

the Arena and Century |l

Weekend/ Arena Event Size

Evening Small Medium  Llarge
Demand

Arena 1,334 2,667 5,000

Century Il - Medium 1,200 1,200 1,200

Total Demand 2,534 3,867 6,200

Available Supply

Arena 3,216 3,216 3,216

Century |l 2,126 2,126 2,126

Less Shared 1,082 1,082 1,082

Actual Supply 4,260 4,260 4,260
Adequacy

Surplus/ (Deficit) 1,726 393 (1,940)

Less Remote n/a n/a 1,319

Parking Shortage 0 0 (621)
Frequency 45 40 4

Walker Parking Consultants
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Figure 23 shows how the Century Il and Arena overlap potential parking supplies. The checkered area
includes parking supply that overlaps the two event venues.

Figure 23: Arena and Century Il LOS Walking Distances
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Walker Parking Consultants
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SUMMARY OF EVENT IMPACT

Considering stand alone arena events and simultaneous events with
Century I, about 29 events require remote parking with shutile
operations. VWhen the effective parking supply cushion is included, this
drops to 19 instances that require shutiles.
parking with shuttle, drops to four times per year when the cushion and
the available private supply is included in the walking distance supply.
Figure 24 shows the adequacy and frequency for each event scenario.
The supply is based on only the known available public supply within

a reasonable walking distance.

PROJECT # 23-7104.00

Events requiring remote

Figure 24: Adequacy of Simultaneous Events

Arena Event Size

Century Il Event Small Medium Large
Weekend/Evening
No Event 1,882 549 (1,784)
Frequency 31 14 8
Medium 1,726 393 (1,940)
Frequency 45 40 4
Large 926 (407) (2,740)
Frequency 10 8 2
Events 86 62 14
Weekday,/Day
No Event 705 (628) n/a
Frequency 3 2 0
Medium 497 (836) (3,169)
Frequency 3 | 1
Large (303) (1,636) n/a
Frequency 2 | 0
Events 8 4 I

Considering available parking within walking distance:

Events with adequate parking: 146
Events requiring remote shuttle: 29
Less Cushion 19
Less Cushion and Private 4

Walker Parking Consultants
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CONCLUSION

Considering only the known public parking spaces available for event
parking within a reasonable walking distance, remote shuttle parking is
required 29 times per year. A more likely scenario is the use of the
effective parking supply cushion and a portion of the more than 2,000
vacant privafe spaces within walking distance of the arena.  We
believe the combined use of the cushion and private spaces will
eliminate the requirement to provide remote parking with shutile service
for all but a handful of large arena events.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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LICENSE PLATE SURVEY

Walker was tasked with conducting a license plafe survey for up to 12 block faces. Figure 25 identifies 17
block faces that were surveyed for this effort, which included most of Delano, a portion along Douglas Avenue,
and an area adjacent to the Government District.

Figure 25: LPI Areas

Source: Walker Parking Consultants
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DELANO

Ten block faces along the north and south sides of Douglas Avenue
were surveyed from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Wednesday, March
14, 2007. This area features angled sfreet parking with no parking
restrictions or fees for parking. Figure 26 shows that the peak parking
occupancy occurred during the noon hour, with 75 out of 106 spaces
being occupied.

Figure 26: Delano Parking Occupancy
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Source: Walker Parking Consultants

Peak occupancy was observed around local restaurants in the area
with a 71 percent occupancy rate.

Table 51, on the next page, details the peak occupancy by block.

Four out of ten block faces experienced parking above 85 percent,
which is the optimal parking utilization rate for on-street parking.

Section Il = Supply,/Demand Analysis and Needs Assessment
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Table 51: Occupancy by Block Face
Street: Side: From: To: In\j-:r:(:c[ry OC(:;F;C;HCY %(SC:::L)ed
Douglas  South Seneca Walnut 13 12 92%
Douglas  South Walnut Handley 10 9 90%
Douglas  South Handley  Osage 12 5 42%
Douglas  South Osage Oak 8 7 88%
Douglas  South Oak Sycamore 11 9 82%
Douglas  North Sycamore  Oak 7 4 57%
Douglas  North Oak Osage 11 11 100%
Douglas  North Osage Handley 9 0%
Douglas ~ North Handley ~ Walnut 10 7 70%
Douglas  North Sycamore  Mclean Rd 15 11 73%
|Toto| Occupancies 106 75 71% |

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

Figure 27 shows that most vehicles parked for one hour or less in the

Delano D

istrict.

Figure 27: Delano Length of Stay
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Figure 27 also suggests that imposing and enforcing a two hour time
limit has the potential to free up about 40 spaces assuming everyone
obeys the timelimit. VWe are not recommending a fimelimit af this
time, only interpreting the data.

DOUGLAS AVENUE

Douglas Avenue is one of the main gateways fo the downfown core.
Onstreet parking is mostly parallel, with one block face lined for
angled parking.  Parking is free along Douglas, but signed and
enforced for 1 or 2 hours of parking depending on the block face.
Figure 28 shows occupancy levels fairly low throughout the day with
the peak occupancy observed at the end of the day. This trend is
likely due to the relaxing of restrictions in the evening and nearby
residential units.

Figure 28: Douglas Street Parking Occupancy
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Source: Walker Parking Consultants

During our survey we did observe enforcement officers collecting data
fo monitor the length of stay along Douglas Streef. Table 52 on the
following page shows the peak occupancy for each block face during
the peak hour. No areas had occupancy levels exceeding 78
percent.
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Table 52: Douglas Street Occupancy Details

Street: Side: From: To: In\j-::cl)ry P::)ZH;:F & OC:::II()ed (ot
Douglas  South  Market Broadway 9 7 78%
Douglas  South  Broadway Topeka 8 4 50%
Douglas  South  Emporia  St. Francis 20 12 60%
Total Occupancies 37 23 62%

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

Figure 29 shows that for the most part, vehicles were parked
according to the posted time limits. Only three vehicles were observed

as exceeding the posted time limits.

Figure 29: Douglas Street Length of Stay
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GOVERNMENT DISTRICT (MARKET STREET)

The area adjacent to the Government district along Market Street, just
north of Cenfral Avenue, was selected for its high occupancy and
proximity to the govemnment buildings.  Parking was metered with 2
hour and 5 hours limits on two block faces, and had no restrictions on
the remaining block faces. Figure 30 provides the hourly parking
occupancy. Overall occupancy levels remained high throughout the
day until the last count at 5:00 p.m., when occupancy levels dropped
fo only six vehicles.

Figure 30: Market Street Parking Occupancy
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Source: Walker Parking Consultants

Table 53 shows the peak parking occupancy for each block face.
The five hour metered spaces along Market and the unrestricted spaces
had the highest recorded occupancy levels.  Overall the peak
occupancy occurred at 2:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m. with 40 out of 44
spaces being occupied.
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Table 53: Market Street Occupancy Details

Street:  Side: From: To: Inj:r:?;ry l:(:)l; I-}:),\:r % (Sfc::glijd
Market  East Central Elm 14 14 100%
Market  West Elm Pine 8 100%
Market  West Central Elm 10 7 70%
Market  East Elm Pine 12 11 92%
Total Occupancies 44 40 91%

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

Figure 31 shows the average length of stay for the four blocks. We
nofed that for the most part, motorists followed the posted regulations.

Figure 31: Market Street Length of Stay
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This section of the report provides various alternatives for improving the
usage of the existing parking supply, as well as options for increasing
the supply through expanding existing faciliies, reconfiguring on-street
parking, and through new construction of both surface and structured
parking.  The alternatives provided cover a broad range of opfions
and best practices for supplying, managing, and marketing the City's
parking supply.  Transit alternatives and recommendations are only
briefly discussed in the sectfion, as they are covered in detail in the next
section, “Transit Assessment”.

The following Scope of Services sets forth the goals and objectives of
the Altfernatives Analysis section of the report.

Our analysis of the parking supply and demand found that overall
parking is adequate. Future development scenarios indicate the focal
point of increasing parking need is the area around the new Arena.
This demand is not so much due to the Arena, but rather, the
redevelopment that is outlined in the Arena Neighborhood
Development Plan. Considering just the impact of the Arena, parking
is adequate for all but about 20 events or so per year. The high cost
of structured parking, which is covered later in this section, is simply
foo high to justify building a parking structure to be used so few times
per year. It makes much more sense to facilitate remote parking
options and encourage the free market to provide parking.

Redevelopment around the Arena changes this condition, as outlined in
the Arena Neighborhood Development Plan. Existing parking will be
displaced as surface lots are transformed to commercial, office, and
residential space. As this redevelopment occurs, parking will become
an increasing issue for the area surrounding the arena site if it is not
addressed.  Other areas as well, such as North Old Town and
WaterWalk, will need new parking if development proceeds as
outlined in their development plans.

INCREASING THE PARKING SUPPLY

When we add the potential parking demand from redevelopment
around the arena site, we can begin to see the need for parking
during daytime hours.  The Arena Neighborhood Redevelopment Plan
identified a few key “cafalyst” blocks for redevelopment around the
new Arena. The added parking demand from redevelopment is
constant in nature and helps to justify the addition of structured parking.
With the right mix of land uses, the new parking can be shared for
event patrons. In addition fo structured parking, we looked for areas

Section Ill = Alternatives Analysis

ALTERNATIVES
ANALYSIS



PARKING AND MOBILITY MASTER PLAN
DOWNTOWN WICHITA, KANSAS

WALKER

PARKING CONSULTANTS

AUGUST 3, 2007 PROJECT # 23-7104.00

that could be developed into surface parking.  The cost of surface
parking is much lower when compared to structured parking ($2,000 -
$3,500 per space), and can be used as a temporary land use until
redevelopment opportunities come fo fruition.

The number of parking spaces to add is a function of what the new
development brings fo the area and how much public parking is
displaced. Surface parking is set by the dimensions of the site, while
structured parking is set by the site and height restrictions.  The
potential sites we considered vary from three to five levels, and from

535 to 645 spaces.

Section Ill = Alternatives Analysis
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A small structure built on a small site costs much more per space when compared to a mid-sized structure built
on a large site with minimal restrictions. Figure 32 provides potential locations for a parking facility.  The
green areas represent potential parking structure sites and the yellow areas show potential surface parking
sites.  The garage sites are located to maximize use between the arena, convention center, and WaterVWalk.
The surface lot locations are located more toward the arena site and offer limited use beyond event parking,
and can be used for parking on a temporary basis, until developed.

Figure 32: Conceptual Added Parking Options

Source: Walker Parking Consultants
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A parking garage located in this core area could easily have
commercial space built at grade, which is in line with the Arena
Neighborhood Plan.  We made a conscious decision fo limit the
potential parking sfructures north of Waterman Street and south of
Douglas Avenue. The logic behind this choice is to keep parking
centrally located between the two largest event generators.  Parking in
this core area may also help spur redevelopment by allowing event
parkers a block or two to walk past restaurants, bars, or retail space.

SITE ASSUMPTIONS

The following provides a description of each site and our assumptions.
These options are conceptual in nature. Site dimensions are based on
drawings and require field verification.

Site A: Parking sfructure on the site of block 149. This site offers a
footprint of 300" x 250". Based on this foofprint, 215 spaces per
typical level can be constructed, assuming 350" square feet per space.
A three level stucture with 645 spaces actually nefs only 434
additional spaces due to the displaced surface spaces. At this fime,
the site contains a non-functioning parking structure (vehicles only park
on the ground floor), and surface parking areas. The site offers central
access fo the arena, convention center, and WaterWalk.

Site B: Parking sfructure on site of State Employee surface parking lof,
block 143 orientated north-south.  Dimensions for this site are 396" x
125", The typical level has 141 spaces assuming 350" square feet
per space with two bays. A four level parking structure with 564
spaces adds an estimated 397 spaces fo the invenfory due fo the
displaced surfoce parking spaces. The current use is surface parking
for State Employees. This site is located centrally, between the arena
and convention cenfer. A benefit fo this site is that the land is owned
by the City and is identified as a catalyst block for development in the
Arena Neighborhood Plan.

Site C: Parking structure on site of State Employee surface parking lot,
block 143 orienfated east - west. Dimensions for this site are 300" x
125', with 107 spaces per typical level, assuming 350" square feet
per space. A five level, 535 space parking sfructure adds 453
spaces fo the supply, due to the displaced surface parking spaces.
This site is also centrally located between the arena and convention
center. Displaced surface parking is a litfle lower than the ofher sites

and the land is owned by the City.
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Site D: New surface lot located on dirt lot in block 164. This option
is based on site dimensions of 140" x 300". This site has the potential
fo add 193 spaces one and half blocks to the south of the arena. We
assume 9- 0" space widths at 90-degree angles and two-way rows.
The width of the site also leaves room for some landscaping. Because
the site is currently vacant land, there are no displaced parking
spaces. This should be considered a temporary use for the site until an
accepfable redevelopment opportunity presents itself, as this block is
identified as a pofential site for a residential development and a
catalyst block in the Arena Neighborhood Plan.

Site E: Expansion of existing city lof to the south, on adjacent grass
Field on block 166. This site is likely to only be used for event parking
at the arena. It is based on site dimensions of 395" to the north, 446’
moving south, and 306" on the south end. Based on these
dimensions, 468 spaces may be added. We assumed 9 — 0" space
widths with @0-degree stalls with two-way rows. This site should be
considered temporary, as the site is currenily being considered fo
expand the fransit facilifies.

OPINION OF COST

Construction costs vary based on several factors, such as the site size,
number of spaces, facade freatment, and whether the spaces are
below grade or above grade. Parking structures generally cost

$12,000 to $20,000 per space (or even higher).

Our analysis assumes a construction cost of $15,500 per space for
structured  parking and  $3,000 per space for surface parking.
Assumptions for structured parking include using a similar fagade
treatment as the Old Town parking garage, no below grade parking
spaces, commercial space on a portion of the grade level, and a site
that allows good functional layout of the parking spaces. Assumptions
for surface lot construction are curbs, lighting, signage, and some
basic landscaping.  Table 54 shows our opinion of the basic
construction costs for each site.  This varies based on the size of each

site and the type of facility.
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Table 54: Comparison of Costs

Cost per Construction

Site  Type Size  levels  Space Costs'
A Garage 645 3 $15,500 $9,997,500
B Garage 564 4 $15,500 $8,742,000
C Garage 535 5 $15,500 $8,292,500
D
E

Surface 193 - $3,000 $579,000
Surface 468 - $3,000 $1,404,000

! Does not include soft costs , land or demolition

Source: Walker Parking Consultants
Construction cosfs do not include soft costs.  Soft costs vary for each

project, but generally run about 15 percent of construction costs. The
cost is broken down as follows:

Architectural /Engineering Fees 5%

Client Administration 1%
Financing 3%
Survey & Geotechnical Report 1%
Testing (Soil, Concrete, efc,) 1%
Construction Contingency 4%

Table 55 provides the total cost for each site including construction
and soft costs.  The tofal cost per space for structured parking with soft
costs is $17,825, compared to surface parking of $3,450 per space.

Table 55: Opinion of Cost including Soft Costs

Cost per
Construction Soft Costs  Space with  Opinion of
Site  Type Costs 15% Soft Costs' Cost

A Garage $9,997,500 $2,325 $17,825 $11,497,125
B Garage $8,742,000 $2,325 $17,825 $10,053,300
C Garage $8,292,500 $2,325 $17,825 $9,536,375
D Surface $579,000 $450 $3,450 $665,850
E Surface $1,404,000 $450 $3,450 $1,614,600

' 15% added for soft costs
Z Does not include the cost of land or demolition of existing structures

Source: Walker Parking Consultants
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OPERATING COSTS

Walker maintains o dafabase of operating revenue and expense
statements for over 200 separate parking facilities.  Based on this
database and knowledge of the local market, we present a discussion
of the typical costs associated with the operation of a parking sfructure.

Cerfain operating expenses are directly related to the type of operation
of the facility. An example of this is revenue collection. Cashiered
locations obviously have far greater payroll expenses as compared to
"free” parking or confract only parking. Other expenses, such as
maintenance, are fairly predictable, although even these are influenced
by the location of the facility and type of construction.

The following are typical line item expenses for a parking facility:
e labor (wages and benefits)
e Security
e Management fFee
e Supplies
o Liability Insurance & Claims
 Utilities
e Accounting/Banking
e Mainfenance

o Other/Miscellaneous Expenses

Table 56 presents a summary of median operafing cost data for
parking structures in our database. This indicates that the annual cost
per space to operate a parking structure is about $584. The highest
cosfs are associated with labor and security for the facility. Depending
on the type of operation and staffing, a reasonable range for
operating parking structures in Wichita is $400 to $600 per space on
an annual basis. A preliminary financial analysis is needed to
defermine a more accurate level of detail.  This includes specific
staffing schedules, hours of operation, and wage rafes for a specific
site.

Section Ill = Alternatives Analysis
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Table 56: Median per Space Operating Expenses

Median Per
Expense Category Space Cost
Payroll & Benefits $ 267
Security $ 107
Management Fees $ 33
Supplies $ 19
Liability Insurance & Claims $ 18
Utilities $ 52
Accounting / Banking $ 4
Snow Removal $ 6
Maintenance $ 68
Miscellaneous / Other Expense  $ 10
Total Cost Per Space $ 584

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, Revenue and Expense Database

Surface parking operating costs are much lower when compared fo
structured parking.  This is especially true for event type parking lots,
which would only be sfaffed during events by a one or two persons
plus a supervisor that could monitor several lots.  Generally staff would
arrive at the lot a few hours before the event starts and leave once the
lot is full. A skelefal crew could remain to watch over the area and
police any frash affer the event. Annual costs fo mainfain and operate
suface parking lofs should run from $90 to $160 per space,
depending on the number of events and size of the parking lof.

BREAK-EVEN POINT

By applying the projected construction and operating cost per space,
we can calculate the monthly revenue needed for the sfructure to be
selfsufficient.  Table 57 shows the monthly revenue needed for a
range of cost opfions, assuming 25 year financing at 6.5 percent
inferest. As an example, we have highlighted the $17,500 per space
construction cost and $500 per space operating expense. These
factors intersect at $161.00 monthly revenue per space needed to
breakeven. This monthly revenue requirement is much higher than
current monthly revenue rates in Wichita.

Section Ill = Alternatives Analysis
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Table 57: Annual Breakeven Cost per Structured Parking Space

Project Cost Annual Operating Cost Per Space

Per Space [ $300 $400 | $500 $600 | $700 $800
$12,500 $110 $119 $127 $135 $144 $152
$13,500]  S117[  §126[  $134]  $142[ §151]  §$159

1 1 1 1
$14,500]  $124] 132 $141 $149  $157[ $1606

$15,500] §$131 $139]  $148]  $156|  $te4l  $173 @
$16,500[ 138 146 $is4l $ies[ Fi7 $179] $
§17,500] $145] 153 $161 $170 $178] $186 %
$18,500[ 151 §160]  $168] $176]  $185] $193] &
$19,500] $158] S16/[ $175] $183[  $192[  $200 &
§20,500] S$1e5| Si173[ $is2| §ioo| §iog| $207] ©
§271,500] $172] ¢$180] $189[ $197]  $205 $214] ¢
$22,500]  $179] $187[  $195 $204]  $212[  $220] @
$23,500]  $186]  §194]  $202]  §217 $219  $227] &£
$24, 500 $192[  $201 200 $21/[ $226] 234 ©
$25,500 $199]  $208 $216]  $224] 9233 $241 <é

$26,500 $206 $214 $223 $231 $239 $248
$27,500 $213 $221 $230 $238 $246 $255
$28,500 $220 $228 $236 $245 $253 $261

Rate:  6.5% Amortized Period: 25 Years

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

RISING COST OF PARKING STRUCTURES

According to Walker's research and data compiled by R.S. Means,
one of North America’s leading supplier of construction cost
information; the construction cost per square foot for a parking structure
has steadily increased over the past five years. From 2003 to 2007,
hard cosfs have increased by approximately 17 percent for above-
grade and approximately 21 percent for below-grade parking
construction.  Concrete prices are expected fo confinue fo increase
spurred by the ongoing increases in cement, aggregate and the fuel
necessary to mine or extract these components. The recent slowdown
in the residential construction indusiry may moderate concrefe price
increases, but the impact of ongoing construction overseas may more
than offset these influences.

The following figures show how construction costs for above grade

and below grade parking structures have increased over the past five
years.

Section Ill = Alternatives Analysis
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6.5% interest for 25 years,
requires a monthly revenue
stream of about $161.00
per space to break even.
This does not include land
or demolition costs.
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Figure 33: Construction Costs for Above Grade Parking Structure

Parking Ramp (Above Grade)

Overall Trend Rate

Hard Costs/SF 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 Annual, Compound
Atlanta $ 3585 ¢ 3348 $ 31.16 $ 3000 $ 29.79 4.7%
Baltimore 37.21 34.79 32.17 30.57 30.32 5.3%
Boston 46.28 43.29 40.04 38.47 38.24 4.9%
Chicago 45.43 41.83 38.73 37.78 37.77 4.7%
Cleveland 40.34 37.60 35.08 34.19 34.15 4.3%
Dallas 33.68 31.61 29.25 28.20 28.13 4.6%
Denver 38.14 35.88 33.24 32.05 31.89 4.6%
Detroit 42.11 40.18 37.13 35.86 35.78 4.2%
Houston 35.49 32.84 30.26 29.10 29.09 5.1%
Kansas City 41.34 38.76 35.88 34.12 33.82 5.1%
Los Angeles 42.91 40.00 37.06 36.23 35.74 4.7%
Miami 34.81 32.43 30.19 29.13 28.10 5.5%
Minneapolis 45.03 42.02 39.07 37.93 37.64 4.6%
New Orleans 34.73 32.36 29.98 28.85 28.83 4.8%
New York City 52.49 49.40 45.94 44.82 44.09 4.5%
Philadelphia 45.83 42.84 39.42 37.50 37.04 5.5%
Phoenix 35.81 32.81 30.43 29.40 29.36 51%
Pittsburg 39.66 37.52 34.67 33.62 33.32 4.5%
Portland, Or. 40.98 38.69 35.98 34.87 34.85 4.1%
St. Llouis 41.66 38.31 35.43 34.19 34.01 5.2%
San Diego 41.82 38.95 36.23 35.10 35.08 4.5%
San Francisco 48.84 45.58 42.40 41.34 41.10 4.4%
Seattle 41.74 39.02 36.44 34.82 34.38 5.0%
Woashington, D.C. 39.34 36.51 33.62 31.84 31.82 5.4%
Winston-Salem, NC 31.72 28.69 26.67 25.02 24.94 6.2%
Average $ 4053 $ 3782 $ 3506 $ 33.80 $ 33.57 4.8%

Hard Cost/SF - Above Grade

$42.00
_ $40.00 Y
3
> $38.00
g
g $36.00
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Source: Walker research, R.S. Means 2003 - 2007
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Figure 34: Construction Costs for Below Grade Parking Garage

Underground Parking (Below Grade)

Overall Trend Rate

Hard Costs/SF 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 Annual, Compound
Atlanta $56.63 $ 5328 $ 51.14 $ 4669 $ 4507 5.9%
Baltimore 58.79 55.37 52.79 47.57 45.87 6.4%
Boston 73.11 68.90 65.72 59.86 57.85 6.0%
Chicago 71.78 66.57 63.56 58.56 57.14 5.9%
Cleveland 63.73 59.84 57.58 53.20 51.66 5.4%
Dallas 53.21 50.30 48.01 43.88 42.55 5.7%
Denver 60.25 57.10 54.56 49.86 48.24 5.7%
Detroit 66.52 63.95 60.94 55.80 54.12 5.3%
Houston 56.06 52.27 49.66 45.28 44.01 6.2%
Kansas City 65.31 61.69 58.89 53.09 51.16 6.3%
Los Angeles 67.78 63.65 60.82 56.37 54.07 5.8%
Miami 54.99 51.61 49.55 45.34 42.50 6.7%
Minneapolis 71.14 66.87 64.13 59.02 56.94 57%
New Orleans 54.86 51.49 49.20 44.76 43.61 5.9%
New York City 82.93 78.61 75.40 69.75 66.70 5.6%
Philadelphia 72.41 68.18 64.70 58.35 56.03 6.6%
Phoenix 56.57 52.21 49.95 45.75 44.41 6.2%
Pittsburg 62.65 59.72 56.89 52.31 50.40 5.6%
Portland, Or. 64.74 61.57 59.06 54.13 52.71 5.3%
St. Louis 65.82 60.97 58.15 53.20 51.46 6.3%
San Diego 66.07 61.98 59.46 54.50 53.07 5.6%
San Francisco 77.16 72.53 69.59 64.33 62.17 5.5%
Seattle 65.95 62.10 59.80 54.18 52.01 6.1%
Washington, D.C. 62.15 58.11 55.18 49.55 48.14 6.6%
Winston-Salem, NC 50.11 45.65 43.11 38.93 37.73 7.4%
Average $6403 $§ 60.18 $ 5751 $ 5257 $ 50.78 6.0%

Hard Cost/SF - Below Grade

$65.00
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Source: Walker research, R.S. Means 2003 - 2007

Section Ill = Alternatives Analysis



PARKING AND MOBILITY MASTER PLAN WALKER
DOWNTOWN WICHITA, KANSAS I

AUGUST 3, 2007 PROJECT # 23-7104.00

MINIMUM PARKING STRUCTURE DIMENSIONS®

One effective way to concenfrate a parking supply is through a
parking structure.  There are several variables and options fo consider
when selecting the type of structure, including the desired traffic flow
(one way or two way), additional use within the structure (such as refail T
on the bottom level), the Level of Service (LOS), and height restrictions. B —

Generally, the larger the potential site, the greater the opfions for the R .
design of the structure. Table 58 provides the minimum dimensions for BN —
two fypes of sfructures, as well as a variation on the level of service S S
(LOS).  Characteristics of a singlethreaded helix include two-bays’, i ~——
twoway traffic flow, and 90-degree parking, with the motorist - — >
ascending one floor for every 360-degree revolution. By contrast, a '

doublethreaded helix features angled parking and one-way traffic ISOMETRIC

flow, providing a continuous travel path up and then down through the SINGLE THREADED HELIX
structure.  In a doublethreaded helix, the motorist climbs two levels for
every 360-degree revolution, thus requiring a longer site than a single-
threaded helix.  These are examples only and do not represent a
specific site or design. The dimensions do not include required set-
backs or green space; therefore, each site would likely need to be five
fo fen feet wider.

Table 58: Minimum Parking Structure Dimensions

LOS D LOS A

Garage Type Traffic  Space Dimensions  Dimensions

Single Threaded Helix Two Way 90°  120'x 135" 120'x 187"

Double Helix One Way 75° 112'x 188" 112'x 282

Walker Parking Consultants

The minimum parking structure dimensions may be useful when - s i
considering sites for adding a parking structure.  We recommend _—
building a structure with at least 300 spaces in order to hold down the =

overall cost per added space. Smaller garages result in fewer spaces - - E

per square foot and higher consfruction costs per space. =

ISOMETRIC

® Parking structures could be built on smaller footprints. However, implied in DOUBLE THREADED HELIX
this discussion is the desirability to achieve a relafively efficient parking
structure design, as measured by square footage of floor area per space.

* A "parking bay” consists of a drive aisle and usually parking on both sides
of that drive aisle. A doubleloaded aisle means parking is located on both
sides of the drive aisle, whereas a singleloaded aisle means that parking is
only provided on one side of the drive aisle.

Section Ill = Alternatives Analysis 136
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RESTRIPING/IMPROVED LAYOUT OPPORTUNITIES

Typically, the quickest and least expensive way fo increase parking
supply is by maximizing the existing space through restriping.
Construction cosfs for parking sfructures can run anywhere from
$12,000 to $20,000, or more, per space. Surface parking lot
construction costs typically range from $2,000 to $3,500 per space
(not including land). By comparison, simple line restriping costs for an
asphalt parking lot range from $21 to $35 per space depending on
several variables including the number of coats of sealer used.
Therefore, restriping a parking facility fo increase capacity represents a
substantial savings over building new parking facilities.

A review of the city-owned surface lofs found limited areas for
measurable improvements to effectively gain parking supply through
new layouts. One potential lot that would benefit from a new layout is
the City lot located at Waterman and Mead.  This lot currently has
347 spaces. Based on measurements of 337" fo the north, 392’
moving to the south, and 366" on the south, we estimate 428 spaces
could fit on the site. This estimate is based on @' — 0" stall widths; Q0-
degree sfalls; two-way fraffic; the reorientation of the bays north —
south; and the removal of the islands. This change represents an
increase of 81 parking spaces on this site. Figure 35 shows the
conceptual new layout.

Section Ill = Alternatives Analysis
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Figure 35: Conceptual Layout Change

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

We noticed many parking lofs would benefit from seal coating and
new sfriping. Some of these lofs were in such poor condition that it
was not clear how the spaces were ouflined or how many spaces
were on the lot. This made it impractical to check for the functionality
of the space layout fo make suggestions on improvements. Some of
the worst parking lots had low occupancy and low parking rates,
indicating low demand in the area. Mainfenance has most likely been
deferred in these cases, and funding major work to gain a few spaces
through a new layout is unnecessary and impractical. VWe recommend
surface parking lots be maintained fo avoid liability issues, such as trip
and fall cases that are more likely to occur on parking lots that are not
maintained.
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ON-STREET PARKING GEOMETRIC REQUIREMENTS

Onssireet parking is available on most streets in the study area. A
maijority of the parking is parallel parking, although there are some
angled parking spaces.  Advantages fo onstreet parking are the
convenience of parking at the “front door” and its relafively low cost
when compared to offstreet parking solutions.  Considerations in
planning on-street parking include impact to the traffic flow, available
street width, and possible conflicts with other curb uses such as bus
stops or loading zones. Table 59 provides the recommended street
widths for parallel parking on a two-way and one-way street.

Table 59: Recommended On-Street Street Widths for Parallel Parking

Parking on  Parking on

Traffic Pattern One Side  Both Sides
Two-way 26'-32' 36' - 40!
One-way 18'-22! 26' - 30'

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, (see appendix)

Table 60 details the recommended parking dimensions for on-street
parking spaces by angle of the space. As the angle increases, the
required right of way increases. This area is needed to maneuver the
vehicle out of the angled space.

limited angled parking is available along Douglas Avenue between
Emporia  Street and Saint Francis Street.  Angled parking can
dramatically increase the parking supply when compared to parallel
parking.  We suggest considering implementing additional angled
parking along Douglas as an option to increase the parking supply
while also calming traffic.

According fo estimates by the City Traffic Engineering Department,
angled parking along Douglas from Main Street to Topeka Street adds
about 34 spaces fo the current inventory; and Topeka Street fo the rail
road tracks adds about 25 additional spaces.  This fofals to about 5@
new spaces along Douglas that could be used for public parking.

Section Ill = Alternatives Analysis

Example of on-street angled
Parking.
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Table 60: On-street Parking Dimensions

Curb Into Curb to Space
Type of Space  Width Street  Center Line ~ Width
Parallel 22'-0" g'-0" 18'-0" 8'-0"
30° Angle 17'-0" 16'-4" 26'-0" 8'-6"
45° Angle 12'-0" 18'-9" 30'-0" 8'-6"
60° Angle 9'-10" 19'-10" 37'-0" 8'-6"

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

Note: The angled parking spaces are traditional frontin parking, and
not reverse angle parking. Reverse angle parking is discussed in the
next section. Drawings detailing the recommended on-street parking
layouts for parallel and angled parking are located in the Appendix of
this report.

REVERSE ANGLE PARKING

Reverse angle parking is receiving growing affention and accepfance
by municipalities. Reverse angle parking requires the parker to back
into the space rather than pull forward info the space. This type of
parking is similar to parallel parking, which requires backing info the
space, but af an angle. Benefits of this method are that when the
vehicle enters traffic, it basically tumns into the traffic, thus requiring litfle
fo no extra room for the right of way. In addition, drivers experience a
reduced risk of an accident because they are not backing into traffic.
There is also the argument that it is safer to back into the space after
just passing the space and seeing that no one is behind the vehicle.

Disadvantages fo this type of parking are that it is foreign fo most
drivers; it may require a wider space to allow easier parking; and it
requires stopping in fraffic fo get to the space. Therefore, so it should
not be used in high traffic volume areas.

Ideally, reverse angle parking is employed on nonthoroughfare streets
with lower fraffic volume and slower traffic speeds.  This condition is
due to the time if fakes fo find the space, stop and back into the space,
as well as the fact that most drivers are not familiar with this type of
parking.

An example of reverse angle parking can be found in downtown
Indianapolis, Indiana, adjacent to the federal courthouse on New York
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Example of Reverse Angle
Parking in Washington D.C.

Cities with Reverse Angle Parking

Borough of Pottstown, PA
Indianapolis, IN

Salt Lake City, UT

Seattle, WA

Village of Shorewood, WI
Washington, DC
Wilmington, DE
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Street, where this parking is reserved for employees. This location
works well, because the same people use the spaces every day.

Our opinion of reverse angle parking is that it can work, but it has
limitations. The fact that it is so unfamiliar with drivers creates its own
set of negafive perceptions. If it is used, we recommend starting in
limited low traffic areas with a public relations drive to get the word
out. Advance notice and plenty of good signage advising motorists of
the new parking procedures, as well as directions posted on the
parking website are also recommended.

WAYFINDING / SIGNAGE

We recommend implementing a comprehensive signage program fo
maximize visitor awareness to public parking locations.  The signage
improvements  should be prepared in  conjunction with any
enhancements fo the parking resources, in addition to any streetscape
improvements in the study area. As is tue with any good
communications medium, signs should be brief, precise, and
appropriate, such as “Public Parking” or “Free Public Parking.” Further,
the signage should guide the driver from Douglas Avenue and Main
Street to the public parking areas surrounding Century Il and the
Arena.

At present, no consistent parking signage seems to exist for off-sireet
parking areas or along the primary thoroughfares.  While many
business owners have private parking signs posfed on the sides of
buildings, sign posts, and fences, they all vary in confent and visual
appearance.

Fach parking area has its own set of wayfinding/signage
requirements. These requirements present specific  questions
concerning the needs and concerns of the users to be answered during
the design of the signs, including:

e What are the points at which information is needed?

e What information is needed?

e How should this information be presented?

e Will there be a high percentage of first time visitors, or is the
parking supply used by the same people every day?

Section Ill = Alternatives Analysis
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e Are there special sign requirements for accessible parking or
bilingual patrons?

o Are there choices in traffic patterns that must be presented to
drivers such as directions to parking near the entrance to an
anchor tenant or exits to different streefse

It is also imporfant that general rules for sign design and placement
should be followed when planning the streetscape improvements.

e All signage should have o general organizing principle
consistently evident in the system.

e Direcfion signage for both pedestrians and vehicles must be
confinuous (i.e., repeated at each point of choice) until the
destination is reached.

e Signs should be placed in consistent and therefore predictable
locations.

FIRST IMPRESSIONS

During our observations we noted some parking areas that were not
very well illuminated after hours. These areas included surface lofs and
parking structures.  One structure in particular had lights visible on only
one upper level, with all the levels below and above in the dark (this is
a privately owned structure that offers daily and monthly parking and
has at least six levels). Many of the facilities with poor lighting are
located in the area that will soon offer parking fo the new arena.

We recommended that special atfention be given to the lighting
requirements in each lot and garage. In addition, a security presence
during peak hour conditions, conduct frequent collection and removal
of trash, and eliminate physical pedestrian barriers. Al of these
mentioned factors have the ability to influence the perception that an
individual may have on parking in the study area.

Lighting can be measured in terms of Level of Service (LOS), just as it is
for walking distance. Table 61 provides the LOS rating for surface
parking lighting.
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Table 61: Level of Service Luminance Ratings

Minimum Average
LOS llluminance' Nlluminance'
A 4 10
B 3 8
C 2 6
D 1 4

' Measured in Foot Candles

Parking Structures, Third Edition, Walker Parking Consultants, 2001

Good lighting not only helps identify the offstreet parking areas, but
also is more inviting fo patrons, reduces the risk of liability claims due
fo slip and fall type injuries, and increases the security level.

PROMOTE PARKING

Promoting parking includes establishing a public  relations and
communications plan to provide information on key events impacting
downtown parking access issues, and should be responsible for
increasing public awareness of downtown parking through events,
activities, publications, press releases, maps and other literature.

Results from our search for information on parking in Wichita via the
infernet offered limited success.  The best resource we found on
downtown parking via the infermet is on the WDDC website, ot
www.downtownwichita.org/parking.htm. ~ This site  offers some
general information and a basic map showing parking options. Many
municipal websites allow the payment of parking violations and
monthly parking, and a few show how many spaces are available o
the public in reaHime.

We recommend either enhancing the current website and linking it
directly to the City's website or developing a new website under the
City's website. The site should be comprehensive in nature, inform
potfential visitors where and how to park in downtown, including hours
of operation, rates, and how to purchase a monthly parking pass.
We recommend that the City include “Parking” under the list of
departments and establish several web pages to educate the public on
downtown parking. This sife should be linked to other sites that need

'° http: / /parkingspacenow.smgov.net/ shows real time parking occupancy
for the City of Santa Monica, CA
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Figure 1I-36: Examples of
Parking Web Pages

www.downtownlincoln.org

Lincoln, NE

http://www.parkitdowntown.co
m/parking/directions.html

Nashville, TN

www.city.pittsburgh.pa.us/
pghparkingauthority/
Pittsburgh, PA

www.miamiparking.com

Miami, FL

www.parkspa.com
Springfield, MA

www.ci.baltimore.md.us/
government/parking
Baltimore, MD

www.hartfordparking.com
Hartford, CT

www.norfolk.va.us/parking
Norfolk, VA

www.crbus-parking.org/
Cedar Rapids, 10

http://www.cityofboise.org/cust
omer_and_support services/par
king_control

Boise, ID

www.central-city.net/
parking.php

Kalamazoo, Ml

http://www.houstontx.gov/parki

ng/index.htm

Houston, TX
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fo promote parking fo visitors, such as the WDDC, Century I, and the
Convention and Visitors Bureau.

We recommend the Public Relations and Communications program do
the following:

Include a comprehensive “Downfown Parking” city web site.

Respond fo questions and requests from the general public for
locations of parking faciliies, pricing and availability.

Maintain the integrity of downtown parking promotional
materials, and provide parking maps, business development
packets, and fact sheets.

Provide dayto-day media relations, and generate press
releases as needed.

Provide public relations assistance to other downtown events as
needed.

This information should be disseminated by means of

(1) A more comprehensive “Downtown Parking” city web site.

(2) A quarterly newsletter for the downtown parking community

with news of economic developments in parking, development
and construction projects, upcoming downtown events, and

profiles of downfown newsmakers.

(3] Newspaper items or articles and media releases.

(4] Brochures and maps, both distributed and posted.

(5) Direct mailings when needed.

(6] Downtown meetings and presentations by the city parking

manager about downfown parking fo city business and civic
groups upon request.

Section Ill = Alternatives Analysis




PARKING AND MOBILITY MASTER PLAN
DOWNTOWN WICHITA, KANSAS

WALKER

PARKING CONSULTANTS

AUGUST 3, 2007 PROJECT # 23-7104.00

PARKING PARTNERSHIP

Another option worth exploring is the general coordinating effort used
in Indianapolis, Indiana.  The City of Indianapolis owns virtually no
parking assets other than the on-sireet metered spaces.  Indianapolis
Downfown Inc. (DI} promotes “plenty of parking” in downtown,
coordinated through their “Downtown Parking Partnership” program.
The program provides leadership and organization to the parking
puzzle for event coordinators and potential employers considering
relocation to downfown.

IDI is a non-profit organization esfablished in 1993, formed fo
develop, manage, and market downfown Indianapolis.  The
Downtown Parking Partnership facilitates the collaboration of public
and private parking owners and operators by identifying and
addressing key issues related to downtown parking.  The overall gooal
of the partnership is fo manage parking as an amenity and enhance
visitor's perceptions of a convenient downtown.

Some specific accomplishments of the Parking Partnership include:

e Promoting “Best Bargains Parking” program for Conseco
Fieldhouse events (home of the Indiana Pacers):

e Conducting annual facility inspections for members;

e Parking coordination for major events;

e Assisting new business with finding parking downtown;
e Coordinating uniform parking signage program;

e Developing and publishing parking map;

e Promoting parking available promotions;

e Creating the "EZ Parking” logo;

e Developing and promoting parking website; and

e Conducting birmonthly meetings to discuss events, crime, and
other issues with building owners and operators.

The IDI Downfown Parking Partnership is staffed with one full time
employee to manage and facilitate parking issues in downtown. Their
website is: www.indydt.com.

A sample copy of the Best Bargains map provided from the IDI website
is found on the following page. In addition to the website, thousands
of 5 x 8 hard stock flyers have been distributed to local businesses.
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Figure 37: Best Bargains Parking Flyer
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Source: IDI Parking Partnership Best Bargains Flyer (from website)

The Best Bargains program was sfarfed when the new arena opened
in Indianapolis in response to concermns that parking rates would drive
business from the area due to special event parking. The old arena
was also located downtown, but was considered outdated.

Now is the fime fo develop and refine the marketing materials to
promote parking in downtown Wichita, before the new arena opens.
A coordinated effort could be made fo confact area lot owners to
develop a similar marketing strategy in Wichita.

MORE PROMOTION EXAMPLES

1. Parking Guide: Update the WDDC downtown parking guide,
including a downtown parking map and brochure describing the
locations and availability of parking, simplicity of access, rules and
fees for parking for erand, shortterm, and employee parking
patrons.
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2. Use of “Free Spin” Meters: Kalamazoo and Cincinnati use
mefers that allow a programmable amount of free time at parking
meters in key locations throughout the CBD. They have installed
"free spin meters" that allow a person fo park and actfivate the
mefer (bution or spin) for a sef amount of free time. Freetime
meters allow those errand parkers that are picking up a package,
paying a bill, or dropping off something at a store (like a shoe
store, for example) to obtain a limited amount of free parking.
This application  requires the installation of programmable
electronic  parking  meters, available  from  several  mefer
manufacturers for approximately $500 1o $600 each, insfalled.
One use per customer is allowed by ordinance. Enforcement is
required fo issue cifations to repeat abusers.

3. Sticker Programs: Sticker programs offer effective techniques to
add flexibility to the off-street parking system for particular users.
These users include those who park for less than five days a week
or for less than 4 hours a day; convenience parkers visiting CBD
refailers who compete with free suburban parking; and students.
For example, the City Parking Office of Llincoln, Nebraska
administers the following four sticker parking programs, which can
provide parking solutions to customers, employers, employees, and

students — Park Smart, Park & Shop, Park & leamn, and Star Park.

4. Token Programs: As an dlternative to a stamp, the City can
creafe a parking validation program with tokens that are accepted
at public and private garages. Onedollar tokens may be sold to
merchants for 50 cents, and the City can subsidize the price
difference.

The Cedar Rapids Easy Park/Easy Ride token program allows
businesses fo offer cusfomers an incentive fo shop downtown by
giving them tokens usable for either parking meters or City bus fare
boxes.

Star Park - Star Park allows businesses to validate their customer’s
parking for between 1-8 hours and receive a 50% discount off the
first hour of parking. Each additional hour of parking is charged af
the regular rate. The cost to a business fo establish this validation
program is $60.00. Merchants are invoiced for the total dollar
amount of all redeemed tickets bearing their stamp, less a 50%
discount on the first hour of parking on each ficket.  Star Park
stamps are valid at all City-owned garages during regular business
hours.
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Kalamazoo, Cincinnati, and
other cities have recently
installed "free time meters"
at selected spaces. This meter
upgrade allows errand parkers
to obtain a preprogrammed
amount of free parking (usually
10 to 15 minutes). This meter
upgrade may be a reasonable
alternative to the existing time-
restricted  on-treet  parking
spaces.
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RESIDENTIAL PARKING PROGRAM

Residential parking programs have been established in various cities
across the U.S. The goal of these programs is to make more parking
spaces available fo residents and to discourage longferm parking by
people who do not live in the respective neighborhoods. Residential
parking programs are needed fo restrict access by non-esidents fo
street parking.  The presence of nonesident vehicles parked in
neighborhoods may increase noise and air pollution and create unsafe
fraffic conditions.  Residential parking zones seem to be most
commonly found in university communities, tourist and resort
communities such as beach and ski towns, locations near major fransit
hubs - such as ferries or other mass fransit stops, and residential areas
near major employers, including businesses or major insfitutions''. A
review of the residential areas did not indicate a need to recommend
instituing a residential parking program at this time. We do want to
provide some additional information that may be beneficial in the
future.  Toward this end, we have provided some case study
summaries of different communities that have implemented said
programs in the Appendix.

INTELLIGENT INFORMATION SIGNAGE

Public relations and customer communications may be enhanced by
the use of automated parking availability displays [APED).  Most
parking facility management systfems have occupancy counting
capabiliies. These capabilities can inform patrons of the number of
available parking spaces in a particular parking facility, and may even
direct patrons to those areas with the most vacant spaces. Rather than
have a patron search through a large facility with only a few spaces
available, dynamic signls) indicate the number of spaces available.
Most systems rely on loop counting systems, which activate a "full" sign
when there are only a set number of vacant parking spaces remaining.

Similar technology may provide automated parking guidance systems
for the downtown.  Strafegically ploced signs on the street with
changeable messages automatically direct lessfamiliar users fo the
nearest parking facility with available spaces. Although more common
in Europe, several U.S. cities either already have them or are in the
process of installing them.

" http:/ /www.mrsc.org/askmrsc/parking.aspx

Section Ill = Alternatives Analysis
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Figure 38: Example of Intelligent Signage

Source: BWI Airport

These systems promote parking space availability, reduce pollution and
congestion, and give advance waming fo parkers prior to arrival.
Inelligent information parking signage has the pofential to help
maximize occupancy by facility, level, zone or individual parking
space.

Section Ill = Alternatives Analysis
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As downtown Wichita moves forward with the complefion of RECOMMENDATIONS
WaterWalk, the new arena, and the expansion of Old Town and the

convention cenfer, concerns about the adequacy of parking have

moved fo the forefront. This parking master plan provides a review of

the current conditions and an analysis of the redevelopment plans

being considered for the area. The biggest impact to parking

adequacy will be event parking during large events at the new arena.

While adding parking supply is one answer, many additional

measures may also be taken to avoid overbuilding parking. In the

end, people don't come downtown to park. The affractions must be

there to generate parking demand.

The goal of these recommendations is to improve the current system to

increase the level of satisfaction the public receives as well as o begin

the process of adding value to the parking supply. To improve the

overall parking operations of the city, we make the following

recommendations:

1. Develop and implement a comprehensive signage program to
lead visitors to the parking. This suggestion is especially true
for Century Il events and the Broadview Garage.

2. Staff the Broadview Garage during large events and advertise
that the parking is available to the public. The signage should
include wording such as “Event Parking”, “Public”, with an
arrow and the rafe, even if the rate is free. VWe suggest
charging a small rate and using it fo staff the garage during
events.

3. Increase the available event parking supply around the arena
by about 600 spaces. This solution reduces the number of
evenfs projected fo have inadequate parking from 22 to about
15. It also reduces the number of potential “long-distance”
remote parking requirements.  This should first be done by
meeting with private lot owners that are not counted as being
available for event parking.

4. Increase the number of angled parking spaces along Douglas
Avenue as a way of increasing the parking supply and
calming fraffic.

5. Consider a new parking layout for the City lof at Waterman
and Mead. By changing the parking bays from east/west to
north/south and removing the islands, there is a potential to
add about 75 parking spaces fo the lot.

Section Ill = Alternatives Analysis 150
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.

Develop a new comprehensive website just for parking, or as
part of the city website.  This website should include an
interactive parking map, rafes, hours of operation, etc.

Require each new development to provide a parking plan.
Where possible and beneficial, the City or County may want
fo adjust the plan to ensure a portion of parking is available o
the general public.

. Establish a policy to return parking revenues back to parking

improvements.  Funds should be used to improve existing
facilities  through maintenance and to add parking supply
where needed.

Add parking as planned for North Old Town and WaterVWalk.
The added parking should be based on the projected land use
before or as each area is developed.

10.Establish a parking partnership program with local property

owners, business owners, and parking operafors.  This
community can become a launching pad for discussing ideas
and being proactive in planning for event parking.

Maintain the city-owned parking structures and require private

owners to provide safe parking. A few privately owned
structures in the downfown area are in very poor repair. This
situation has the potential fo turn people’s affitudes against
structured parking and leave the public with a bad impression
of the safety of parking in downtown Wichita.

Section Ill = Alternatives Analysis
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The proposed arena and other development projects including Old
Town, Center Il Center, and WaterVWalk will require the support of an
infegrated transit and pedestrian access plan that will link existing and
proposed parking assets fo the new arena and thus increase mobility
and connectivity throughout the downtown.

This report secfion presents a comprehensive examination of local
fransportation options that allow pafrons to park and visit multiple
downfown attractions and destinations.  The primary focus of this
analysis are (1) to understand the existing resources and recommend
future transit and shutile services in downtown Wichita to provide day-
fo-day circulator shutile services; and (2] fo recommend specific
solutions to meet the peak parking demands of the Sedgwick County
Arena, WaterWalk, an expansion of Century Il, a possible casino,
and other downtown generators when parking demand cannot be met
within their immediate walking areas.

Mobility is recognized as an important factor in supporting the
downtown and as a result, efficient and effective local transportation is
a critical element for the support of new developments as they spur the
resurgence of downfown Wichita.

Section IV = Transit Options Assessment

INTRODUCTION TO
SECTION IV - STUDY
AREA TRANSIT OPTIONS
ASSESSMENT



PARKING AND MOBILITY MASTER PLAN WALKER
DOWNTOWN WICHITA, KANSAS I
AUGUST 3, 2007 PROJECT #23-7104.00

level of Service: Transit and shuttle services are measured by various TRANSIT METRICS

metrics that can be summarized by level of service (LOS). The concept
of level of service uses quantitative and qualitative measures that
characterize operational conditions within a fraffic stream and their
perception o moforists and passengers. The descriptions of individual
levels of service characterize these conditions in terms of such factors
as speed and fravel time, freedom to maneuver, fraffic inferruptions,
comfort and convenience.

Traffic engineers define six levels of service from “"A”" to “F,” with LOS A
representing the best operating conditions, and LOS E as the minimum
acceptable standard. For most design or planning purposes, however,
LOS D or C may be used for traffic issues because they ensure an
accepfable minimum quality of service fo users.

level of Service for Shuttle/Transit:  From the transit user’s
perspective, fransit service frequency defermines LOS, which is defined
as the number of times per hour a user has access fo the shutile,
assuming that the transit service is provided within acceptable walking
distance and af the times the user wishes to travel. Service frequency
also is a measure of the convenience of transit service to choice riders
and is one component of overall transit frip time. Because of the
different characteristics of urban scheduled transit service, frequency
LOS can vary by time of day or week [i.e., LOS B during peak hours,
LOS D at midday, LOS F at night or on weekends when no service is
offered. (Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2000, Chapter 27)

The service frequency LOS measure for transit service is headway.
Headway is the time between consecutive transit vehicles.  The
following table describes the LOS ranges for scheduled service.

Table 62: Service Frequency LOS for Scheduled Transit Service

Headway
LOS | (minutes) | Veh/hr. Comments
<10 > 6 | Passengers don't need schedules

10-14 | 5-6 | Frequent service, passengers consult schedules
14-20 | 3-4 | Maximum desirable time to wait if bus missed
21 -30 2 Service unattractive to choice riders

31-060 1 Service available during hour

m m O 0O W >

> 60 <1 Service unattractive to all riders

Source: (Highway Capacity Manual 2000, page 27-3

Section IV = Transit Options Assessment
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Service frequency LOS is defermined by desfination for a given transit
stop.  Some judgment must be applied for stops located near timed
fransfer centers. There is a considerable difference in service from a
passenger's perspective between a bus that arrives every 10 minutes
and 3 buses that arrive in sequence from one point every 30 minutes,
even though both result in & buses per hour serving the stop.

Thus, the primary advantage of the LOS A is that passengers do not
need schedules as service is frequent enough to promofe adequate
confidence that the next bus will be available very shortly.

level of service within a fransit system is also judged by other factors
such as ADA accessibility at transit sfops and comfort and convenience
measures, such as passenger loads at transit stops, route segment
hours of service, and route segment reliability.  Amenities such as a
shelter or bench, landing pad conditions (grass, mud, walls),
information signs, and frash receptacles also impact LOS.  Transit
systems use several measures of route segment reliability, including the
following most common measures:

e Ontime performance;

e Headway adherence (consistency of the interval between
buses):

e Missed trips; and

e Distance traveled between mechanical breakdowns.

Ontime performance is a widely used measure in the fransit industry.
Most transit systems define a fixed-route vehicle as late when vehicles
arrive more than five minutes behind schedule.  Furthermore, early
departures are not considered on time. When vehicles run at frequent
intervals, headway adherence becomes important to passengers, as
vehicles arriving in bunches cause overcrowding on the lead vehicle
and longer waits than expected.

The following table lists reliability LOS grades for transit operating with

frequencies of less than six (6] buses per hour scheduled. This is based
on performance reported by 83 transit systems.

Section IV = Transit Options Assessment
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Table 63: Reliability LOS for On-Time Performance

Comments

LOS On-Time Percentage
A @7.5-100.0

B 95.0-974

C ?0.0-94.9

D 85.0-89.9

E 80.0-84.9

F < 80.0

1 late bus per month
2 late buses per month

1 late bus per week

1 late bus per direction per week

Source: (Highway Capacity Manual 2000, page 27-8

For fransit services operating af scheduled frequencies of six
buses/hour or more, headway adherence (coefficient of variation) is

used to determine reliability.

Travel time (or frip duration) also is a useful route segment performance
measure because it reflects how long a frip may take without
depending on how long a route segment might be. Transit priority
measures, improvements fo fare collection procedures, use of lowdloor
buses, and other similar actions implemented along a route segment
will usually be reflected as improvements in travel time (or frip

duration).

Section IV = Transit Options Assessment
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WICHITA TRANSIT BUS SERVICE

Transit Services is a municipal division of the City of Wichita. Transit
Services supervises Wichita Transit, the local bus service. A current
route map is shown in the following figure. Executive management is

provided through a confract with First Transit, Inc.

Figure 39: Wichita Transit Route Map
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Transit Services also manages the Q-line downfown circulator trolley
and provides buses and drivers for the Final Friday Gallery Crawl. The
bus system and Qiline are supported by rider fees, federal
fransportation grants and funds, and sfate and local taxes. The Final

Downtown Inset Map
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Friday Gallery Crawl is supported by the WDDC.
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EXISTING DOWNTOWN
TRANSIT PROGRAMS

SERVICES

Wichita Route Key
No. | Route Key
1. Rock Rd. Shuttle
2. E. Harry e
3. E. Lincoln s
4. S. Broadway
5. S. Seneca —
6. S. Main ——
7. S. Meridian/West

St. Loop
8. N. Meridian/West

St. Loop |
9. W. Maple ——
10. | W. Central —
11. | N. Waco -
12. | Riverside | ...
13. | N. Broadway
14. | E. Central —
15. | E. 13th —
16. | College Hill e
17. | E. 17th
18. | Westside

Connector —

157
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The transit system currently operates 51 buses (all ADA compliant) and
26 wheelchair lift vans on 18 fixed routes, 17 demand-response
parafransit routes operated by the department, and rides purchased
under confract from & social services agencies.  Annually, Wichita
Transit Services carries over two million passengers on the fixed route
bus service, and over 320,800 disabled passengers on paratransit
vans.  Wichita Transit's administrative office is located about two
blocks southeast of the new Sedgwick County Arena.

Wichita Transit collects single-ride cash fares and multiride pass fares.
Table 3 summarizes the current single and multitide pass fares,

ranging from 60 cents to $115.00.

Table 64: Wichita Transit Bus Fares

SINGLE-RIDE CASH FARES
Fare Cost
Adult $1.25

Special Citizen, 65 years and older Medicare
recipients, or disabled, with proper ID

Youth, under 18 years, with proper ID $1.00
Transfers are free.

$0.60

MULTI-RIDE PASS FARES

Fare Cost

20-Ride Adult Pass $24.00
20Ride Special Citizen Pass $12.00
20-Ride Youth Pass $20.00
1-Day Pass $3.00
3-Day Pass $2.00
/-Day Pass $15.00
30-Day Pass $60.00
College Semester (120-day) Pass $115.00

Wichita Transit is a spoke and hub systfem focused on the downfown
Transit Center ot William and Topeka Streets, adjacent to the site of
the new Sedgwick County Arena; however, these routes do not
provide effective downtown service. While some bus routes could be
used, headway is typically LOS C to E. This fact generates the need
for a downtown circulator, the Q-line.

Section IV = Transit Options Assessment
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THE Q-LINE TROLLEY

The downtown Wichita lunch+ime circulator trolley service, known as
the Qiline, was launched during summer 2004. The intended goal for
the Q-line frolley is to make downfown more accessible for lunchtime
and meetings not only for citizens but also for visitors.  The Qrline
frolley line is operating for its fourth season this summer (2007).

Reportedly, more than 21,000 people work downtown.  During
lunchtime, workers want to leave and get back fo the office within their
allotted lunch hour.  The Qine frolley service makes it easier for
downtown workers and visitors fo go to lunch or shop within the mid-
day (11 am to 2 pm) without having to re-park.

Riders board a trolley by hailing the driver from the sidewalk or by
waiting near the "Q" stencils painted on roadways. The frolley will
stop anywhere along the route that the driver regards as safe.

The service is funded for four years through 2007 by an $80,000
federal transportation grant and by the Downtown Development Corp.,

which provides a $20,000 match.

Close to 3,000 riders took the frolley during the summer of 2004.
Trolley service was expanded in 2005 with an additional trolley and
five exira weeks of service. The unstated goal was fo fry fo increase
ridership to 6,000 riders over the season. The service actually

attracted 4,220 riders in 2005 and 3,420 riders in 2006.

The service is designed to maintain 10 to 20 minute headways (time
between pickups)] on weekdays and a 30 minute headway on
Saturday. The weekday route was extended across the Arkansas River
fo the Delano district. The initial fee for a lunchtime ride was 25 cents.

City and fransit officials hope the service will become self-sufficient.
However, almost no municipal transit operations make money.
Wichita Transit has sold advertising on the trolley and has fried to form
promotional partnerships with downtown businesses. The 2007 Qrline
poster identifies 66 restaurants, hotels, and destinations along the
roufe.

The 2006 route poster is shown in the figure on the following page.
Additional information can be found at www.thegline.com.

Section IV = Transit Options Assessment
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Murdock Street Bridge.
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Figure-40: Q-line Route Poster (2006)
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Table 65: 2006 Q-line Schedules

Weekday Downtown Green Route
Two (2) shutfles run from 11:00 am to 2:00 pm, Monday thru Friday.
Headway = 10 minutes. (LOS B)

Weekday Delano/Old Town Blue Route
One (1] trolley runs from 11:00 am to 2:00 pm Monday thru Friday
Headway = 20 minutes. (LOS C|

Saturday Museum Loop Orange Route
Two trolleys run from 10:00 am fo 4:00 pm on Saturdays.
Headway = 30 minutes. (LOS D)

Source: Q-line Route Poster at www.thegline.com

The following table confains operating cost data provided by Mr. Jay
Banasiak, general manager of Wichita Transit.  Based on the
information, the 2008 cost of a circulator shuttle operation in Wichita
is estimated at $75.00+ per revenue hour.

Table 66: Average 2006 Wichita Transit Operating Cost per Hour

Estimated from 2005 costs

2005 Expenses and Rev. Hours

Administration $1,155,887
Operations $3,884,411
Maintenance $1,604,406

Total Expenses $6,644,704

2005 Revenue Hours 95,616 Hours
2005 Expenses divided by Rev. $69.49 per Hour
x 5% for 2006 $72.97 per Hour
Rounded to: $73.00 per Hour

Source: Wichita Transit

Table V-6, on the following page, describes how fofal operating
expenses for the Q-line are estimated for 2000,

Section IV = Transit Options Assessment
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Table 67: 2006 Q-Line Operating Cost

Summer Operating Season:

May 22 thru Sept. 2nd, 2006

Weeks: 2 May
4 June Weeks
4 July Weeks
5 Aug Weeks
Total Operating Period 15 Weeks
times 5 Days/Week (Mon.- Fri.)
Weekday Run Total Days 75 Days
times 3 Hours per Day
Total Days x Hours/Day = 225 Hours per Trolley
times 3 Trolleys
Total Weekday Operating Hours 675 Weekday Hours per Season
Saturday Run Total Days 15 Saturdays
times 6 Hours per Day
Total Days x Hours/Day = 90 Saturday Hours
times 2 Trolleys
Total Saturday Operating Hours 180 Saturday Hours per Season
Total Q-Line Operating Hours 855 Revenue Hours per Season
x Avg. Wichita Transit Cost/Hr. $73.00 per Hour
Total Operating Cost $62,415
Plus: Q-line Marketing $20,000
Total 2006 Q-line Cost Estimate $82,415

Source: Wichita Transit

Advantages:

Provides north-south and eastwest service with 2 routes.
Provides good LOS to downtown by overlapping Weekday
Downtown Green Route and Weekday Delano/Old Town Blue
Route along Douglas and in Old Town.

Museum Loop Orange Route links most hotels with Delano, Old
Town, and museum destinations on Saturday.

Disadvantages:

Lower ridership than desired.

LOS C service to Delano Street neighborhood.

Lower than desired LOS on Saturday Museum Loop Orange Route
due to length of route.

No linkage to Kellogg. Does not serve some hotels.

long routes due to one-way circulation.

Section IV = Transit Options Assessment
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2007 Q-LINE SERVICE CHANGES

The Qiline Trolley began the summer 2007 season on May 29th. The
goal of most of the changes this year is to improve connections to
shops, restaurants, hotels, salons and other businesses by decreasing
headways and adding service on weekend evenings from 6:00 p.m.
fo midnight to better serve events, clubs and the performing arfs.

Currently, the Trolley runs two routes.  The Downtown route connects
the Hyatt, Douglas Street, Old Town and the Government District with
10 minute headways between trolleys (LOS B). The Old Town-Delano
route connects these two districts with a 20 minute wait between rides
(LOS C).  Trolleys operate their lunchtime service on weekdays from
11 a.m. to 2 p.m., and a Friday and Saturday night route now runs
from 6 p.m. to 12 a.m.

The following figures illustrate these routes.

Figure 41: 2007 Weekday Q-Line Routes

=% Runs Mon - Frl - Hours 11am - 2pm
= Downtown Green Route
= 0ld Town / Defano Blue Route
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Figure 42: 2007 Friday and Saturday and Nighttime Q-Line Route

[  Runs Fri & Sat - Hours 6pm- 12am

= HNighttime Route

Advantages:

Green and Blue daytime routes remain relafively unchanged.
Daytime routes provide north-south and eastwest weekday service
with 2 routes.

Overlapping Weekday Downtown Green Route and Weekday
Delano/Old Town Blue Route along Douglas provide good LOS to
downtown and in Old Town.

Friday/Saturday night route adds service from 6:00 p.m. to
midnight fo betfer serve events, clubs, and the performing arts.
Friday Gallery Crawl follows a similar route.

The Friday/Saturday route promotes use of the Transit's VWaterman
St. Bus Barn lof as a parking reservoir.

Disadvantages:

LOS C weekday service to Delano neighborhood.

Delano not served on Friday/Saturday nights.

Museum Loop Orange Route is eliminated. No Saturday daytime
service remains.

No Broadway to Kellogg Street linkage.

long routes due to one-way circulation.
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FINAL FRIDAY GALLERY CRAWL

The Final Friday Gallery Crawl is funded by the Wichita Downtown
Development Corporation (WDDC] to promote the recurring local art
event. Trolley service is provided by Wichita Transit.  Art galleries
across Sedgwick County often participate in this event on the last
Friday of each month.

Most galleries use Final Friday fo unveil and debut new shows. The
event is free and open to the public. Hours vary among different
galleries.  Some galleries are open from 5:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.,
but all are open during the core hours of 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.

To facilitate this event, a free shutile circulates through Downtown to
make it easier for people fo get from one center city gallery fo the next.
The trolley also drives by restaurants and shops.  Shuttle service is
provided from 6:30 to 10:30 p.m. Patrons flag the trolley by stepping
fo the curb and waving to the approaching trolley driver.

Funding for the free shutile is provided by the Wichita Downtown
Development Corporation.  The WDDC works in partnership with
participating venues and other sponsors. A complete listing of local
arts participants is published at www.wichitaarts.com.

Figure 43: Feb. 23, 2007 Final Friday Gallery Crawl (30 Minute Route)
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The February route shown in the previous figure took approximately 30
minutes. To improve service, the May route was reduced to 20
minutes by dropping the link to Delano, as shown in the following
figure. Also, Delano was cut because the WDDC became the sole
funding source, and WDDC funds should not be spent to provide
services for businesses outside of its service area.

Figure 44: May 25, 2007 Final Friday Gallery Crawl (20 Minute Route)
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Advantages:

e Simple route.

e North-south and eastwest service.

e Service is close to Kellogg.

e Similar to the normal Qiline Friday + Saturday night route.

Disadvantages:

e |OS D headway. long routes due to one-way circulation.
e Delano, Century Il and WaterWalk areas are not served.
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CONCLUSIONS DRAWN FROM EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICES

The following issues have been revealed through our examination of
the existing shuttle bus transportation system:

There is a need to deploy two different shutile systems — one
that addresses downtown circulation, and a second system
that addresses events such as Final Friday Gallery Crawl,
Arena events, and,/or multiple simultaneous events.

Headways exceeding 10 to 30 minutes or more on some
shuttle routes are too long to encourage some parkers fo use
this service.  The most successful systems achieve almost
continuous service by mainfaining headways of less than six fo
nine minutes. This frequency is sufficient to not require the use

of published schedules.

One-way transit routes may result in too long a trip length.
Even ten-minute headways with two vehicles on a route imply
complete route length of 20 minutes or more for a round trip.

Overlopping of routes increases the frequency of buses along
these corridors, if not headway. However, more ridership
may be gained if some routes were modified to reduce
redundancy and twoway circulation was added fo provide
better service.

Routes that include Old Town, the Delano Neighborhood, and
also extend to north and south downtown may be too long to
provide acceptable service.

There is insufficient demand to maintain routes that encompass
the downtown and include the Museum Disrict.

The most recent Friday and Saturday and Nighttime Qiline
Route can be markefed as a replacement for the Final Friday

Callery Crawl.

Sufficient parking capacity exists within the downtown and
immediately west of the Arkansas River to supply the necessary
shutile parking reservoir for all but the largest events.

Parking permit fees are too low to adequately motivate a
greater number of parkers fo use a remote parking shutile
system. Therefore, only parking shortages, gas prices, and/or
convenience will tend to increase shutile demand.

Section IV = Transit Options Assessment
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e Trolley buses are operated on all existing shutfle routes.  While
the use of smaller vehicles on some routes may be more cost
efficient, it may also increase the need for more vehicles and
drivers, reduce recognition, and decrease the effectiveness of
branding fo some patrons.

REMOTE PARKING OPTIONS

A downtown circulator trolley can use existing surplus parking as a
reservoir, such as the Bus Bam lof, other unused capacity at the
Broadview,/Chamber parking garage or in Government Center
facilities.  An event driven shutile will need larger parking reservoirs
that may exist within the CBD or within reasonable distance. The
following figure identifies some CBD remote parking opfions:

Figure 45: Remote Parking Options within the Study Area

It is of concem that simulianeous events at two or more venues or
during the River Festival have the potential to overwhelm the parking
system. A sincere, coordinated scheduling effort should be made to

Section IV = Transit Options Assessment
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avoid such conflicts that can generate a combined parking demand
that exceeds the parking supply.

The remote parking options were expanded to include more distant
remote parking possibilities in the Museum Disfrict, at Friends
University, Kansas Newman College, Dillon’s Supermarkets, Town
West Square Mall and Town East Square Mall.  Possible capacities
are listing in the following table.

Table 68: Potential Remote Parking

Weekday
Government District Parking Type Inventory  Occupancy
Sedgwick Co. Garage Private Garage 453 420
Sedgwick Co. Garage Public Garage 453 356
City Hall Surface Lot Private Surface 217 89
City Hall Garage Public Garage 450 322
City Hall 2 Hr Meter Lot Public Surface 71 52
Monthly Lot - Gov Employees Private Surface 168 149
Daily-Monthly Lot Public Surface 190 136
Total 2,002 1,524
Assumed Available 478-

Assumed

Llawrence Dumont Stadium Type Inventory Available
Baseball Stadium Public Surface 827 722
Metropolitan Baptist Ch Private Surface 200 121
Wichita lce Center Public Surface 296 240
Total 1,323 1,083
Exploration Place Public Surface 480 236
Museum District Public Surface 1,000+
Towne East Square Mall Private Surface 1,000+
Towne West Square Mall Private Surface 1,000+
Friends University Private Surface 1,200+ 600+
Kansas Newman University  Private Surface Q00+ 500+
Dillon Supermarkets Private Surface 1,000+ 2

Dillon Supermarket operates a number of supermarkets in the vicinity of
downtown Wichita.  While no one store is judged to have sufficient
capacity fo serve as a parking reservoir for a shuttle operation, it might
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be possible fo ask parkers to frequent and park at any local Dillon
store and ride regularly scheduled or specially scheduled Wichita
Transit city buses to the Downtown. The Dillon Supermarket stores most
proximate to downfown are mapped in the following figure.

Figure 46: Map of Dillon Stores in the Center City
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These remote parking options have the capacity to meet some or all of
the parking demand of a circulator system or event shutile system with
different constraints fo each.  The suitability and the assumed
availability of each remote parking option are considered, as follows:

Government District parking is not expected to be available during
weekdays; however, this parking could be available at night or on
weekends.

Lawrence Dumont Stadium and surrounding properties would be
available during most days and nights.  Conlflicts could occur on
Sunday mornings with the Metropolitan Baptist Church, and during
some ice hockey competitions.
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Exploration Place unused parking would be available during most
weekdays and evenings. Conlflicts could occur during special exhibits,
school programs, and during weekend daytime (the peak museum
demand period).

Museum District (Sims Park Drive/VWest Museum Boulevard) parking
lots would be available during most weekdays and evenings.
Conlflicts could occur during weekend daytime (the peak museum
demand period).  This district has proven to be too distant to be
effectively infegrated into the existing downtown Qxline circulator.

Towne East and Town West Square Malls have been effectively
used in the past by Wichita Transit as remote parking for large events.
Walker has not confacted Simon Property Group or local management
fo determine availability or inferest.

Friends University and/or Newman University might be receptive for
use on weekends, summer break, or vacation periods as a remote
parking option during large events. However, a general surplus of
parking during weekdays is probably not available. Llevel of service
provided by the use of either is assumed fo be better than that of
Towne West Square Mall. Walker has not contacted these institutions
fo defermine availability or inferest.

Dillon Supermarkets operates a number of grocery stores in the vicinity
of downtown Wichita. While no one store is judged to have sufficient
capacity fo serve as a parking reservoir for a shuttle operation, it might
be possible to direct parkers to frequent and park af any local Dillon
store and ride regularly or specially scheduled Wichita Transit buses to
the Downtown. However, conflicts will arise during holiday peak
demand periods for grocery stores, which includes Thanksgiving,
Christmas, Easter, July 4", Memorial Day, Labor Day, etc. Walker has
not contacted Dillon Companies, Inc., parent company Kroger, or
local management to determine availability or interest in participating
in a mobility plan.

Section IV = Transit Options Assessment
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WICHITA TRANSIT'S CONCEPTUAL FUTURE DAYTIME TROLLEY DOWNTOWN TRANSIT

OPTIONS

Wichito Transit has presenfed an upgraded option for the Qline
Trolley, which is presented in the following graphic figure.

Figure 47: Wichita Transit Proposed Future Daytime Shuttle
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Proposed Wichita Transit program assumptions:

The proposed new route links the Government Center, Century
I, Old Town, and Arena Site with a north-south leg that
confinues with an eastwest loop.

This route promotes the uses of the Bus Barn lot and
Government Center porking as the porking storage reservorr,
but other parking reservoirs, such as the Broadview/Chamber
parking garage and Government Center parking facilities lay
along the route.

Fielding 4 trolleys along the route results in 10-minute
headways between trolleys in each direction.

Operating this simplified route for 12-hours/day, at $75/hour,
300 days/yr. (Mon.-Sat.) results in an annual budget of
approximately $1.1 million. This amount can be expected to
increase in cost about 3% per year, based on past experience.

As shown in Figure @ on the previous page, Capital startup
costs are estimated at $1,400,000 to provide 5 ftrolleys (4
operating + 1 spare). |t is assumed that the capital cost can
be 80% funded by Federal sources such as FTA grants, with a
20% match of City funds or other local funds ($280,000).

The following problems with Wichita Transit's Proposed Future Daytime
Shuttle are noted:

The route does not serve the Delano neighborhood.

It does not take advantage of significantly underutilized parking
at or near Llawrence-Dumont Stadium and Exploration Place.

It will not serve Waterwalk or link hotels in the south quadrant
of the downtown.

It will not adequately serve North Old Town.

Section IV = Transit Options Assessment
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CONCEPTUAL CIRCULATOR OPTIONS

Walker has examined the various options fo continue and enhance the
circulator frolley operation. To meet budgetary constraints and to build
ridership, Walker proposes three levels of service:

1. Limited Service
2. Expanded Service

3. Full Service

Each level is presented sequentially below.

LIMITED SERVICE

The Limited Service route shown in the following figure is comprised of
a single loop.

Figure 48: Limited Service Trolley Route

Source: Walker Parking Consultants
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Conceptual Limited-Service Circulator Trolley Program:
e One route is proposed.

® loop links the Delano neighborhood, Government Center, Old
Town, New Area, and Century |I.

® Uses Llawrence-Dumont parking, Govemment Center parking,
other existing downtown parking structures such as the
Broadview garage, and the Bus Barn lot for parking reservoirs
and staging area.

® The estimated circuit time is 15 minutes.
e Fielding three (3] frolleys results in a five minute headway.

e Operating this configuration for 5-hours/day Monday-Thursday
(10 a.m. to 3 p.m. + 12 hours/day Friday {11 a.m. to 11
p.m.) + 13 hours/day Saturday (11 a.m. to 12 a.m.) = 45

hours/wk. x 52 weeks at $75/hour, results in an annual
budget of approximately $526,500.

e Capital startup costs are estimated at $1,120,000 to provide
4 trolleys @ $280,000 ea. (3 operating + 1 spare). It is
assumed that the capital cost can be 80% funded by Federal
sources such as FTA grants, with a 20% match of City funds or
other local funds (approximately $224,000).

The following issues are noted:
e It will not link hotels near Kellogg Street.
e It will not link Exploration Place.

e It will require future modification to serve North Old Town.
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EXPANDED SERVICE

The Expanded Service route shown in the following figure is comprised
of a single loop based on the previous Limited Service route, but is
extended to include Exploration Place.

Figure 49: Expanded Service Trolley Route

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

Conceptual Expanded-Service Circulator Trolley Program:
e One route is proposed.

® loop links the Delano neighborhood, Exploration Place,
Government Center, Old Town, New Area, and, Century |I.

® Uses LawrenceDumont parking, Exploration Place parking,
Government Center parking, other existing downtown parking
structures, and the Bus Bamn lot for parking reservoirs and
staging area.
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* The esfimated circuit fime is 20 minutes.
e Fielding three (3] trolleys results in a seven minute headway.

e Operating this configuration for 7-hours/day Monday-Thursday
(10 a.m. to 5 p.m. + 13 hours/day Friday {11 a.m. to 12
a.m.] + 13 hours/day Saturday (11 a.m. to 12 a.m.) = 54
hours/wk x 52 weeks at $75/hour, results in an annual

budget of approximately $631,800.

e Capital startup costs are estimated at $1,120,000 to provide
4 trolleys @ $280,000 ea. (3 operating + 1 spare). It is
assumed that the capital cost can be 80% funded by Federal
sources such as FTA grants, with a 20% match of City funds or
other local funds (approximately $224,000).

The following issues are noted:
e It will not link hotels near Kellogg Street.

e It will require future modification to serve North Old Town.
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FULL-SERVICE CIRCULATOR TROLLEY

In the Full-Service scenario, Walker proposes a circulator frolley
operation comprised of two loops — one to north and one fo the south
of downfown as shown in the following figure.

Figure 50: Proposed Full-Service Circulator Shuttle

Source: Walker Parking Consultants
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Conceptual Full-Service Circulator Trolley Program:

Two routes are proposed a north loop and a south loop.

North loop links Exploration Place, Government Center, Old
Town, Century Il, and the Delano neighborhood.

North loop uses Llawrence-Dumont parking and  existing
downtown parking sfructures for parking reservoir. It could be
modified easily to use Exploration Place for parking reservoir.

North loop driving distance is 3.4 miles.
The estimated circuit time is 14 minutes.

South loop links Delano, Century I, Hotels, Waterwalk, Old
Town, and Arena Site.

South Loop uses Lawrence-Dumont and Bus Barn lot as parking
storage reservoirs.

South loop driving distance is 4.0 miles.
The estimated circuit time is 15 minutes.

Fielding two (2) trolleys along the north route and four (4)
frolleys along the south route (2 clockwise and 2
counterclockwise) results in 7 to 8 minute headways on each
roufe.

Operating  this  configuration  for  10-hours/day  Monday-
Thursday (8 a.m. to 6 p.m. + 16 hours/day Friday (8 a.m. fo
12 a.m.) + 13 hours/day Saturday (11 a.m. to 12 a.m.) =
69 hours/wk x 52 weeks at $75/hour, results in an annual
budget of approximately $1.62 million.

Capital startup costs are estimated at $ 1,680,000 to provide
6 trolleys (6 operating + O spare). It is assumed that the
capifal cost can be 80% funded by Federal sources such as
FTA grants, with a 20% mafch of City funds or other local
funds (approximately $336,000).

The following issues are noted:

It will not link hotels near Kellogg Street.
It will require future modification to serve North Old Town.

An inoperable trolley would reduce south loop to 3 vehicles.
No spare is considered necessary, but service would decline.
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CONCEPTUAL DOWNTOWN EVENT SHUTTLE OPTIONS

As developed in the Section | of this report, prospective Arena events
are categorized as small, medium and large. The following table
shows the estimated parking demand ranging from 1,334 to 5,000
spaces.

Table 69: Anticipated Arena Parking Demand

Persons
Event Per Parking
Classification Attendance Vehicle  Demand
Small 4,000 3.0 1,334
Medium 8,000 3.0 2,667
Large 15,000 3.0 5,000

Walker Parking Consultants

Our analysis of parking adequacy previously presented is of critical
inferest fo event shutile operations. Our findings are summarized in the
fable below, which shows our analysis of the current parking
adequacy of the system within a reasonable walking distance, as well
as the frequency of these events.

Table 70: Projected Arena Event Parking Adequacy and Frequency

Arena Event Size
Small Medium Large

Weekend/Fvening 1,882 549 (1,784)

Frequency 86 62 14
Weekday,/Day 705 (628) (2,961)
Frequency 8 4 ]

Walker Parking Consultants

Most large events will probably occur during a weekend or evening.
The worst case is a large sellout event during a weekday, though only
a few events create this type of parking demand during a weekday
daytime. One example is the “Get Motivated Success Seminar” by
Zig Ziglar, or a major religious figure speaking af the arena.

This analysis also considers the impact of a large or medium event
occurring  simultaneously.  Our  calculations  provide a  similar
comparison of parking adequacy based on the time period and size of
each event. The following table displays the projected impact of the
simultaneous events at the two venues.
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Table 71: Impact of simultaneous Events at Century Il and the Arena

Arena Event Size

Small Medium Large

Weekend/Evening

Medium 1,726 393 (1,940)
. Frequency 45 40 4
X Large 926 (407) (2,740)
= Frequency 10 8 2
b
= Weekday,/Day
S Medium 497 (836) (3,169
C)% Frequency 3 | 1

Large (303) (1,636) (3,969)

Frequency 2 | 0

Walker Parking Consultants

Our opinion is that of 175 potential annual events at the new arena,
approximately 29 will experience parking adequacy issues (deficits)
based on the current available parking supply within an acceptable
walking distance affer parking. A shutile operation must be provided
with the capacity fo park these deficits remotely and convey those
pafrons fo the event in a fimely manner.  The combinafions of
simultaneous events that generate parking space deficits that must be
accommodated are further summarized in the following fable.

Table 72: Event Deficit Summary

Weekend,/Evening # of Events Deficit
Medium Arena Event +large Century Il Event 8 407
Large Arena Event, Only 8 1,784
Llarge Arena Event + Medium Century Il Event 4 1,940
Large Arena Event + Large Century Il Event 2 2,740
Weekday # of Events Deficit
Small Arena Event + Large Century Il Event 2 303

Medium Arena Event, Only 2 628

Medium Arena Event + Medium Century Il Event 1 836

Medium Arena Event + Large Century Il Event | 1,636

Llarge Arena Event, Only 0 2,961

Llarge Arena Event + Medium Century Il Event | 3,169
0

Large Arena Event + Large Century Il Event * 3,969

* This schedule assumes that a large arena event will not be held simultaneously with a large
Century Il event on a weekday daytime.
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These events can be accommodated through the use of one or a
combination of the four proposed Event Shutile routes shown in the
following figure.

Figure 51: Proposed Arena Event Shuttle Routes
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The cost of operating each shutile route at peak capacity is calculated
in the tables on the following pages.
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Table 73: (Event Route 1) Lawrence-Dumont Stadium Shuttle Cost

Event Route #1 Inventory Assumed Available

Baseball Stadium 827 722

Metropolitan Baptist Church 200 121

Wichita Ice Center 296 240

Totals 1,323 1,083

Input Data:
Parking Capacity 1,000 Vehicles
Peak Hour Arrival 85% 850 Vehicles
Event Patrons 3.0 per vehicle 2,550 People
Passenger Peak Hour = 2,550 Passengers
Peak Hour Ridership Factor (PHRF) = 0.95
Passenger Capacity Requirement = 2,684 Passengers
With Equal Round Trip Return 5,368 Passengers

Round Trip Route Length = 2.1 Miles 11,090 Feet
Average Vehicle Speed for Route = 12 MPH
Trip Travel Time = 10.5 Minutes
Load/Unload/Dwell = 5.0 Minutes
Bus Capacity = 50 Passengers
Buses Required 6 Vehicles

Arena Event Route #1 - Lawrence-Dumont Stadium

R'dtrip Load/ Shuttle Round Number Actual Hourly
Travel Unload Bus Trips/  of Buses  Average Ridership
Time Time Time Capacity Hour/  Scheduled Headway Capacity
From To Avg. Passengers  Bus Minutes at 0.95 PHRF
7:00 AM  8:00 AM 10.5 5.0 50 3.9 6 2.6 1,112
8:00 AM  9:00 AM 15.8 5.0 50 2.9 6 3.4 827
9:00 AM 10:00 AM 10.5 5.0 50 3.9 6 2.6 1,112
10:00 AM 11:00 AM 10.5 5.0 50 3.9 6 2.6 1,112
11:00 AM  12:00 PM 10.5 5.0 50 3.9 6 2.6 1,112
12:00 PM  1:00 PM 10.5 5.0 50 3.9 6 2.6 1,112
1:00 PM  2:00 PM 10.5 5.0 50 3.9 6 2.6 1,112
2:00PM  3:00 PM 10.5 5.0 50 3.9 6 2.6 1,112
3:00 PM  4:00 PM 15.8 5.0 50 2.9 6 3.4 827
4:00 PM  5:00 PM 15.8 5.0 50 2.9 6 3.4 827
5:00 PM  6:00 PM 10.5 5.0 50 3.9 6 2.6 1,112
6:00PM  7:00 PM 10.5 5.0 50 3.9 6 2.6 1,112
7:00PM  8:00 PM 10.5 5.0 50 3.9 6 2.6 1,112
8:00 PM  9:00 PM 10.5 5.0 50 3.9 6 2.6 1,112
9:00 PM  10:00 PM 10.5 5.0 50 3.9 6 2.6 1,112
10:00 PM  11:00 PM 10.5 5.0 50 3.9 6 2.6 1,112
Results: Shuttle Buses Required 6 Vehicles
Number of Hours of Operation 6:00 PM to 11:00 PM 5 Hours
30 Bus Hours
Shuttle-Bus Cost = $75 per Hour
Event Shuttle Cost from this Parking Location = $2,250

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

To accommodate up to 2,684 passenger round trips between 6 p.m.
and 11 p.m. will require up to 6 buses. Assuming 5 hours of service

per bus equals 30 bus hours at $75 per hour = $2,250 per event.
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Table 74: (Event Route 2) Discovery Place Shuttle Cost

Event Route #2 Inventory Assumed Available
Discovery Place 480 236
Input Data:
Parking Capacity 200 Vehicles
Peak Hour Arrival 85% 170 Vehicles
Event Patrons 3.0 per vehicle 510 People

Passenger Peak Hour =
Peak Hour Ridership Factor (PHRF) =
Passenger Capacity Requirement =

With Equal Round Trip Return

510 Passengers
0.95

537 Passengers
1,074 Passengers

Round Trip Route Length = 2.9 Miles 15,320 Feet
Average Vehicle Speed for Route = 12 MPH
Trip Travel Time = 16.0 Minutes
Load/Unload/Dwell = 5.0 Minutes
Bus Capacity = 50 Passengers
Buses Required 2 Vehicles
Arena Event Route #2 - Exploration Place
R'dtrip Shuttle Round  Number Actual Hourly
Travel Load/ Bus Trips/  of Buses  Average Ridership
Time Time Unload  Capacity Hour/  Scheduled Headway Capacity
From To Avg. Time  Passengers  Bus Min. at 0.95 PHRF
7:00 AM  8:00 AM 16.0 5.0 50 2.9 2 10.3 276
8:00 AM  9:00 AM 24.0 5.0 50 2.1 2 14.3 200
9:00 AM 10:00 AM 16.0 5.0 50 2.9 2 10.3 276
10:00 AM 11:00 AM 16.0 5.0 50 2.9 2 10.3 276
11:00 AM  12:00 PM 16.0 5.0 50 2.9 2 10.3 276
12:00 PM  1:00 PM 16.0 5.0 50 2.9 2 10.3 276
1:00PM  2:00 PM 16.0 5.0 50 2.9 2 10.3 276
2:00PM  3:00 PM 16.0 5.0 50 2.9 2 10.3 276
3:00PM  4:00 PM 24.0 5.0 50 2.1 2 14.3 200
4:00 PM  5:00 PM 24.0 5.0 50 2.1 2 14.3 200
5:00 PM  6:00 PM 16.0 5.0 50 2.9 2 10.3 276
6:00PM  7:00 PM 16.0 5.0 50 2.9 2 10.3 276
7:00 PM  8:00 PM 16.0 5.0 50 2.9 2 10.3 276
8:00PM  9:00 PM 16.0 5.0 50 2.9 2 10.3 276
9:00 PM  10:00 PM 16.0 5.0 50 2.9 2 10.3 276
10:00 PM  11:00 PM 16.0 5.0 50 2.9 2 10.3 276
Results: Shuttle Buses Required 2 Vehicles
Number of Hours of Operation 6:00 PM to 11:00 PM 5 Hours
10 Bus Hours
Shuttle-Bus Cost = $75 per Hour

Event Shuttle Cost to this Parking Location

$750

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

To accommodate up fo 537 passenger round frips between & p.m.
and 11 p.m. will require 2 buses. Assuming 5 hours of service per

bus equals 10 bus hours at $75 per hour = $750 per event.
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Table 75: (Event Route 3) Towne West Square Mall Shuttle Cost

Event Route #3

Assumed Available

Towne West Square Malll

Input Data:

Parking Capacity
Peak Hour Arrival
Event Patrons

Passenger Peak Hour =
Peak Hour Ridership Factor (PHRF) =
Passenger Capacity Requirement =
With Equal Round Trip Return
Round Trip Route Length =
Average Vehicle Speed for Route =
Trip Travel Time =
Load/Unload/Dwell =
Bus Capacity =
Buses Required

85%

3.0 per vehicle

10.4 Miles

1,000+

1,000 Vehicles
850 Vehicles
2,550 People

2,550 Passengers
0.95
2,684 Passengers
5,368 Passengers
54,920 Feet
30 MPH
21 Minutes
5 Minutes
50 Passengers
10 Vehicles

Arena Event Route #3 - Towne West Square Mall

R'dtrip Shuttle Round  Number Actual Hourly
Travel Load/ Bus Trips/  of Buses  Average Ridership
Time Time Unload  Capacity Hour/  Scheduled Headway Capacity
From To Avg. Time  Passengers  Bus Min. at 0.95 PHRF
7:00 AM  8:00 AM 21 5 50 2.3 10 2.6 1,093
8:00 AM  9:00 AM 32 5 50 1.6 10 3.8 760
9:00 AM 10:00 AM 21 5 50 2.3 10 2.6 1,093
10:00 AM 11:00 AM 21 5 50 2.3 10 2.6 1,093
11:00 AM 12:00 PM 21 5 50 2.3 10 2.6 1,093
12:00 PM  1:00 PM 21 5 50 2.3 10 2.6 1,093
1:00PM  2:00 PM 21 5 50 2.3 10 2.6 1,093
2:00 PM  3:00 PM 21 5 50 2.3 10 2.6 1,093
3:00PM  4:00 PM 32 5 50 1.6 10 3.8 760
4:00 PM  5:00 PM 32 5 50 1.6 10 3.8 760
5:00 PM  6:00 PM 21 5 50 2.3 10 2.6 1,093
6:00PM  7:00 PM 21 5 50 2.3 10 2.6 1,093
7:00 PM  8:00 PM 21 5 50 2.3 10 2.6 1,093
8:00PM  9:00 PM 21 5 50 2.3 10 2.6 1,093
9:00 PM  10:00 PM 21 5 50 2.3 10 2.6 1,093
10:00 PM  11:00 PM 21 5 50 2.3 10 2.6 1,093
Results: Shuttle Buses Required 10 Vehicles
Number of Hours of Operation 6:00 PM to 11:00 PM 5 Hours

Shuttle-Bus Cost =
Event Shuttle Cost to this Parking Location

50 Bus Hours
$75 per Hour
$3,750

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

To accommodate up to 2,684 passenger round trips between 6 p.m.
and 11 p.m. will require 10 buses. Assuming 5 hours of service per

bus equals 50 bus hours at $75 per hour = $3,750 per event.
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Table 76: (Event Route 4) Towne East Square Mall Shuttle Cost

Event Route #4

Assumed Available

Towne East Square Malll

Input Data:

Parking Capacity
Peak Hour Arrival
Event Patrons

Passenger Peak Hour =
Peak Hour Ridership Factor (PHRF) =
Passenger Capacity Requirement =

With Equal Round Trip Return

85%

3.0 per vehicle

1,000+

1,000 Vehicles
850 Vehicles
2,550 People

2,550 Passengers
0.95

2,684 Passengers
5,368 Passengers

Round Trip Route Length = 9.6 Miles 50,690 Feet
Average Vehicle Speed for Route = 30 MPH
Trip Travel Time = 19 Minutes
Load/Unload/Dwell = 5 Minutes
Bus Capacity = 50 Passengers
Buses Required 9 Vehicles
Arena Event Route #4 - Towne East Square Mall
R'dtrip Shuttle Round  Number Actual Hourly
Travel Load/ Bus Trips/  of Buses  Average Ridership
Time Time Unload  Capacity Hour/  Scheduled Headway Capacity
From To Avg. Time  Passengers  Bus Min. at 0.95 PHRF
7:00 AM  8:00 AM 19 5 50 2.5 9 2.7 1,069
8:00 AM  9:00 AM 29 5 50 1.8 9 3.7 770
9:00 AM 10:00 AM 19 5 50 2.5 9 2.7 1,069
10:00 AM 11:00 AM 19 5 50 2.5 9 2.7 1,069
11:00 AM 12:00 PM 19 5 50 2.5 9 2.7 1,069
12:00 PM  1:00 PM 19 5 50 2.5 9 2.7 1,069
1:00PM  2:00 PM 19 5 50 2.5 9 2.7 1,069
2:00PM  3:00 PM 19 5 50 2.5 9 2.7 1,069
3:00PM  4:00 PM 29 5 50 1.8 9 3.7 770
4:00 PM  5:00 PM 29 5 50 1.8 9 3.7 770
5:00 PM 6:00 PM 19 5 50 2.5 9 2.7 1,069
6:00PM  7:00 PM 19 5 50 2.5 9 2.7 1,069
7:00 PM  8:00 PM 19 5 50 2.5 9 2.7 1,069
8:00PM  9:00 PM 19 5 50 2.5 9 2.7 1,069
9:00 PM  10:00 PM 19 5 50 2.5 9 2.7 1,069
10:00 PM  11:00 PM 19 5 50 2.5 9 2.7 1,069
Results: Shuttle Buses Required 9 Vehicles
Number of Hours of Operation 6:00 PM to 11:00 PM 5 Hours

Shuttle-Bus Cost =
Event Shuttle Cost to this Parking Location

45 Bus Hours
$75 per Hour
$3,375

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

To accommodate up to 2,684 passenger round trips between 6 p.m.
and 11 p.m. will require @ buses. Assuming 5 hours of service per

bus equals 45 bus hours at $75 per hour = $3,375 per event.
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Table 77: (Event Route 5) Newman University Shuttle Cost

Event Route #5 Assumed Available
Newman University 500+
Input Data:
Parking Capacity 500 Vehicles
Peak Hour Arrival 85% 425 Vehicles
Event Patrons 3.0 per vehicle 1,275 People
Passenger Peak Hour = 1,275 Passengers
Peak Hour Ridership Factor (PHRF) = 0.95
Passenger Capacity Requirement = 1,342 Passengers
With Equal Round Trip Return 2,684 Passengers

Round Trip Route Length = 6.4 Miles 33,800 Feet
Average Vehicle Speed for Route = 30 MPH
Trip Travel Time = 13 Minutes
Load/Unload/Dwell = 5 Minutes
Bus Capacity = 50 Passengers
Buses Required 4 Vehicles

Arena Event Route #5 - Newman University

R'dtrip Shuttle Round  Number Actual Hourly
Travel Load/ Bus Trips/  of Buses  Average Ridership
Time Time Unload  Capacity Hour/  Scheduled Headway Capacity
From To Avg. Time  Passengers  Bus Min. at 0.95 PHRF
7:00 AM  8:00 AM 13 5 50 3.4 4 4.4 646
8:00 AM  9:00 AM 19 5 50 2.5 4 6.0 475
9:00 AM 10:00 AM 13 5 50 3.4 4 4.4 646
10:00 AM 11:00 AM 13 5 50 3.4 4 4.4 646
11:00 AM 12:00 PM 13 5 50 3.4 4 4.4 646
12:00 PM  1:00 PM 13 5 50 3.4 4 4.4 646
1:00PM  2:00 PM 13 5 50 3.4 4 4.4 646
2:00 PM  3:00 PM 13 5 50 3.4 4 4.4 646
3:00 PM  4:00 PM 19 5 50 2.5 4 6.0 475
4:00 PM  5:00 PM 19 5 50 2.5 4 6.0 475
5:00PM  6:00 PM 13 5 50 3.4 4 4.4 646
6:00 PM  7:00 PM 13 5 50 3.4 4 4.4 646
7:00PM  8:00 PM 13 5 50 3.4 4 4.4 646
8:00 PM  9:00 PM 13 5 50 3.4 4 4.4 646
9:00 PM  10:00 PM 13 5 50 3.4 4 4.4 646
10:00 PM 11:00 PM 13 5 50 3.4 4 4.4 646
Results: Shuttle Buses Required 4 Vehicles
Number of Hours of Operation 6:00 PM to 11:00 PM 5 Hours
20 Bus Hours
Shuttle-Bus Cost = $75 per Hour
Event Shuttle Cost to this Parking Location = $1,500

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

To accommodate up to 1,342 passenger round trips between 6 p.m.
and 11 p.m. will require 4 buses. Assuming 5 hours of service per

bus equals 20 bus hours at $75 per hour = $1,500 per event.
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Table 78: (Event Route 6) Friends University Shuttle Cost

Event Route #6

Assumed Available

Friends University

Input Data:

Parking Capacity
Peak Hour Arrival
Event Patrons

Passenger Peak Hour =
Peak Hour Ridership Factor (PHRF) =
Passenger Capacity Requirement =

With Equal Round Trip Return

85%

3.0 per vehicle

600+

600 Vehicles
510 Vehicles
1,530 People

1,530 Passengers
0.95

1,611 Passengers
3,222 Passengers

Round Trip Route Length = 4.6 Miles 24,290 Feet
Average Vehicle Speed for Route = 25 MPH
Trip Travel Time = 11 Minutes
Load/Unload/Dwell = 5 Minutes
Bus Capacity = 50 Passengers
Buses Required 4 Vehicles
Arena Event Route #6 - Friends University
R'dtrip Shuttle Round  Number Actual Hourly
Travel Load/ Bus Trips/  of Buses  Average Ridership
Time Time Unload  Capacity Hour/  Scheduled Headway Capacity
From To Avg. Time  Passengers  Bus Min. at 0.95 PHRF
7:00 AM  8:00 AM 11 5 50 3.8 4 3.9 722
8:00 AM  9:00 AM 17 5 50 2.8 4 54 532
9:00 AM 10:00 AM 11 5 50 3.8 4 3.9 722
10:00 AM 11:00 AM 11 5 50 3.8 4 3.9 722
11:00 AM 12:00 PM 11 5 50 3.8 4 3.9 722
12:00 PM  1:00 PM 11 5 50 3.8 4 3.9 722
1:00PM  2:00 PM 11 5 50 3.8 4 3.9 722
2:00PM  3:00 PM 11 5 50 3.8 4 3.9 722
3:00PM  4:00 PM 17 5 50 2.8 4 54 532
4:00 PM  5:00 PM 17 5 50 2.8 4 54 532
5:00 PM 6:00 PM 11 5 50 3.8 4 3.9 722
6:00PM 7:00 PM 11 5 50 3.8 4 3.9 722
7:00 PM  8:00 PM 11 5 50 3.8 4 3.9 722
8:00PM  9:00 PM 11 5 50 3.8 4 3.9 722
9:00 PM  10:00 PM 11 5 50 3.8 4 3.9 722
10:00 PM  11:00 PM 11 5 50 3.8 4 3.9 722
Results: Shuttle Buses Required 4 Vehicles
Number of Hours of Operation 6:00 PM to 11:00 PM 5 Hours

Shuttle-Bus Cost =
Event Shuttle Cost to this Parking Location =

20 Bus Hours
$75 per Hour
$1,500

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

To accommodate up to 1,611 passenger round trips between 6 p.m.
and 11 p.m. will require 4 buses. Assuming 5 hours of service per

bus equals 20 bus hours at $75 per hour = $1,500 per event.

Section IV

= Transit Options Assessment




PARKING AND MOBILITY MASTER PLAN

DOWNTOWN WICHITA, KANSAS

WALKER

PARKING CONSULTANTS

AUGUST 3, 2007

PROJECT #23-7104.00

Table 79: (Event Route 7) N. Waco & 13th St. Shuttle Cost

Event Route #7

Assumed Available

East H.S & Dillon’s

Input Data:

Parking Capacity
Peak Hour Arrival
Event Patrons

Passenger Peak Hour =
Peak Hour Ridership Factor (PHRF) =
Passenger Capacity Requirement =
With Equal Round Trip Return
Round Trip Route Length =
Average Vehicle Speed for Route =
Trip Travel Time =
Load/Unload/Dwell =
Bus Capacity =
Buses Required

85%

3.0 per vehicle

3.8 Miles

600+

600 Vehicles
510 Vehicles
1,530 People

1,530 Passengers
0.95
1,611 Passengers
3,222 Passengers
20,070 Feet
20 MPH
11 Minutes
5 Minutes
50 Passengers
4 Vehicles

Arena Event Route #7 - N. Waco & 13st Street (East High School & Dillon's Store)

R'dtrip Shuttle Round  Number Actual Hourly
Travel Load/ Bus Trips/  of Buses  Average Ridership
Time Time Unload  Capacity Hour/  Scheduled Headway Capacity
From To Avg. Time  Passengers  Bus Min. at 0.95 PHRF
7:00 AM  8:00 AM 11 5 50 3.7 4 4.1 703
8:00 AM  9:00 AM 17 5 50 2.7 4 5.6 513
9:00 AM 10:00 AM 11 5 50 3.7 4 4.1 703
10:00 AM 11:00 AM 11 5 50 3.7 4 4.1 703
11:00 AM 12:00 PM 11 5 50 3.7 4 4.1 703
12:00 PM  1:00 PM 11 5 50 3.7 4 4.1 703
1:00PM  2:00 PM 11 5 50 3.7 4 4.1 703
2:00 PM  3:00 PM 11 5 50 3.7 4 4.1 703
3:00PM  4:00 PM 17 5 50 2.7 4 5.6 513
4:00 PM  5:00 PM 17 5 50 2.7 4 5.6 513
5:00 PM 6:00 PM 11 5 50 3.7 4 4.1 703
6:00PM 7:00 PM 11 5 50 3.7 4 4.1 703
7:00 PM  8:00 PM 11 5 50 3.7 4 4.1 703
8:00PM  9:00 PM 11 5 50 3.7 4 4.1 703
9:00 PM  10:00 PM 11 5 50 3.7 4 4.1 703
10:00 PM  11:00 PM 11 5 50 3.7 4 4.1 703
Results: Shuttle Buses Required 4 Vehicles

Number of Hours of Operation

Shuttle-Bus Cost =
Event Shuttle Cost to this Parking Location =

6:00 PM to 11:00 PM

5 Hours
20 Bus Hours
$75 per Hour
$1,500

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

To accommodate up to 1,611 passenger round trips between 6 p.m.
and 11 p.m. will require 4 buses. Assuming 5 hours of service per

bus equals 20 bus hours at $75 per hour = $1,500 per event.

Section IV
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Table 80: (Event Route 8) Broadway & Pawnee Shuttle Cost

Event Route #8

Assumed Available

Walmart South

Input Data:

Parking Capacity
Peak Hour Arrival
Event Patrons

Passenger Peak Hour =
Peak Hour Ridership Factor (PHRF) =
Passenger Capacity Requirement =
With Equal Round Trip Return
Round Trip Route Length =
Average Vehicle Speed for Route =
Trip Travel Time =
Load/Unload/Dwell =
Bus Capacity =
Buses Required

Arena Event Route #8 - Broadway & Pawnee (Walmart South)

85%

3.0 per vehicle

6.2 Miles

500+

500
425
1,275

1,275
0.95
1,342
2,684
32,740
15

25

50

Vehicles
Vehicles
People

Passengers

Passengers
Passengers
Feet

MPH
Minutes
Minutes
Passengers
Vehicles

R'dtrip Shuttle Round  Number Actual Hourly
Travel Load/ Bus Trips/  of Buses  Average Ridership
Time Time Unload  Capacity Hour/  Scheduled Headway Capacity
From To Avg. Time  Passengers  Bus Min. at 0.95 PHRF
7:00 AM  8:00 AM 25 5 50 2.0 6 5.0 570
8:00 AM  9:00 AM 37 5 50 1.4 6 7.1 399
9:00 AM 10:00 AM 25 5 50 2.0 6 5.0 570
10:00 AM 11:00 AM 25 5 50 2.0 6 5.0 570
11:00 AM 12:00 PM 25 5 50 2.0 6 5.0 570
12:00 PM  1:00 PM 25 5 50 2.0 6 5.0 570
1:00PM  2:00 PM 25 5 50 2.0 6 5.0 570
2:00 PM  3:00 PM 25 5 50 2.0 6 5.0 570
3:00 PM  4:00 PM 37 5 50 1.4 6 7.1 399
4:00 PM  5:00 PM 37 5 50 1.4 6 7.1 399
5:00PM  6:00 PM 25 5 50 2.0 6 5.0 570
6:00 PM  7:00 PM 25 5 50 2.0 6 5.0 570
7:00PM  8:00 PM 25 5 50 2.0 6 5.0 570
8:00 PM  9:00 PM 25 5 50 2.0 6 5.0 570
9:00 PM  10:00 PM 25 5 50 2.0 6 5.0 570
10:00 PM 11:00 PM 25 5 50 2.0 6 5.0 570
Results: Shuttle Buses Required 6 Vehicles
Number of Hours of Operation 6:00 PM to 11:00 PM 5 Hours
30 Bus Hours
Shuttle-Bus Cost = $75 per Hour
Event Shuttle Cost to this Parking Location = $2,250

Source: Walker Parking Consultants

To accommodate up to 1,342 passenger round trips between 6 p.m.
and 11 p.m. will require 6 buses. Assuming 5 hours of service per

bus equals 30 bus hours at $75 per hour = $2,250 per event.

Section IV
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Mr. Jay Banasiak, general manager of Wichita Transit, provided
significant assistance in evaluating potfential event parking shutfle
routes. His comments are summarized in the following points.

1. It is recognized that many private owners will toke
entrepreneurial advantage of events to make significant private
parking available for a fee.

2. The circulator shuttle does not have the capacity fo significantly
address peak event driven parking demand.

3. Some people will continve to use Old Town parking or park
downtown and arrive by a circulator shuttle, and will walk
back to their parked vehicle affer an event.

4. Routes #1 and #2 are usable and reasonable.

5. Routes #3 and #4 (Towne West and Towne East Square
Malls) are too long and would not be as acceptable to
Wichita Transit or customers.

6. Newman University (#5) and Friends University (#6) roufes are
significantly closer and more efficient than routes #3 and #4.

7. The N. Waco & 13th Street (East High School & Dillon's Store)
Route #7 has been used successfully used for prior events.
This is a convenient and short route that is acceptable fo
customers.

8. The Broadway & Pawnee (Walmart South) Route #8 also has
been successfully used for events.  This is a somewhat longer
route than #7, but is also acceptable to customers.

Q. Most of the transit bus fleet is comprised of 35 foot vehicles.
Standing capacity is judged to be 50 persons, which is used
in the previous analysis of each route. Newly purchased
buses would be 40 foot vehicles with a standing capacity of

60 to 65 persons.

10.In order to mainfain normal route schedules and commitments,
Wichita Transit estimates that approximately 10 new buses will
be needed to service these new shutfle commitments.  The
current cost of a new bus is approximately $310,000. Thus,
10 buses would cost $3,100,000. Federal 80/20 matching
funds are available, which would require a capital investment

of approximately $620,000.

Section IV = Transit Options Assessment
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11.Pickup points need to be supported by automated signage tied
fo a GPS system that displays the time until the next bus arrives.

Appropriate signage technology is termed:

AVL — Automated Vehicle Location (what customer sees),

MDT — Mobile Data Terminal (what the driver sees).

Based on our best projection of a schedule of likely events, Walker
has applied reasonable assumptions to arrive at an estimate of annual

costs for event shuttle

Table 81: Event Cost Summary

Weekend/Evening # of Events/ Deficit Cost
Unit Cost
Medium Arena Event +Large Century I 8 407
Route 1 (Lawrence Dumont) $2,250 $18,000
large Arena Event, Only 8 1,784
Route 1 (Lawrence Dumont) $2,250 $18,000
Route 6 Friends $1,500 $12,000
large Arena Event + Medium Century |l 4 1,940
Route 1 (Lawrence Dumont) $2,250 $9,000
Route 5 (Newman) $1,500 $6,000
Route 6 (Friends) $1,500 $6,000
Large Arena Event + Large Century |l 2 2,740
Route 1 (Lawrence Dumont) $2,250 $4,500
Route 5 (Newman) $1,500 $3,000
Route 6 (Friends) $1,500 $3,000
Route 7 (Waco & 13" St.) $1,500 $3,000
Weekday # of Events/ Deficit Cost
Unit Cost
Small Arena Event +large Century I 2 303
Route 2 (Exploration Place) $750 $1,500
Medium Arena Event, Only 2 628
Route 1 (Lawrence Dumont) $2,250 $4,500
Medium Arena Event + Medium Century |l ] 836
Route 1 (Lawrence Dumont) $2,250 $2,250
Medium Arena Event + Large Century I 1 1,636
Route 1 (Lawrence Dumont) $2,250 $2,250
Route 6 (Friends) $1,500 $1,500
Llarge Arena Event + Medium Century |l 1 3,169
Route 1 (Lawrence Dumont) $2,250 $2,250
Route 5 (Newman) $1,500 $1,500
Route & (Friends) $1,500 $1,500
Route 7 (Waco & 13" St) $1,500 $1,500
Route 8 (Broadway & Pawnee) $2,250 $2,250
large Arena Event, Only 0 2,961 n/a
Large Arena Event + Llarge Century Il * 0 3,969 n/a
Total Annual Cost $103,500

* This schedule assumes that a large arena event will not be held simultaneously with a large

Century Il event on a weekday daytime.

Section IV = Transit Options Assessment
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SHUTTLE ANALYSIS CONCLUSIONS

The cost of operafing remofe shuffles fo shutile the peak passenger

capacity required by the overflow parking demand of the Arena and

the simultaneous Arena + Cenfury |l events is estimated at

approximately $103,500 per year at 2008 costs.  This cost is 1,000 Space Parking Structure

estimated fo increase at 3% to 5% per year. It also assumes that no

additional land rent associated with the use of the identified remote Total Cost: $ 15,000,000

parking sites will occur. Rate: 7%
Term (yrs): 25

The cost of an above grade, efficiently-designed parking structure on a

spacious  site, with  minimal architectural treatments, is currently Debt Service: $1,287,158

estimated at $15,000 to $18,000 per space, excluding land costs. (Annual)

Thus, a 1,000space parking structure would cost approximately
$15,000,000 to $18,000,000. The debt coverage alone would
exceed $1,200,000 per year.” The cost of the shuttle operation is
about one tenth of debt service for a 1,000space parking structure.
Under similar assumptions, the operating budget for shutile parking

would amortize only about 88 parking structure spaces. Remofe Parking with Shuttle

Considering on|Y ‘rhe. available pub|i‘c porking supply  within o As Listed (29) $103,500
reasonable walking distance, we project 29 instances of remote  Cushion (19) $84.000
parking with shutfle required.  When the effective parking supply  Cushion & Private (4 $]3'500

cushion is used, just over 450 spaces, this drops to 19 instances that
require remote parking with shutile.  VWhen the cushion and available
private supply is used, all within a reasonable walking distance of the
arena, the number of instances remote parking with shutile parking is
needed drops to 4 instances.

As for the Circulator Trolley, Walker recommends that the current,
existing Q-line routes and hours of operation remain in place and be
extended year around as the model of operation. Based on the 2006
operating cost of $82,000 for 15 weeks of operation, 2008 year
around operating cost is projected at $270,000 to $287,000 and is
trended tfo increase at 3% to 5% per year. The Circulator Trolley
should implement special event hours to facilitate remote parking for
Arena and Century Il events, and accommodate before and after event
dining and entertainment at Old Town.

" Assuming 7% interest rate for 25 years.
Section IV = Transit Options Assessment 193
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PARKING CONSULTANTS

APPENDIX A: SCOPE OF SERVICES

TASK 1 — PARKING SUPPLY/DEMAND ANALYSIS AND NEEDS ASSESSMENT

1.

Meet with representatives of the County and City to further clarify study’s objectives, review the work
plan, set work session dates, and finalize the project schedule. At this meeting, the lines of
communication and a schedule of deliverables will also be established.

Obtain the following information from the City of Wichita:

= Building occupancy — The occupancy of major buildings in the study area and the City's best
estimate for other buildings, or a list of building owners to contact to attain such data.

*  Employment — The most recent and accurate data the County and City can provide for the study
area.

= Future developments — This includes type of land use, square footage, seating capacity, or number
of rooms, expected completion data, location, and whether any existing parking spaces will be
displaced.

= Copies of any previous parking studies, community master plans or downfown market studies.
=  Copy of the Unified Zoning Code covering the study area. This may be provided as a webink.
= Aerial photographs and AutoCAD drawings of the proposed study area.

Data from the Walker 2005 Arena Parking Study and City parking inventories are available for a
portion of the study area and therefore are o be used for this analysis. The primary focus study area is
defined as that portion of the city bounded by Central Avenue tfo the north, Kellogg Street to the south,
Washington Street to the east, and Seneca the west.

Confirm the inventory of on- and off-street parking spaces in the study area. Inventory will be tabulated
and summarized on a block-by-block basis. Tabulation will include block identification, capacity,
public vs. private, parking rates, and time restrictions.

Perform a parking occupancy study fo establish accurate estimates of peak occupancy. Counts will be
performed on a typical weekday during the period of 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. as appropriate for this
effort.

Compare the calculated parking demand to the existing parking supply to defermine the existing
parking surplus or deficit on a block-by-block basis in the study area.

Determine future parking surpluses and deficits by block (through the agreed study horizon of 5, 10,
and 20 years) within the study area based on inventory and occupancy analysis, available local data,
projections of future growth and development, the Arena Neighborhood Redevelopment Plan, shared
use methodology and Walker Parking Consultants” experience. By developing this information block
by block, sources of parking demand and concentrations of surpluses and deficits can be more readily

identified.

Conduct a license plate survey of selected time restricted spaces (up to 12 block faces) to determine
the user turnover and duration characteristics.
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TASK 2 — STUDY AREA TRANSIT OPTIONS ASSESSMENT

1.

Identify and analyze the existing shuttle services in the study area, such as the “Final Friday Art Crawl.”
Examine the successes and failures of these ventures.

Present and analyze a mobility system using public/private agreements, shared parking, and shuttles
to more efficiently ufilize public and private CBD parking assets, such as using the Lawrence-Dumont
baseball stadium parking lots, Exploration Place, Town East and Town West shopping malls, or other
areas of inferest, to provide Arena event parking.

Present and examine other options for the integration of transit and shutile services with parking, such
as the feasibility of a dual line shuttle system with a north/south route and an east/west route.  Include
options during small, large, and sell out events.

Present alternative trolley routes to increase mobility between the CBD, Old Town, WaterWalk,
Century Il, the Art Disfrict and the new Arena.

Provide conceptual shutile routes, schedules, headways, cost estimates, efc. to enable an objective
comparison of the altferatives.

Identify a preferred systfem of routine daytime shutile operations and a preferred system of event
fransit/shuttle and parking operations for small and large eventfs.

TASK 3 — PARKING POLICY AND SYSTEM REVIEW

1.

Identify and analyze the existing parking management system with the infent to provide a defailed
comprehension of current resources, policies, procedures and personnel.

Identify and recommend specific parking management options and strafegies appropriate to the study
area that will improve operations, specifically focusing on ways to better utilize the parking supply and
manage parking demand. This includes but is nof limited fo the analysis of parking system and facility
management, financial oversight, parking enforcement, parking rates, and hours of operation.

Provide a plan for how a City parking entity, operated to oversee the City's parking assets, could
partner with local parking lot owners to ensure parking availability for downtown visitors during events.
Also include a discussion of how a City parking entity could partner with the private sector to develop
new parking in the downtown area.

Review sections of the Unified Parking Code as provided by Sedgwick County that pertain to parking
in downtown. Provide comments and suggestions to better promote shared parking where possible.

Based on discussions with County and City representatives, provide an action plan fo transition fo a
new type of parking management system, such as a parking authority or other oversight entity.
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TASK 4 — FACILITATION OF WORKSHOP MEETINGS

1.

Attend and/or facilitate three (3) steering committee meetfings scheduled by Sedgwick County. Present
a summary of the dafa collected to date and a summary of the options under consideration. lead a
discussion regarding CBD parking and transit issues, perceptions vs. reality, and suggestions of
possible solutions, etc. with downtown stakeholders and other concemed citizens.

Incorporate meeting minutes and summaries of issues and discussions within the final report. Consider
the satisfaction of these concerns within the alternatives analysis task that follows.

TASK 5 — ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

1.

Review existing vehicular and pedestrian access and circulation patterns for their relationship fo
existing and proposed parking generators and the parking supply.

Examine whether the opportunity for restriping and/or making efficiency improvements exists to
increase the effective (usable) parking supply. Provide potential improvements for up to five lots if
applicable.

Provide geometric requirements for on-street parallel and angled parking, including recommended
street widths and space widths based on the angle of the parking sfall.  This will include a discussion
and comparison of reverse angle on-street parking.

Identify areas of parking deficits and provide alternatives, both on- and offstreet to meet the needs of
the area within reasonable walking distance exist.

Defermine any possibilities of expanding existing parking facilities to meet area parking needs
identified in Task 1.

Develop options for expanding the parking supply through new structured parking. Identify alternative
locations for such a parking structure, if desired.

Recommend the integration of preferred fransit and shutile improvements, such as daytime circulator
shuttles, to distribute parking demand and reduce the need for future parking improvements considering
pedestrian and access issues.

Recommend fransit alternatives and public/private partnerships to address the peak parking needs of
daytime and high attendance evening arena events.

Project conceptual construction and project costs for each of the altfematives including estimated
operational expenses fo enable a comparison of the costs of each alternative.  Examine and present
recommendations for funding options and a funding framework that will maintain flexibility as the City
grows.
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MEETING MINUTES WORKSHOP MEETING | WALKER

SEDGWICK COUNTY MASTER PARKING PLAN PARKING CONSULTANTS

PROJECT NO. 23-7104.00 6602 East 75th Street Suite 210
’ ' Indianapolis, IN' 46250

DATE OF MEETING: February 27, 2007 Voice: 317.842 6890

MINUTES BY: Jon Martens, Walker Fax:  317.577.6500

www.walkerparking.com

PARTICIPANTS: See Attached

The attached meefing minutes represent the meeting activity from three separate groups fo kickoff the Wichita
Master Parking Plan study. Parficipants fo the meetings were asked to sign-in at the start of each meeting.
Some individuals signed in once, but partficipated in multiple meetings.

Meeting I: Project Steering Committee
Location: Sedgwick County Court House, 3" Floor
Time: 10:30 a.m. — Noon

Stephanie Knebel, with Sedgwick County, opened the meeting with a brief introduction of the purpose of the
meeting and intfroducing Walker Parking Consultants (Walker). Representatives from Walker provided a brief
introduction on who Walker is and an overview of the study. The group was then asked to provide input to
the parking issues and goals for the study.

Highlights from Walker's introduction: The Walker Team for this project includes John Dorsett, Senior Vice
President, Consulting Resources Group; Jon Martens, Project Manager, Jon Efroymson, Parking Consultant, and
support sfaff. The study area is bordered by Murdock Street to the north, VWashington Street to the east,
Kellogg Street fo the south, and Seneca Street to the west. Project fasks include: 1) Supply/Demand by
zones or sub-areas, 2) Transit Options, 3| Parking System Review, 4| Facilitate Workshop Meetings, and 5)
Alternatives.

Jon Efroymson:  Infroduced some initial points of concern for the study to engage the group in discussing the
issues. These fopics included:

Current Parking Supply, demand and adequacy;

Projected Parking adequacy;

Infegrating Transit and Parking;

What are the options for remote parking and transit during events;

What is the preferred management structure for Wichita's parking assets;
How should special event parking be managed;

What are the options to improving downtown parking; and,

Options for maximizing on-street parking.

O O OO OOO0oODOo

Ron Holt: Asked about the sub-areas and the purpose of the workshop meetings. He also raised the
possibility of having one of the workshop meetings open to the public.

Jon Martens: Reviewed the workshop meeting schedule: 2/27 kickoff meeting and workshop meetings to
receive input; 4/ 10 workshop meeting to provide initial data and some ideas for solutions as well as to
receive feedback; 5/15 workshop meeting fo present a clear picture of findings and recommendations,
receive feedback and recommendations. Issue a draft report on or about 6/8.
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Stephanie Knebel: Stated the agreement includes three planning meetings for the parking study. The thought
at the time of the agreement was that the County and City would handle any public meefings.

John Dorsett: Wanted to know the goal and purpose of the public meeting.

Ron Holt: Would like a public meeting to communicate with the public and to receive their input on parking.
It may be beneficial to include a City, County Community workshop meeting, which will be discussed further

with Walker.

Jay Banasik: Jay provided an overview of the transit parking assefs available and some hisfory of past
services. His concern was how fo fund additional long-term service and how fo develop partnerships to
provide adequate funding to maintain the desired service levels. Jay also explained some of the assets of
transit department, which include bus, vans, and frolleys.

Jon Efroymson: Discussed how the costs for structured parking are much higher than a shuttle system, but
shuttle costs will need to be budgeted.

Allen Bell: The public says parking is a serious problem and the City recognizes parking will need to be
added [for the Arena]. Parking may be a more critical issue in Wichita than in other parts of the country.
Wichita emptied out during the 1960’s and 1970's. Wichita may be a litlle on the extreme side in terms of
people avoiding walking. Therefore, community education will be crifical.

Ed Martin: The garage closest to the Arena site has major obligations with the State. These obligations
include reserved parking areas in the garage for State employees. The balance between surface and
structured parking is a necessity. The fact that downtown parking facilities have multiple owners complicates
matters.

Jon Efroymson: Parking supply will open up as demand increases with the arena opening. There are multiple
levels of ownership in the parking system, public, private, government. With demand, owners will make their
lots available for parking (for a profit).

George Kolb: Developers have recently brought proposals to the City to build parking decks and lease back
to the City. These have not been accepted by the City. Parking will be needed as the transit option won't
necessarily work to meet the future parking needs. There is a perception that more parking is needed; parking
will only get worse. People will not readily change to alternative modes of transportation.

Ed Wolverton: Future parking will be different from today. Downfown Wichita currently has a 22 percent
occupancy rate. Future development indicates adding 300,000 sf of commercial space, and 2,000
residential units. Currently there are about 1,100 residential units. Another area of development is called
"North Old Town”. This area is being reviewed now and a plan will be forthcoming. The challenge is to
figure out how to bridge the gap between existing conditions and future conditions which include the desire to
occupy vacant space. Vacant space cannot be filled without the appropriate parking capacity.
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Allen Bell:  Funding for projects has been done through a GAP analysis, with the government picking up the
difference. TIF money has also been used frequently in the past to fund projects in Wichita and Kansas.

Wes Damell: It has been his experience that people in Wichita do not like parking garages. This can be
seen in the Old Town Garages, which are never full. The preferred choice for parking is 1) curb, 2) surface
parking within line of sight, and 3) parking garage.

John Dorsett: There are many things that can be done fo a parking structure to improve the experience of the
pafron and make the environment more attractive. lighting, painting the ceiling of the facility white, open
sides, staffing, efc., go a long way to improve the overall experience of the patron.

Mark Borst: Most residents are not wellraveled and therefore, they do not understand how small Wichita is
compared fo other large cities. Many haven't been to very large cities such as Chicago or Houston.
Emptying a parking garage affer special events is an issue. How are we going fo handle simultaneous events
held af the arena/Dumont/Century lI2° Will pedestrian safety be an issue? How should it be handled?

Maureen Hofrenning: VWhat are the best practices for this type of parking situation? How do we
communicate with visitors where to park, and how do we make it a positive experience?

Paul Gunzelman: Event affendees are infrequent parkers who don't know where they are going. He agreed
that folks from Wichita want front door parking. He stated that 60 percent of the event attendees at the
Kansas Coliseum arrive in the last 30 minutes before a show sfarts. VWhen this happens downtown, how do
we get them all info the show ontime? VWhat about multiple events2 What about pedestrian safety issues?
What happens to Waterwalk parking areas?

Allen Bell: Asked about GPS and whether it had any applications in terms of helping people find somewhere
fo park.

Jon Efroymson:  Stated that GPS was sfill developing and that he was unaware of how this had been used to
help people find parking.

Ed Martin: The University of Nebraska stadium seats 90,000 with no dedicated event parking. People have
gotten accustomed to parking patterns during events. People in Wichita will develop similar patterns in

Wichita.

John Rolfe: People need parking attendants on site at each parking lot to direct traffic, show the public where
fo park, make them feel secure, and to clean up the lof. That could be a key factor in success.

Allan Bell: How about a parking pass tied to the event ficket?
Jon Efroymson: Yes, this is possible. Jon shared his personal experience with purchasing Pacer season fickes.

Ed Martin: If fransit service is available from Old Town fo events, there may be an issue as parking in Old
Town is free. Also, Waterwalk may become an issue, as parking is also free at Waterwalk. If it costs money
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fo park everywhere but these sites, and we offer a shuttle to these areas, the parking supply may be displaced
in Old Town and Waterwalk. The study should consider these issues.

Jon Efroymson: We are looking at other sites for remote parking as well, such as the baseball stadium and
Discovery Park.

Ed Wolverton: Brought up potential parking availability North of Douglas at 17 and Waco. There is a
surface lof with 214 spaces.

Ed Martin: Asked if Infrust Bank was open for events, as they have a fair amount of parking. He also brought
up the future expansion of the Century Il Center. This could take away much of the current parking for the
Century Il Center.

John Schlegel: The plan should be adaptable as things change within the City. Key components to manage
parking include the management and budgeting of parking. Also, linking or providing connectivity between
Century Il, Old Town, and Waterwalk are important. Another feature that may be more important in the future
is the Keeper of the Plains area, which is undergoing development.

Ron Holt: The report should provide a list of what to do if this or that happens. This way the report would
provide a working solution fo a variety of potential scenarios. The report should list out assumptions and then
give alferatives for new development, including:

Century Il expansion

Influx of residential units

North Old Town Expansion

Maureen Hofrenning: Concemed that transit alone will not be an adequate solution as Century Il Center
expands and area is developed.

Ed Wolverton: Another issue is how we bridge the pedestrian experience.
Jon Efroymson: What about linking the government areas to Old Town?

Jay Banasiak: The Q-ine is operated during the summer, but ridership is not very high. There is a nominal fee
fo use the Qline.

Unknown: “That's because the seats are too hard”
The recent Rolling Stones concert was discussed. This concert had an attendance of 30,000 af the WSU
campus. little to no parking on site was available. Remote parking was required and provided by the transit

system.

Mark Borst: People need to know where and when to park in advance.
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Jon Efroymson: Wayfinding/signage, color coded parking schemes, and real time parking availability are
used in ofher cities.

Ron Holt: The expectation of this study is very, very, very, high. Success requires a Q0% satisfaction rate. The
public is very concerned with this study and the results.

Walker: We understand and are sensitive to the issue. The Parking Master Plan covers a broad area beyond
event parking. The planning sessions will help us to provide the detail that is needed to address the issues at
hand and what solutions are acceptable.

Closing comments of the meeting reiterated the desire to receive input from the group and provided an
opportunity of attendees fo exchange business cards. Attendees were also reminded of the upcoming
workshop meetings lafer in the day.

Meeting I Focus Group — Visitor & Convention Bureau, Century I, Old Town
Location: Century |l
Time: 1:00 p.m. = 3:00 p.m.

The second planning meeting was held in a similar fashion to the first. Some of the individuals attended both
meetings and did not sign in for the second meeting.

Stephanie Knebel: Opened the meeting and introduced Walker.

Walker: Provided an overview of their feam and an outline of the study before opening the floor to discussion.
Larry Weber: Larry has 1,200 parking spaces near the Century Il Center. Larry asked about the previous
work Walker had done in Wichita and what recommendations were implemented that were included in the
previous work.

Ed Wolverton: Parking brochures and have been developed as suggested in the study he received, as well as
developing a defailed inventory of the area. Many of the questions poised in the first study related to
background information which has also been used. The study also recommended developing a Parking
Master Plan, which is what Walker is doing now.

Stephanie Knebel: The Arena Study was used fo assist in selecting the site for the new arena. It was used
more to quantify the parking demand and supply for the arena as opposed to a specific recommendation fo
implement.

Jon Efroymson asked Larry to comment on transit issues and the Qine.

Larry Weber:  Shuttle systems can be an effective marketing ool even if they appear to be underutilized.
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Ed Wolverton: The Q-line has been used to attract convention business and visitors, but not as successful in
generating ridership from local citizens. The Friday Night Crawl is very successful. It operates the final Friday
of each month. The shuttle is paid for by the Downtown Development Corporation through the downtown
business improvement district.

Llarry Weber: The time of day and event may dictate sub-areas.

Brenda Medlam: Other areas of interest include the Delano District. The Delano Business Association is
working on making this a destination place. The District recently instituted on—street diagonal parking and
added a round-about with a tower monument in the center. A discussion by others indicates this is an up and
coming area. There is a need for a 2-hour parking limit in this area. Another big event in downtown is the
annual River Festival. People park their vehicles all day. This can create problems with turnover for retail and
restaurants.

John Rolfe: There needs to connect Old Town, Delano, Century I, efc.

Brenda Medlam: One successful event has been the Holiday Walkabout on November 17" This event
required shoppers to find answers to various questions in the retail shops to win prizes. Shuttles transported
participants between Old Town and Delano fo visit 28 specific shops. The hours were from 10:00 a.m. to
6:00 p.m. This event was considered a success and will be done again.

Dave Burke: [Marketplace Properties] A Parking District is needed; funding needs to come from the public
sector; Old Town funded parking structures; first surface lofs then structures; wants recommendation fo fund
parking infrastructure such as TIF or Star Bonds to add parking for development. In Old Town parking is free,
but vendors pay a monthly fee for the parking. The parking is located at a maximum of three blocks walking
distance. It is difficult for private sector to provide parking in downtown because of competition from the
suburbs.  Shutiling is hard to do with any success except with special events.

Dave Burke: Public / Private Parinerships are important.

Bob Hanson: Have studies been able to change affitudes in the paste Walking distance should be no more
than two blocks from the site. A good P.R. program is necessary to change attitude concerning walking
distance and parking adequacy.

Debbie Williams: Century Il Center events impact the downtown area. The Garden Show is anticipated to
have 50,000 over this weekend. There is not enough parking at the Century Il to supply that parking during
evenfs. There is some parking to the north of Douglas, but people think it is too far away. What happens
when the arena opens and there are simultaneous eventse How do we handle?
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Bob Hanson: Events can't all be handled with a shuttle, as there will be conflicts at the other venues. Also,
publicity is a key point. So far the publicity has been handled by a news release and a sfory in the news.

The Garden show brings in 10% from out of state and more from around the state. These visitors may not see
the news. VWhat happens when there is an event at the ice arena and Lawrence Dumont stadium and their
parking can't be used? Also, parking is available in the City owned Broadview Garage, but people don't use
if.

Wes Darnell: People don't like to park in garages. That is one reason they don't use the Broadview Garage.

Ed Martin: The City issues a press release and thinks it has communicated with the public. It's key to be
redundant with messages regarding parking availably. People don't receive every message.

Maureen Hofrenning: It's also important to communicate with different segments.
Debbie Williams: People won't use parking north of Broadway when attending Century Il Center events.
Some garages provide free parking, but it is not being used.

Tami Barker: [Hyatt] The Gander Mountain garage was full last weekend.

Ed Martin: The Broadview Garage [North of Douglas] has been open to the public and offers free parking
for events at Century Il Center; but the lighting is poor and there is no attendant. The recent KME convention
brought a large number of affendees to the Century Il Center. As a result, the Gander Mountain parking
garage was full over much of the weekend. This created a problem when customers of Gander Mountain
could not find a place to park.

Larry Weber: Vendor parking is an issue. Can we get these people to park in designated areas? There is
parking in a surface lot and garage at 17 and Water.

Jon Martens: Asked who attended the Rolling Stones concerte To this, more than half the meeting raised their
hands. A discussion of the parking followed. At this event, most all attendees parked remotely and used a
shutile.

Tom Johnson: [Waterwalk] Brought up surface vs. garage parking. City tends to shy away from garages.
Thinks it is important fo address what makes garages more favorable. Also, from a mixed use perspective in
the CBD, how does it work and what about during large events? Waterwalk will be adding 500 more
spaces, but is concemed about the future. Many spaces are lost during big events at Century Il Waterwalk
parking is primarily for the fenants, not for event parking. Yes, perhaps there are enough parking spaces for
special events, but what existing business needs are compromised?

Larry Weber: Would like to know how many non-hotel events take place from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. (such
as the garden show| at the convention center.
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Debbie Williams: Events are very slow Monday — Tuesday, but pick up later in the week and weekends.
Also, the mefer spaces in the current Century Il lot are used on a daily basis by up to 30 local employees in
the downfown area. These are patrons that use Century Il parking, but are not using the Century Il building.
Do other places control vendor parking®

Ed Martin: Are parking rates part of the study?@

Jon Efroymson: Yes.

Debbie Williams: Century Il recommends vendors use remote parking, but it is not mandated.

Ed Wolverton: Is it common in other faciliies fo require vendors to park remotely?

Tom Johnson: Waterwalk is parking ground zero. This will be the first place to fillup. Parking north of
Douglas is dormant. How can parking be assigned north of Douglas to free up parking elsewhere? How can
vendor parking be controlled? Can it be assigned?

Dave Burke: Maijority of local people would rather walk three blocks than pay $5.00 for parking. People
will identify free parking areas and seek out those areas. Waterwalk and Old Town are mixed-use
developments that people are already paying for parking. How do we provide parking for those already
paid up?

Paul: What about Live, Work, Play — some people can't pay. Meters have been increased to 10 hours in
many areas. There is interest in what other areas do with residential parking and it is becoming an issue in
downtown.

John Rolfe: Main Street af Waterwalk is the gateway to the City.  This would be the first parking taken.
Larry Weber:  The more downtown events there are, the better people like downfown.

Dave Burke: Many residential projects are coming on line in downtown.

Ed Wolverton: How about a validation program to discount parking provided a minimum purchase is made
in the area.

Dave Burke: Recommendations re: funding mechanisms: City considering formation of TIF district. There are
already TIF districts for Old Town, Waterwalk and the Hyaft area.

John Rolfe:  Any recommendations yete
Jon Efroymson: No, not at this fime. We want to understand the issues and not just come out shooting

answers. |t is imporfant to get all the facts and understand the issues as one size does not always fit
everybody.
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Debbie Williams: We may want to discuss the parking study with the “Group of 80". These individuals are
active event coordinators and may have input.

Walker: Perhaps an electronic survey would be possible.

Following the meetfing an invitation was extended to exchange business cards with Walker.

Meeting Ill:  Focus Group — Parking Operators and Stakeholders
Llocation: Century |l
Time: 3:00 p.m. = 5:00 p.m.

This meeting was held following the second meeting. The size of the new group was considerably smaller,
with only two new participants, and only a few left from the previous meetings.

Walker started the meeting with a very brief infroduction for the benefit of the two new meeting attendees.
The focus of the meeting was on parking locations and operations.

Mike Retzkoff: Mike operates 12 lots and 5 garages for in Wichita, mostly owned by the City, for AMPCO
Parking.

Doug Winkley: Doug is responsible for @19 covered spaces in two garages and 120 surface lof spaces
owned by Invest Bank.

Ed Martin: The parking garage closest to the new arena site is used primarily by sfate employees. After 20
years the State can buy the building and parking.

Doug Winkley: Invest parking is open for events that they support, such as the symphony or other music
events. They provide their own security in the garages. There is no charge for parking during the days, as it

is for their customers.

Jon Efroymson: What about pre-pay parking during eventse There has been some discussion of charging for
parking with the purchase of the event ficket.

Mike Retzkoff: AMPCO would be open to this. The City owned parking assets would need their approval.
Ed Martin: In the past parking was going fo be free. Things seem to be changing.

Ron Holt: SMG, out of Okalahoma City, will likely be the operator for the arena. They will probably have
some thoughts on event parking and pre-selling parking.

Doug Winkley: What about a shutile for eventse
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Ron Holt: The shutile must run throughout the day so people get use to it and know it will be available on a
reliable and consistent basis.

Ed Martin: First Transit actually manages the transit system, not city employees. The two garages in Old Town

are owned by the City.

Mike Retzkoff: Parking enforcement is pretty much limited to writing tickets.

Walker: Who are the other operators in fown?

Ed Martin: Tom Blake owns Parking Inc. and Phil Ruffin operates his own parking (BOA).
Walker: What about the Macy's garage?

Ed Martin: The City owns the land but not the garage. This garage is in poor condition.

Ron Holt: The Kansas Coliseum will begin charging a small fee to park. This will take place in May or June

of 2007.

Business cards were exchanged following the meeting.
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Note: Some participants signed in once but attended multiple meefings.

Jay Banasiak
Dave Barber
Allen Bell

Mark Borst
Terry Cassady
Wes Darnell
Scott Dunakey
Paul Gunzelman
Nancy Harvieux
Maureen  Hofrenning
Ron Holt
Stephane  Knebel
George  Kolb

Doug Kupper

Ed Martin
John Philbrick
John Rolfe

John Schlegel
Ed Wolverton
Jim Woods
Tami Barker
Clay Bastian
Wes Darnell
Bob Hanson
Maureen  Hofrenning
Tom Johnson
Stephanie  Knebel

Ed Martin
Brenda Medlam
Scott Moore
John Rolfe
Larry Weber
Debbie Williams
Ed Wolverton
Ron Holt
Michael  Retzkoff
Doug Winkley
Ed Martin

Wichita Transit

MAPD

City Econ Dev

SG Co. PW - Traffic Engr
City Mgr's Office

ADC

City Hall/MAPD/WAMPO
C of W - Traffic Engineering
City Hall/MAPD/WAMPO
GWCVB

Sedg Cty Mgr's off

Sedg County/Project Sves
City of Wichita

COW - Park & Rec (ClI)
City - Building Services Mgr
COW - Property Management
GWCVB

County

WDDC

Sedg. Co. Sheriff's off.

ADC

County

City

Delano District
City of Wichita
GWCVB
Garvey Center
Century |l
WDDC

County

AMPCO Parking
Invest Bank

City - Building Services Mgr
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MEETING MINUTES  WORKSHOP MEETING I, A&B WALKER

SEDGWICK COUNTY MASTER PARKING PLAN sl

PRO_]ECT NO. 23-7104.00 6602 East 75th Street Suite 210
’ ' Indianapolis, IN' 46250

DATE OF MEETING: April 10, 2007 Voice: 317.842.6890

INUTES BY- Jon Martens, Walker Fox:  317.577.6500

www.walkerparking.com

PARTICIPANTS: See Attached

The attached meefing minutes represent the discussion and comments from two separate groups to facilitate the
Master Parking Study for Sedgwick County. The focus of the meeting was a presentation by Walker to both
groups fo share our initial observations and request direction from the group.

Meeting: Project Steering Committee Meeting |l
Location: Sedgwick County Human Resources Conference Room
Time: 10:30 a.m. = 1:00 p.m. (session I} and 1:00 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. (session ll)

After a brief infroduction by Stephanie Knebel, Jon Martens presented an overview of the presentation and
goals for the meeting.

PRESENTATION OUTLINE

Jon Martens (Jack)
e Provide and overview of parking observations and occupancies
Discuss and receive input on district boundaries
Show the results of the on-street parking turn-over study
e Discuss assumptions and methodology that will be used to calculate future parking demand

Jon Efroymson
e Present the pros and cons of each parking organizational option
e Facilitate a group discussion on the management options and receive direction from the group
e Discuss transit and remote parking options

STUDY AREA

The area as a whole is broken into 169 blocks. To obtfain meaningful parking data for an area this large, we
split the area info six unique districts and identified some areas that are strictly residential or light industrial in
nature that have no meaningful impact on the overall parking strategy for the study area. The districts

identified by Walker include:

e Arena

e Century |l

e Delano

e  Government Cenfer
e Old Town

e  Waterwalk
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Ron Holt suggested we clarify our reasoning for selecting what makes up each district as we move forward
with the study.

Additional comments from the group included concern for overlapping parking demand being used by both
Old Town and the Arena, especially on weekends during events.

Arena District:

It was recommended that the western boundary of the Arena Distfrict move from Main Street to Market Street,
move north one block from Douglas to 17 Street, and move the eastern boundary from Rock Island to Mead.

Century Il District:
It was recommended we move the western boundary one block to the east to Market Street.
Delano District:

It was noted that individuals do park in the baseball stadium parking lot off of Sycamore behind the shops in
block 25.

Government District:
Add blocks 92, 94, 55, and 56 to this district.
Old Town District:
Some of the parking will occur in blocks 133, 132, and 131 during events.
Waterwalk District:
There will be sharing of parking between Waterwalk and Century Il events.  Also, the future will include events
at an amphitheater that seats 1,500 — 2,000.
On-Street Occupancy and Tumover Analysis:
e Delano - 10 Block faces along Douglas from Seneca to Mclean
e Douglas — 3 Block faces along the south side of Douglas between Market and St Francis

e Govemment — 4 Block faces from Central o Pine along Market Street

It was suggested that we show the specific areas that were evaluated along with any current parking
restrictions.
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FUTURE CONDITIONS ASSUMPTIONS

This was broken down by each known major development. Data for each major development plan was
collected from a variety of sources. The following outlines each district.

Arena District

We plan on using the Arena Neighborhood Redevelopment Plan as a guide to potential redevelopment and
consolidate the future demand using three scenarios; Conservative, Moderate, and Aggressive. The overall
fofal non-parking development has been quantified as 2.19 million square feet of new development. We will
distribute the parking demand into the following scenarios for consideration.

Scenario 5 Year 10 Year 20 Year
Llow 20% 30% 40%
Medium 40% 50% 60%
High 60% 80% 100%

We will use a blended parking demand ratio for this analysis, as the specific land uses have not been
defermined.

Century Il

We make the assumption that Century Il will expand to the east within the next 10 years. The expansion will
displace existing parking and increase parking demand. The timeframe of the expansion was discussed and
defermined that 10 years is sfill a good figure fo use.

North Old Town

We will follow the same scenarios presented in the North Old Town study that was provided. This assumes
building density based on existing Old Town. The land use will be adjusted to reflect 50%, 70% and 100%
of the existing Old Town density. The plan provides building types and size. We will utilize our shared
parking model fo project peak parking demand by scenario.

Delano
We will assume Delano parking demand will grow as the area undergoes further redevelopment. VWe

propose fo present three scenarios showing parking demand increase of 20%, 40% and 60% over the next 5,

10 and 20 year periods.
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Waterwalk

We propose to incorporate the build-out program into our shared parking model to show the parking demand
as the site is developed. The data will be based on current site plans. This development is assumed to be
complefe within five years.

The calculation of future parking demand was acceptable to the group. Following the meefing we were asked
to also consider an overall increase in the parking demand based on current building occupancy levels at
23%. It was suggested we consider a building occupancy level of 8% within 10 years.

PARKING ORGANIZATIONAL OPTIONS
This topic was discussed by Jon Efroymson in defail. The major organizational options include:

e Enferprise Fund

e Parking Tax District

e Non-Profit Organization
e Parking Authority

e Parking Department

Fach option was discussed in defail with examples of each given. Recommendations from the group
indicated a desire to utilize an existing entity to oversee the parking. One suggestion was perhaps utilizing
Wichita Transit to oversee the parking.

Jon Efroymson is leaning toward recommending an enterprise fund with a parking department to oversee the
parking management of all the parking related assets.

Ed Wolverton suggested putting everything under a parking district like Old Town. Captain Speer’s poinfed
out that businesses in Old Town currently pay a fax fo provide parking for their patrons af no charge.

It was generally agreed that further study on each option by the group was needed. A request for a copy of
the presentation was also made. This will be provided to Stephanie Knebel for distribution to the group.

Another comment was a request for hands-on examples of each parking organizational structure.  Jon
Efroymson indicated he would do this in the full report.

Jon Efroymson will provide additional defails and a matrix showing the pros and cons of each option for

Wichita.
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TRANSIT DISCUSSION
The remote parking options identified and quantified by Walker include:

e lawrence-Dumont Stadium
e |ce Arena

e Exploration Place

e Bus Barn Lot

e Towne East and West Shopping Malls

Projections for two types of shuttles were provided. These include an on-going circulator shuttle and an event
shuttle.

EVENT SHUTTLES

Event shuttle operations were broken info specific roufes and estimates of costs for depending on the route.
Route costs included:

e lawrence-Dumont Stadium - $3,000 per event
e Exploration Place - $1,500 per event

e Towne West Mall - $7,125 per event

e Towne East Mall - $7,500 per event

Parking demand generation will vary based on each event. The recommended shuttle option will depend on
the event. Ron Holt suggested considering simultaneous events at the Arena and Century Il for consideration of
implementing the shutile program. Another issue was the length of operation during events. It was suggested
that at least one hour be added fo the overall duration of the shuttle operation during events.

Another thought was to use both the circulator and special event shuttles during events.
CIRCULAR SHUTTLE

The circulator shuttle system suggested by Walker was a “Blue” and “Red” line, which would cover Delano,
Old Town, Waterwalk, Government, and the Arena Districts.  The fotal annual cost to operate this system is
about $1.5 million.

Ideas from the group included:

e Move the red line south by one block

e Perhaps going to Exploration Place on a regular schedule would be good
e What about weekends?

e It would be good to use Douglas both to and from Delano

e lewis Street no longer goes through due to Waterwalk
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This concludes our meeting minutes. Feel free to review and comment as needed so these notes can be
amended accordingly.

Thank you.
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Dave Barber
Allen Bell

Mark Borst

Bill Buchanan
Wes Darnell
Scott Dunakey
Paul Gunzelman
Maureen  Hofrenning
Ron Holt

Scott Knebel
Stephane  Knebel

Ed Martin
Larry Pecenka
Don Phelps
John Philbrick
Brent Remsberg
John Rolfe

John Speer
Charlene  Stevens
Chad Von Ahnen
Ed Wolverton
Jim Woods
Kristi Zukovich
Dave Barber
Dave Burk

Wes Darnell
Paul Gunzelman
Jerry Jones

Scott Knebel
John Schlegel
Larry Weber
Debbie Williams
Ed Wolverton

MAPD

City Econ Dev

SG Co. PW - Traffic Engr
Sedgwick County

ADC

City Hall/MAPD/WAMPO
C of W - Traffic Engineering
GWCVB

Sedgwick County

MAPD

Sedg County/Project Svcs
City - Building Services Mgr
Sedgwick County

Wichita Police

COW - Property Management
PEC

GWCVB

Wichita Police

Sedgwick County
Sedgwick County

WDDC

Sedg. Co. Sheriff's off.
Sedgwick County

MAPD

Marketplace Prop.

Wilson Darnell

C of W - Traffic Engineering
Slawson Development
MAPD

MAPD

Garvey Center

City of Wichita, Century |l
WDDC
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Appendix C: Parking Inventory

: § g

1S 9 v

> 5 Public/ 05_ Total
= Number of % Private/ Parking 1= Effective
= Zone Spaces S Name/Location On-Street | Facility Type E Supply

1 Residential 16 4 On-Street 14
2 [Residential 16 3 On-Street 14
3  [Residential 14 5 On-Street 12
4 [Residential 36 14 Private Business Private Surface 34
4 [Residential 15 2 On-Street 13
5 [Remote 296 26 Wichita Ice Center Public Surface 266
6  [Residential 22 4 On-Street 19
7  [Residential 4 0 Small Office (Old House) Private Surface 4
7  [Residential 22 3 Small Retail Public Surface 20
7  [Residential 22 2 On-Street 19
8 |Residential 24 0 On-Street 20
9  [Residential 22 4 On-Street 19
10 |Residential 36 8 On-Street 31
11 |Residential 32 6 On-Street 27
12 10 5 Oak On-Street E 9
12 5 3 Burton On-Street N 4
12 0 0 Maple n/p 4-6pm On-Street S 0
12 12 1 Osage On-Street \4% 10
12 42 22 Tri Mark Sign Shop Private Surface 40
13 0 0 Syamore On-Street E 0
13 9 0 Burton On-Street N 8
13 0 0 Maple On-Street S 0
13 13 3 Oak On-Street W 11
13 20 9 Stadium Bar Private Surface 19
14 |Remote 827 22 B-Ball Stadium Public Surface 744
14 |Remote 200 69 Met Bapt Church Private Surface 190
15  |Residential 0 0 Syamore On-Street E 0
15 |Residential 8 6 Texas On-Street N 7
15 |Residential 8 0 Burton On-Street S 7
15 |Residential 9 0 Oak On-Street W 8
16 |Residential 9 0 Oak On-Street E 8
16 |Residential 9 3 Texas On-Street N 8
16 |Residential 8 3 Burton On-Street S 7
16  |Residential 9 1 Osage On-Street W 8
17 |Residential 8 0 Osage On-Street E 7
17 |Residential 8 1 Texas On-Street N 7
17 |Residential 8 0 Burton On-Street S 7
17 |Residential 8 0 Handley On-Street W 7
17 |Residential 68 22 Calvary Bible Church Private Surface 65
18 |Residential 9 0 Handley On-Street E 8
18 |Residential 9 1 Texas On-Street N 8
18 |Residential 8 2 Burton On-Street S 7
18 |Residential 9 0 Walnut St On-Street W 8
18 |Residential 73 62 Senior Services Inc Private Surface 69
19 |Residential 8 0 Walnut St On-Street E 7
19 |Residential 8 0 On-Street N 7
19 |Residential 8 0 Burton On-Street S 7
19 |Residential 0 0 Seneca St On-Street W 0
19  |Residential (Seneca Park) 0
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S 9 ~

> 5 Public/ 05_ Total

= Number of % Private/ Parking 1= Effective
= Zone Spaces S Name/Location On-Street | Facility Type E Supply
20 |Delano 10 8 Walnut St On-Street E 9
20 |Delano 12 12 Douglas On-Street N 10
20 |Delano 7 7 Texas On-Street S 6
20 |Delano 0 0 On-Street W 0
20 |Delano 14 8 Retail on S. Private Surface 13
20 |Delano 55 46 Retail on S. Public Surface 50
21 |Delano 9 5 Handley On-Street E 8
21 |Delano 10 6 On-Street N 9
21 |Delano 6 0 Texas On-Street S 5
21 |Delano 6 5 Walnut St On-Street W 5
21 |Delano 20 15 Lot Public Surface 18
22 |Delano 6 1 Osage On-Street E 5
22 |Delano 12 1 Douglas On-Street N 10
22 |Delano 9 1 Texas On-Street S 8
22 |Delano 8 2 Handley On-Street W 7
22 |Delano 33 10 Bell Carpets private Surface 31
22 |Delano 18 12 KS Fire Equipment private Surface 17
23  |Delano 8 5 Oak on-street E 7
23  |Delano 8 0 Douglas on-street N 7
23  |Delano 4 3 Texas on-street S 3
23 |Delano 9 6 Osage on-street \4% 8
23 |Delano 86 56 C.U. of America private Surface 82
24 |Delano 9 4 Sycamore on-street E 8
24 |Delano 11 4 Douglas on-street N 9
24 |Delano 6 2 Texas on-street S 5
24 |Delano 8 2 Oak On-Street W 7
25 |Delano 0 0 Mclean On-Street E 0
25 |Delano 15 0 Douglas on-street N 13
25 |Delano 0 0 Sycamore On-Street \4% 0
25 |Delano 26 20 Metropolitan Baptist Church  |private Surface 25
26 |Delano 0 0 Mclean On-Street E 0
26 |Delano 17 0 Douglas On-Street S 14
26 |Delano 0 0 Sycamore On-Street \4% 0
26 |Delano 27 20 Mexican Rest. private Surface 26
27 |Delano 0 0 Sycamore On-Street E 0
27 |Delano 7 7 Douglas On-Street S 6
27 |Delano 7 1 Oak On-Street W 6
27 |Delano 20 9 T.S. Tech Sol. Private Surface 19
28 |Delano 10 4 Oak On-Street E 9
28 |Delano 11 2 Douglas On-Street S 9
28 |Delano 4 1 Osage On-Street W 3
29 |Delano 4 1 Osage On-Street E 3
29 |Delano 9 1 Douglas On-Street S 8
29 |Delano 6 1 Handley On-Street W 5
29 |Delano 24 11 Cert. En Design private Surface 23
30 |Delano 10 5 Handley On-Street E 9
30 |Delano 9 0 1st On-Street N 8
30 |Delano 10 3 Douglas On-Street S 9
30 |Delano 9 8 Walnut St On-Street W 8
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> 5 Public/ 05_ Total

= Number of % Private/ Parking 1= Effective
= Zone Spaces S Name/Location On-Street | Facility Type E Supply
31 [Delano 5 0 On-Street E 4
31 [Delano 0 0 On-Street S 0
31 [Delano 0 0 On-Street W 0
31 |Delano 26 22 Subway Private Surface 25
31 [Delano 46 57 McDonald's Private Surface 44
31 [Delano 22 20 Taco Rio Private Surface 21
31 [Delano 20 18 Dirt Lot Private Surface 19
32 |[Delano 7 2 On-Street E 6
32 |[Delano 6 1 On-Street N 5
32 |[Delano 0 0 No Street On-Street S 0
32 [Delano 0 0 Seneca St On-Street W 0
32 |[Delano 62 42 Joe's Lube & Qil Private Surface 59
32 |[Delano 5 2 DPN Private Surface 5
33 [Residential 14 0 On-Street 12
34 [Residential 20 2 On-Street 17
35 |Industrial 12 0 On-Street 10
36 |Industrial 18 7 Key Construction Private Surface 17
37 0 0 0
38 0 0 Exploration Park 0
39 |Industrial 9 0 2nd St On-Street S 8
39 |Industrial 20 14 Private Lennox Lot Private Surface 19
39 |Industrial 56 26 Postal Mail Private Surface 53
40 |Residential 5 3 Handley on-street E 4
40 [Residential 8 5 Dirt road On-Street N 7
40 |Residential 7 0 2nd St. No P 4-6pm On-Street S 6
40 [Residential 9 5 Walnut St On-Street W 8
40 [Residential 6 2 Car Color Private Surface 6
40 |Residential 15 7 Ty's Diner Private Surface 14
41  [Residential 6 2 Walnut St On-Street E 5
41  [Residential 6 0 Kiowa On-Street N 5
41  [Residential 0 0 2nd Street On-Street S 0
41  [Residential 0 0 Seneca St On-Street W 0
42 0 0 Dirt road On-Street E 0
42 0 0 On-Street N 0
42 4 0 Dirt road On-Street S 3
42 0 0 Seneca St On-Street W 0
42 53 36 Merle's Food/Bar Private Surface 50
43  [Residential Private Surface 0
44  |Remote 480 220  [Discovery Place Private Surface 456
45 43 8 Indian Center Private Surface 41
46 28 35 Westar EN Private Surface 27
46 18 1 Veterans Memorial Park Private Surface 17
47 7 4 Meters -10 hr On-Street E 6
47 0 0 On-Street N 0
47 0 0 On-Street S 0
47 120 72 Private Private Surface 114
47 191 54 Church Private Surface 181
48 0 0 On-Street E 0
48 0 0 On-Street N 0
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48 0 0 On-Street S 0
48 13 11 On-Street W 11
48 450 360  [Farm Credit Bank est Private Garage 428
48 73 24 Private Private Surface 69
48 23 9 Private Private Surface 22
48 3 0 Customer Private Surface 3
48 12 4 Private Surface 11
48 28 7 Private Surface 27
48 128 28 Monthly Public Surface 115
49 14 13 Greenway Manor Private Surface 13
49 305 232  [Riverview Office Building Private Surface 290
49 78 63 WPS Private Surface 74
50 0 0 On-Street E 0
50 0 0 On-Street N 0
50 0 0 On-Street S 0
50 0 0 On-Street W 0
50 7 6 Day Care Private Surface 7
50 96 95 WIBO Private Surface 91
51 [Residential 0 0 Private Surface 0
52 0 0 Waco St On-Street E 0
52 0 0 Murdock St On-Street N 0
52 300 138 IBM Private Surface 285
52 49 15 IBM Side Private Surface 47
52 112 25 Retail Private Surface 106
53 23 14 On-Street N 20
54 0 0 Alley On-Street E 0
54 0 0 Murdock St On-Street N 0
54 0 0 Central On-Street S 0
54 0 0 Waco St On-Street W 0
54 42 28 Retail Private Surface 40
54 92 53 The Quarters Private Surface 87
55 |Government 0 0 Water On-Street E 0
55 [Government 0 0 Murdock St On-Street N 0
55 |Government 12 12 On-Street S 10
55 |Government 5 5 Dirt Street (Water St) On-Street \4% 4
56 |Government 6 2 Meters - 10 hr On-Street E 5
56 |Government 0 0 Murdock St On-Street N 0
56 |Government 8 8 Pine St On-Street S 7
56 |Government 0 0 Water On-Street W 0
56 |Government 72 25 Red Cross Private Surface 68
57 14 0 On-Street E 12
57 0 0 Murdock St On-Street N 0
57 8 5 Along Pine2 hr 9-4 On-Street S 7
57 0 0 On-Street W 0
57 60 5 Under Construction Private Surface 57
57 75 56 Builders 730 N. Main Private Surface 71
58 |Residential 0 0 Broadway On-Street E 0
58 [Residential 0 0 Murdock St On-Street N 0
58 |Residential 8 5 Along Pine On-Street S 7
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58 |Residential Market On-Street W 0
58 |Residential 6 2 Cleaners Private Surface 6
58 |Residential 41 7 O'Reilly Auto Parts Private Surface 39
58 |Residential 14 12 Gray Building Private Surface 13
58 |Residential 12 7 Family Dentistry Private Surface 11
58 |Residential 10 3 Alley - Private Private Surface 10
58 [Residential 12 0 Vacant Building Private Surface 11
59 |Residential 10 4 Topeka St On-Street E 9
59 |Residential 0 0 Murdock St On-Street N 0
59 |Residential 9 5 Apartments On-Street S 8
59 |Residential 0 0 No parking on Broadway On-Street W 0
59 |Residential 32 19 Quick Trip Gas Station Private Surface 30
60 6 0 Emporia On-Street E 5
60 0 0 Murdock St On-Street N 0
60 10 0 Pine St On-Street S 9
60 9 6 Topeka St On-Street W 8
60 356 165  [Hospital Parking Private Surface 338
61 6 0 St Francis On-Street E 5
61 0 0 Murdock St On-Street N 0
61 0 0 Pine St On-Street S 0
61 5 0 Emporia On-Street W 4
61 236 130  [Hospital Parking Private Surface 224
62 12 0 Santa Fe St On-Street E 10
62 0 0 Murdock St On-Street N 0
62 5 0 Pine St On-Street S 4
62 12 5 St Francis On-Street \4% 10
62 149 105  [Hospital Parking Private Surface 142
63 |Industrial 0
64 |Industrial 0
65 |Industrial 0
66 |Industrial 0
67 |Industrial 0
68 0 0 Santa Fe St On-Street E 0
68 6 0 Pine St On-Street N 5
68 8 5 Elm Street On-Street S 7
68 8 1 St Francis On-Street \4% 7
68 19 6 630 N. St Francis Private Surface 18
68 13 12 White Building Private Surface 12
69 6 0 St Francis On-Street E 5
69 9 1 On-Street N 8
69 10 0 Elm Street On-Street S 9
69 10 0 Emporia On-Street \4% 9
69 50 39 Behind old school Private Surface 48
69 20 10 Private Surface 19
70  [Residential 10 0 Emporia On-Street E 9
70 [Residential 12 1 Pine St On-Street N 10
70  |Residential 6 0 Elm Street On-Street S 5
70  |Residential 11 1 Topeka St On-Street 4 9
70 [Residential 25 1 Vacant Lot Private Surface 24
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70 [Residential 40 0 Vacant Lot Private Surface 38
70 [Residential 17 0 Vacant Lot Private Surface 16
71 |Residential 12 5 Along Topeka On-Street E 10
71  |[Residential 8 7 Pine St On-Street N 7
71  |[Residential 0 0 Elm Street On-Street S 0
71 |Residential 0 0 No Parking Ex. Sunday On-Street W 0
71  |[Residential 42 5 Private lot Private Surface 40
71 |Residential 28 12 SSI Security Private Surface 27
72 0 0 Broadway On-Street E 0
72 8 7 Along Pine On-Street N 7
72 10 10 Elm Street On-Street S 9
72 12 12 Market On-Street W 10
72 40 7 Kootz Flowers Private Surface 38
72 12 8 609 Law Offices Private Surface 11
72 42 16 Private Surface 40
72 38 28 Private Surface 36
72 6 4 Behind Law Offices Private Surface 6
72 68 3 316-268-3500 Private Surface 65
73 |Government 12 12 Market On-Street E 10
73 |Government 10 9 Pine St On-Street N 9
73 |Government 10 5 Elm Street On-Street S 9
73 |Government 13 10 Main On-Street W 11
73 |Government 25 6 EBY Private Surface 24
73 |Government 148 94 EBY Private Surface 141
74 |Government 7 7 Meters - 10 hr On-Street E 6
74 |Government 6 5 Pine St On-Street N 5
74 |Government 10 10 Police Vehicles Only On-Street S 9
74 |Government 24 24 Meters 4 hr On-Street W 20
74 |Government 453 420  |Sedgwick Co. - Private Private Garage 430
74 |Government 25 6 EBY Construction Private Surface 24
74 |Government 148 149 Private Surface 141
74 |Government 92 92 Utility Contractors Private Surface 87
74 |Government 453 356  [Sedgwick Co. Garage Public Garage 408
75 |Government 7 7 Handicap On-Street E 6
75 |Government 9 9 HC Only On-Street N 8
75 |Government 12 12 Along Pine On-Street N 10
75 |Government 0 0 Central On-Street S 0
75 |Government 0 0 Alley - Private On-Street W 0
76 |Government 14 14 Market On-Street E 12
76 |Government 10 4 Elm Street On-Street N 9
76 |Government 0 0 Central On-Street S 0
76 |Government 0 0 Main On-Street W 0
77 0 0 No Parking Ex. Sunday On-Street E 0
77 9 8 Elm Street On-Street N 8
77 0 0 Central On-Street S 0
77 10 9 Market On-Street W 9
77 42 22 Church Private Surface 40
77 8 1 Church Private Surface 8
77 18 8 Church Private Surface 17
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77 70 57 1st Presby Church Private Surface 67
77 12 7 Private Private Surface 11
78 12 4 Topeka St On-Street E 10
78 10 5 Along Elm 2hr 9-4 On-Street N 9
78 0 0 Central On-Street S 0
78 0 0 Broadway On-Street W 0
78 60 17 Lord's Diner Private Surface 57
78 43 22 Private lots Private Surface 41
79 14 5 Emporia St On-Street E 12
79 12 1 Elm Street On-Street N 10
79 0 0 Central On-Street S 0
79 12 1 Topeka St On-Street W 10
80 6 0 St Francis On-Street E 5
80 10 1 2 hr9-4 On-Street N 9
80 0 0 Central On-Street S 0
80 8 2 Emporia St On-Street \4% 7
81 14 2 Santa Fe St On-Street E 12
81 10 4 Elm Street On-Street N 9
81 0 0 Central On-Street S 0
81 6 0 St Francis On-Street W 5
81 15 5 SC Corrections (fenced) Private surface 14
81 20 14 522 address Private surface 19
81 66 32 SC Private lot Private Surface 63
82 |Industrial 0
83 |Industrial 100 20 Marriott Valet Lot Private Surface 95
84 |Industrial 0
85 0 0 Santa Fe St On-Street E 0
85 0 0 Central On-Street N 0
85 6 3 3rd On-Street S 5
85 12 5 Along St Francis On-Street \4% 10
85 12 6 Private Private Surface 11
85 31 3 Private Private Surface 29
85 21 7 Private Private Surface 20
85 9 4 Private Private Surface 9
85 14 0 Private Public Surface 13
85 Private Public Surface 0
86 8 0 Along St Francis On-Street E 7
86 0 0 Central On-Street N 0
86 8 2 3rd On-Street S 7
86 8 1 Along Emporia St On-Street W 7
86 40 0 Private Private Surface 38
86 63 8 Private Private Surface 60
86 15 4 Private Private Surface 14
86 15 0 Private Private Surface 14
86 20 15 Private Private Surface 19
86 8 2 Private public Surface 7
86 20 10 Private public Surface 18
86 25 18 Private public Surface 23
86 12 4 Private public Surface 11
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87 12 3 Along Emporia St On-Street E 10
87 0 0 Central On-Street N 0
87 11 0 Green Meter On-Street S 9
87 7 1 Topeka St On-Street W 6
87 17 10 Private Private Surface 16
87 13 5 Private Private Surface 12
87 15 5 Private Private Surface 14
87 25 2 Private Private Surface 24
88 12 2 Meters On-Street E 10
88 0 0 Central On-Street N 0
88 10 0 Meter 10 hr On-Street S 9
88 15 1 No Meters 2 hr 9-4 On-Street W 13
88 68 23 Private Private Surface 65
88 21 13 Private Private Surface 20
88 60 20 Private Private Surface 57
88 50 20 Monthly public Surface 45
89 13 9 Broadway On-Street E 11
89 0 0 Central On-Street N 0
89 10 8 Meters- Green 5 hour On-Street S 9
89 9 3 Meters 2 hr On-Street W 8
89 80 43 Private Private Surface 76
89 12 8 Private Private Surface 11
89 18 6 Private Private Surface 17
89 100 78 YMCA Private Surface 95
89 15 11 Private Private Surface 14
89 4 4 Private Private Surface 4
90 |Government 16 12 Market On-Street E 14
90 |Government 0 0 Central On-Street N 0
90 |Government 12 3 Meters 2 hr On-Street S 10
90 |Government 0 0 Main On-Street W 0
90 [Government 54 40 Private Private Surface 51
90 |Government 14 4 Customer Public Surface 13
91 |Government 0 0 Main On-Street E 0
91 |Government 0 0 Central On-Street N 0
91 |Government 0 0 3rd On-Street S 0
91 |Government 0 0 Water On-Street W 0
91 |Government 217 89 City Hall Surface Lot Private Surface 206
91 |Government 450 322  |City Hall Garage Public Garage 405
91 |Government 71 52 City Hall Meter Lot 2 Hr Public Surface 64
92 |Government 0 0 Water On-Street E 0
92 |Government 0 0 Central On-Street N 0
92 |Government 0 0 3rd On-Street S 0
92 |Government 0 0 Waco On-Street W 0
92 |Government 168 149 Private Private Surface 160
92 |Government 34 31 Private Private Surface 32
93 0 0 No Park On-Street E 0
93 0 0 3rd On-Street N 0
93 0 0 2nd Street On-Street S 0
Q3 0 0 Waco St On-Street W 0
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Q3 72 25 USPO Private Surface 68
94 |Government 9 5 Main St. On-Street E 8
94 |Government 0 0 3rd Street On-Street N 0
94 |Government 0 0 2nd Street On-Street S 0
94 |Government 0 0 Woater Street On-Street W 0
94 |Government 84 42 Private Private Surface 80
94 |Government 659 438  |Epic Center Garage Public Garage 593
94 |Government 190 136  [Daily-Monthly Public Surface 171
95 18 10 Market On-Street E 15
95 9 3 Meters 2 hr On-Street N 8
95 8 3 Meters 2 hr On-Street S 7
95 0 0 Main On-Street W 0
95 4] 35 Customer Private Surface 39
95 32 18 Customer Private Surface 30
95 8 1 Private Private Surface 8
95 27 9 Private Private Surface 26
95 45 45 Private Private Surface 43
95 44 9 Private Private Surface 42
95 4] 24 Private Private Surface 39
95 15 7 Private Private Surface 14
96 14 0 No Meters 2 hr On-Street E 12
96 10 3 Meters 5 hrs On-Street N 9
96 11 1 Meters 2 hr On-Street S 9
96 23 1 Meters 2 hr On-Street W 20
96 52 22 Private Private Surface 49
96 10 9 Private Private Surface 10
96 84 75 Monthly Public Surface 76
97 17 0 Meters 5 hr On-Street E 14
97 10 0 Meters 2 hr On-Street N 9
Q7 11 1 Meters 2 hr 9-6 On-Street S 9
97 20 15 No Meters 2 hr 9-4 On-Street W 17
Q7 200 155 Private Surface No 190
97 9 2 Big Brothers & Sisters Private Surface 9
97 44 20 Private Surface No 42
98 15 0 Meters On-Street E 13
98 11 0 Green On-Street N 9
98 8 1 2 meters rest no meters On-Street S 7
98 16 3 Meters 5 hr On-Street W 14
98 40 31 Between 3rd & 2nd Private Surface No 38
98 60 30 Between 3rd & 2nd Private Surface No 57
98 77 52 Private Surface No 73
98 45 11 Between 2nd & 3rd Private Surface No 43
98 98 83 Student Parking Private Surface No 93
99 16 3 Along St Francis On-Street E 14
99 9 1 3rd On-Street N 8
99 6 2 2nd On-Street S 5
99 16 12 Emporia St On-Street W 14
99 74 1 Private Private Surface 70
99 14 0 Private Private Surface 13
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99 37 2 Private Private Surface 35
99 122 67 Private Private Surface 116
99 36 9 Private Private Surface 34
99 18 5 Private Private Surface 17
100 0 0 Santa Fe St On-Street E 0
100 14 8 Angled On-Street N 12
100 0 0 2nd Street On-Street S 0
100 12 0 Along St Francis On-Street \4% 10
100 122 22 Private Surface No 116
100 95 1 Private Surface No 90
101 [Old Town 11 11 3rd Street On-Street N 9
101 [Old Town 444 227  |2nd Street Public Garage Yes 400
101 [Old Town 26 25 Public Parking Public Surface 23
101 [Old Town 96 94 Public Parking Public Surface 86
102 [Old Town 4 4 On-Street N 3
102 [Old Town 3 3 On-Street S 3
102 [Old Town 8 6 Alley On-Street W 7
102 [Old Town 33 8 Mariott Valet Lot Private Surface 31
103 [Old Town 20 4 Washington On-Street E
103 [Old Town 4 2 3rd Street On-Street N 3
103 [Old Town 0 0 3rd Street On-Street S
103 [Old Town 0 0 2nd Street On-Street W
103 [Old Town 4 0 Daily Private Surface 4
103 [Old Town 12 18 Muffler Shop Private Surface 11
103 [Old Town 15 15 Daily Private Surface 14
103 [Old Town 48 48 Courtyard Marriot Private Surface 46
104 |[Old Town 4 4 2nd Street On-Street N
104 |[Old Town 13 7 1st Street On-Street S
104 [Old Town 20 15 Expanded Area On-Street 17
104 |[Old Town 18 5 Customer Private Surface 17
104 |[Old Town 11 6 Customer Private Surface 10
104 |[Old Town 59 55 Between 1st & 2nd Public Surface Yes 53
104 |[Old Town 69 22 Between 1st & 2nd Public Surface Yes 62
105 [Old Town 0 0 On-Street E 0
105 [Old Town 7 6 On-Street N 6
105 [Old Town 7 6 1st Street On-Street S
105 [Old Town 0 0 On-Street W 0
105 [Old Town 7 6 Private Private Surface 7
105 [Old Town 236 200  [Mosley Public Garage Yes 212
105 [Old Town 89 65 Between 1st & 2nd Public Surface Yes 80
106 [Old Town 8 7 2nd Street NP 7-9am 3hr 9-4p|On-Street N 7
106 [Old Town 14 12 1st Street On-Street S 12
106 [Old Town 8 6 Private Private Surface 8
106 [Old Town 8 8 Private Private Surface 8
106 [Old Town 218 196 [Public Parking Public Surface Yes 196
107 0 0 Santa Fe St On-Street E 0
107 0 0 2nd Street On-Street N 0
107 9 2 1st Street On-Street S 8
107 22 16 Along St Francis On-Street W 19
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107 12 5 Private Private Surface 11
108 18 8 Along St Francis On-Street E 15
108 0 0 2nd Street On-Street N 0
108 3 0 1st On-Street S 3
108 16 0 Along Emporia On-Street W 14
108 13 3 Customer Private Surface 12
108 10 0 Customer Private Surface 10
108 34 4 Private Private Surface 32
108 21 6 Private Private Surface 20
108 4 4 Private Private Surface 4
108 6 0 Private Private Surface 6
108 44 1 Coleman Monthly Lot Public Surface 40
108 84 39 Monthly- Ampco Public Surface 76
109 11 4 Along Emporia On-Street E 9
109 0 0 2nd Street On-Street N 0
109 9 2 1st On-Street S 8
109 19 3 Meters On-Street W 16
109 67 12 Between 1st & 2nd Private Surface No 64
109 104 94 Between 2nd & 1st Public Surface Yes 94
110 20 12 Meters On-Street E 17
110 0 0 2nd Street On-Street N 0
110 11 8 1st On-Street S 9
110 9 7 Broadway On-Street W 8
110 63 36 Between 1st & 2nd Private Surface No 60
110 89 70 Between 1st & 2nd Private Surface No 85
110 125 100 [Old Garage est count Public Garage No 113
110 195 83 Monthly Parking Public Surface Yes 176
111 15 7 No Meters 1 or 2 hr 8-5 On-Street E 13
111 9 5 Meters On-Street S 8
111 16 10 Meters 2 hr On-Street W 14
111 63 35 Between 1st & 2nd Private Surface No 60
112 18 8 No Meters 2 hr 9-4 On-Street E 15
112 0 0 2nd Street On-Street N 0
112 5 5 Meters- 1 hr On-Street S 4
112 26 21 Covered Private Garage 25
112 38 10 Customer Private Surface 36
112 7 4 Alley - Private Private Surface 7
112 36 6 Private Private Surface 34
112 26 21 Private Private Surface 25
112 670 410  |Market Centre Garage Public Garage 603
112 48 20 Daily Public Surface 43
113 9 6 On-Street S 8
113 2 0 Meters - 2 hr On-Street W 2
113 12 1 Meters - 1 hr On-Street W 10
113 68 25 Private Private Surface 65
113 89 51 Private Private Surface 85
113 21 18 Customer Private Surface 20
113 35 22 private Private Surface 33
113 66 46 Daily-Monthly Public Surface 59
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113 50 31 Daily Public Surface 45
113 25 5 Monthly Public Surface 23
114 17 1 Water On-Street E 14
114 0 0 2nd Street On-Street N 0
114 15 1 Meters 2 hr On-Street S 13
114 0 0 Water On-Street A 0
114 14 6 Public Schools Private Garage 13
114 102 88 Private Private Surface 97
114 108 92 Private Private Surface 103
114 51 38 Private Private Surface 48
114 9 7 Private Private Surface 9
115 0 0 Water On-Street E 0
115 0 0 2nd Street On-Street N 0
115 0 0 1st On-Street S 0
115 5 1 Meters 2 hr On-Street wW 4
115 12 9 Customer Private Surface 11
115 9 1 Customer Private Surface 9
115 11 3 Private Private Surface 10
115 21 13 Private Private Surface 20
115 21 6 Private Private Surface 20
115 35 4 Monthly Public Surface 32
115 243 10 Monthly Public Surface 219
116 [Century |l 12 2 No Meters On-Street E 10
116 [Century |l 0 0 Ist On-Street N 0
116 [Century |l 0 0 Douglas On-Street S 0
116 |Century |l 0 0 (River) On-Street (4% 0
116 [Century Il 214 44 Daily Public Surface 193
117 |Century |l 9 3 1 hr On-Street E 8
117 |Century |l 0 0 Douglas On-Street N 0
117 [Century Il 8 8 Along Douglas On-Street S 7
117 |Century |l 17 1 No Meters On-Street W 14
117 |Century |l 560 415 Garvey Center Private Garage 532
117 |Century |l 23 12 Private Private Surface 22
117 |Century |l 23 3 Customer Private Surface 22
117 |Century |l 169 112 Garvey Center Private Surface 161
117 |Century |l 7 3 Private Private Surface 7
117 [Century Il 500 127 Public Garage 450
117 [Century Il 23 1 Monthly Public Surface 21
118 [Century Il 0 0 On-Street E 0
118 [Century Il 9 2 On-Street N 8
118 [Century Il 9 6 Along Douglas 2 hr 8-5 On-Street S 8
118 [Century Il 5 3 1 hr 8-5 On-Street \4% 4
118 [Century Il 14 1 Customer Private Surface 13
118 [Century Il 10 1 Private Surface 10
118 [Century Il 67 54 Private Surface 64
118 [Century Il 30 20 Customer Private Surface 29
118 |[Century Il 295 226 |Intrust Bank Public Garage 266
119 [Century Il 15 8 Market St On-Street E 13
119 [Century Il 5 2 Meters - Thr On-Street N 4




Walker Parking Consultants
Appendix C: Parking Inventory

3 . g

S 9 ~

> 5 Public/ 05_ Total

= Number of % Private/ Parking 1= Effective
= Zone Spaces S Name/Location On-Street | Facility Type E Supply
119 [Century Il 6 4 Douglas On-Street S 5
119 [Century Il 0 0 Main St On-Street \4% 0
119 [Century Il 629 600 Douglas Garage Est. Private Garage 598
119 [Century |l 135 63 Private Private Garage 128
119 [Century Il 350 320 Key Management Private Garage 333
119 [Century Il 20 10 Customer Private Surface 19
119 [Century Il 25 20 Private Private Surface 24
120 |Arena 10 5 No Meters- 2hr On-Street E 9
120 |[Arena 9 4 Meters On-Street N 8
120 |[Arena 5 2 On-Street S 4
120 |[Arena 0 0 On-Street W 0
120 |Arena 440 314 |[Self Public Garage Yes 396
120 [Arena 70 22 Public Surface Yes 63
121 |Arena 19 16 Meters - 2hr On-Street E 16
121 |Arena 0 0 On-Street N 0
121 |Arena 11 5 On-Street S 9
121 |Arena 22 10 No Meters- 2hr On-Street W 19
121 |Arena Private Private Surface 0
122 |Arena 11 3 Meters On-Street E 9
122 |Arena 0 0 On-Street N 0
122 |Arena 3 2 On-Street S 3
122 |Arena 15 15 Meters - 2 hr On-Street \4% 13
122 |Arena 41 21 North of Shriners Private Surface No 39
122 |Arena 44 26 Between Shriners & Bank Private Surface No 42
122 |Arena 26 0 Between 1st & Douglas Private Surface No 25
122 |Arena 28 12 Between 1st & Douglas Private Surface No 27
122 |Arena 26 0 Between 1st & Douglas Private Surface No 25
122 |Arena 35 0 Between Broadway & Topeka [Public Surface Yes 32
123 |Arena 12 7 Along St Francis On-Street E 10
123 |Arena 0 0 On-Street N 0
123 |Arena 6 1 Douglas On-Street S 5
123 |Arena 17 2 Angled 4 are 30 min On-Street W 14
123 |Arena 21 17 Private Private Surface 20
123 |Arena 35 16 Private Private Surface 33
123 |Arena 65 12 Private Private Surface 62
123 |Arena 28 18 Private Private Surface 27
123 |Arena 22 2 Private Private Surface 21
123 |Arena 8 18 Tire Store Private Surface 8
123 |Arena 79 3 Between Douglas & 1st Private Surface No 75
123 |Arena 24 16 Private Surface No 23
123 |Arena 24 12 Monthly Public Surface 22
123 |[Arena 28 6 Ampco System Parking Public Surface Yes 25
124 |Arena 0 0 On-Street E 0
124 |Arena 4 0 1st Street On-Street N 3
124 |Arena 10 6 Douglas Street On-Street S 9
124 |Arena 30 17 Along St Francis - 3 15min On-Street W 26
124 |Arena 5 7 Customer Private Surface 5
124 |Arena 16 16 Private Private Surface 15
124 |Arena 121 32 Private Private Surface 115
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124 |Arena 4 4 Private Private Surface 4
125 [Old Town 6 4 1st On-Street N 5
125 |[Old Town 0 0 On-Street S 0
125 [Old Town 0 0 On-Street W 0
125 |[Old Town 63 31 Public Surface Yes 57
125 |[Old Town 33 32 Mead Public Surface Yes 30
126 |[Old Town 2 0 On-Street N 2
126 [Old Town 19 17 Rock Island On-Street W 16
126 [Old Town 17 12 Mosley On-Street W 14
126 [Old Town 30 12 Mead On-Street W 26
126 |[Old Town 57 51 Public Surface Yes 51
127 [Old Town 13 11 Douglas On-Street S 11
127 |[Old Town 65 59 Public Surface Yes 59
127 |Old Town 61 55 Between 1st & Douglas Public Surface Yes 55
127 |Old Town 113 102  [Between Douglas & 1st Public Surface Yes 102
127 |[Old Town 44 34 Public Surface Yes 40
128 0 0 Washington On-Street E 0
128 14 10 Douglas St. On-Street N 12
128 0 0 Waterman On-Street S 0
128 7 5 Mead On-Street W 6
128 26 3 Customer Private Surface 25
128 274 145 Private Private Surface 260
128 20 12 Customer Private Surface 19
128 15 11 Customer Private Surface 14
128 12 2 Customer Private Surface 11
128 51 21 Private Private Surface 48
128 108 40 Private Private Surface 103
128 7 5 Private Private Surface 7
128 12 7 Customer Private Surface 11
128 14 0 Private Private Surface 13
128 12 0 Private Private Surface 11
128 17 12 Customer Private Surface 16
129 28 20 Mead On-Street E 24
129 4 3 Douglas St. On-Street N 3
129 0 0 On-Street S 0
129 0 0 On-Street W 0
129 53 52 Private Surface 50
130 0 0 Mead On-Street W 0
130 14 11 On-Street E 12
130 0 0 Waterman On-Street S 0
130 75 62 Private Private Surface 71
131 [Arena 2 1 Douglas On-Street N 2
131 [Arena 0 0 Mead On-Street E 0
131 |Arena 115 110 Protection One Private Surface No 109
131 |Arena 52 28 Cox Communications Private Surface No 49
131 |Arena 73 44 Restaurant Private Surface No 69
131 |Arena 18 16 Cox - Customer Private Surface No 17
132 |Arena 16 14 E. 600 Douglas On-Street 14
132 |Arena 11 2 E. 600 William On-Street 9
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132 |Arena 15 13 S. 100 St. Francis On-Street 13
132 |Arena 19 7 S. 200 St. Francis On-Street 16
132 |Arena 14 5 S. 300 St. Francis On-Street 12
132 [Arena 122 9 Spaghetti Works Lot Public Surface No 110
132 |Arena 30 27 Public Surface Yes 27
133 |[Arena 28 24 E. 500 Douglas On-Street 24
133 |[Arena 20 12 S. 100 Emporia On-Street 17
133 |[Arena 50 50 Apartment Private Garage No 48
133 |[Arena 42 11 Apartment Private Surface No 40
133 |[Arena 43 41 Apartment Private Surface No 41
134 |Arena 12 5 E. 400 Douglas On-Street 10
134 |Arena 15 5 S. 100 Topeka On-Street 13
134 |Arena 22 10 Dr.'s / Lawrence Photo Private Surface No 21
134 |Arena 637 259  |State Garage Public Garage Yes 573
135 |Arena 0 0 On-Street E 0
135 |Arena 10 8 E. 300 Douglas On-Street N 9
135 |Arena 9 9 On-Street S 8
135 |Arena 0 0 No Parking On-Street \4% 0
135 |Arena 30 17 KS Health Foundation Private Surface No 29
135 |Arena 85 34 Public Surface Yes 77
135 |Arena 25 12 Public Surface Yes 23
136 |Arena 0 0 No Parking On-Street E 0
136 |Arena 15 9 E. 200 Douglas On-Street N 13
136 |Arena 0 0 S. 100 Market On-Street 0
137 |Century |l 16 7 E. 100 Douglas On-Street 14
137 |Century |l 0 0 S. 100 Main On-Street 0
138 [Century Il On-Street 0
138 [Century Il 10 10 Private Private Surface 10
138 |[Century Il 56 17 Meters- Daily (Thr limit) Public Surface 50
139 [Century Il On-Street On-Street 0
139 [Century Il 61 48 Private est Private Surface 58
139 [Century Il 500 300  [Hyatt est Public Garage 450
139 [Century Il 344 306  [Meters - Daily Public Surface 310
139 [Century Il 50 30 Meters- Daily (5hr limit) Public Surface 45
140 |Century |l On-Street On-Street 0
140 |[Century Il 32 25 Library Public Surface Yes 29
141 [Century Il 24 20 E. 100 William On-Street 20
141 |Century |l 0 0 S. 200 Main On-Street 0
141 [Century Il 47 30 Fidelity Garage Private Garage Yes 45
141 [Century Il 550 207  [Macy's Garage Public Garage Yes 495
142 |Arena 0 0 No Parking On-Street On-Street 0
142 |Arena 13 11 E. 200 William On-Street 11
142 |Arena 6 5 S. 200 Market On-Street 5
142 |Arena 28 18 Client Parking Private Surface No 27
142 |Arena 76 49 Fidelity Private Surface No 72
142 |Arena 34 17 Public Surface Yes 31
142 |Arena 57 52 231 S. Broadway Public Surface Yes 51
143 |Arena 0 0 No Parking On-Street On-Street 0
143 |Arena 17 16 E. 300 William On-Street 14
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143 |Arena 8 6 S. 200 Broadway On-Street 7
143 |Arena 12 9 Private Surface No 11
143 |Arena 23 6 Private Surface No 22
143 |Arena 3 0 Private Surface No 3
143 |Arena 86 80 St. Office Building Visitors Public Surface Yes 77
143 |[Arena 167 112 [Ampco System Parking Public Surface Yes 150
144 |Arena 3 0 E. 400 William On-Street 3
144 |Arena 26 1 S. 200 Topeka On-Street 22
144 |Arena 68 22 Cowie Electric & Snelling Staffi|Private Surface Yes 65
144 |Arena 7 2 MTA Staff Private Surface No 7
144 |Arena 32 4 Transit Center Public Surface Yes 29
145 |Arena 17 5 E. 500 William On-Street 14
145 |Arena 22 3 S. 200 Emporia On-Street 19
145 |Arena 20 0 Private Surface No 19
145 |Arena 130 6 Public Surface Yes 117
146 |Arena 16 9 E. 500 English On-Street 14
146 |Arena 19 7 S. 300 Emporia On-Street 16
146 |Arena 38 10 Power Associates, LLC Private Surface No 36
146 |Arena 36 15 Boucher Ins. Agency Private Surface No 34
147 |Arena 15 5 E. 400 English On-Street 13
147 |Arena 19 5 S. 300 Topeka On-Street 16
147 |Arena 23 12 AFL-CIO? Private Surface No 22
147 |Arena 90 74 Professional Eng Consultants  |Private Surface Yes 86
148 |[Arena 0 0 No Parking On-Street 0
148 |[Arena 10 6 E. 300 English On-Street 9
148 |[Arena 8 6 S. 300 Broadway On-Street 7
148 |[Arena 25 12 Private Surface No 24
148 |[Arena 25 15 Private Surface No 24
148 |[Arena 17 11 In front of NRP Group Private Surface No 16
148 |[Arena 17 13 Private Surface No 16
149 |Arena 0 0 No Parking On-Street On-Street 0
149 |Arena 18 2 E. 200 English On-Street 15
149 |Arena 19 2 S. 300 Market On-Street 16
149 |Arena 15 7 333 Building Private Surface No 14
149 |Arena 114 53 Fidelity Building Private Surface Yes 108
149 |Arena 50 35 Public Garage Yes 45
149 |Arena 47 22 Public Surface Yes 42
149 |Arena 48 15 Public Surface Yes 43
149 |Arena 48 6 Public Surface Yes 43
150 |[Century Il 13 3 E. 100 English On-Street 11
150 [Century I 0 0 S. 300 Main On-Street 0
150 [Century I 100 42 Harry Hines Hospice Private Surface No 95
150 |[Century Il 25 15 Places Arch. Private Surface No 24
150 [Century I 30 13 Private Surface No 29
150 |[Century Il 10 6 Edwards Private Surface No 10
151 [Waterwalk 260 77 Garage Public Garage 234
151 [Waterwalk 34 12 Lot 1 Public Surface 31
151 [Waterwalk 149 55 Lot 2 Public Surface 134
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151 [Waterwalk 79 23 Lot 3 Public Surface 71
151 [Waterwalk 30 25 Under Gander Mountain Public Surface 27
151 [Waterwalk 59 40 Under Bridge Public Surface 53
152 18 15 E. 100 Waterman On-Street On-Street 15
152 0 0 S. 400 Main On-Street On-Street 0
152 14 8 Goodyear Private Surface No 13
152 64 64 Private Surface No 61
152 32 24 Firestone Private Surface No 30
152 29 28 Private Surface No 28
152 9 7 Firestone Private Surface No 9
153 |Arena 19 15 E. 200 Waterman On-Street On-Street 16
153 |Arena 21 18 S. 400 Market On-Street On-Street 18
153 |Arena 44 19 Private Surface No 42
153 |Arena 12 8 Private Surface No 11
153 |Arena 35 9 Private Surface No 33
153 |Arena 96 76 Public surface Yes 86
154 |Arena 18 8 E. 300 Waterman On-Street 15
154 |Arena 11 1 S. 400 Broadway On-Street 9
154 |Arena 6 2 Bank of America Private Surface No 6
154 |Arena 70 0 Private Surface No 67
154 |Arena 42 0 Private Surface No 40
154 |Arena 27 26 Tax & Financial Center Private Surface No 26
154 |Arena 12 2 Customer Parking Private Surface No 11
155 |Arena 13 4 E. 400 Waterman On-Street 11
155 |Arena 16 0 S. 400 Topeka On-Street 14
155 |Arena 32 2 Across from Gossen Private Surface No 30
155 |[Arena 39 23 Dept. of Corrections Private Surface No 37
156 |Arena 13 0 E. 500 Waterman On-Street 11
156 |Arena 13 5 S. 400 Emporia On-Street 11
156 |Arena 40 14 Behind Gossen Private Gravel No 38
156 |Arena 8 7 Epic Soccer? Private Surface No 8
156 |Arena 31 16 Private Surface Yes 29
157 |Arena 15 0 E. 400 Lewis On-Street 13
157 |Arena 0 0 S. 500 Topeka On-Street 0
157 |Arena 27 15 Savoy Co./Johnson, Duncan, HPrivate Surface No 26
157 |Arena 5 4 Behind Building Private Surface No 5
157 |Arena 12 3 Private Surface No 11
157 |Arena 43 14 Private Surface No 41
157 |Arena 23 4 Private Surface No 22
158 |Arena 15 0 E. 300 Lewis On-Street On-Street 13
158 |[Arena 4 0 S. 500 Broadway On-Street On-Street 3
158 |[Arena 58 45 Kelly Manuf. Co. Private Surface No 55
158 |Arena 24 11 Private Surface No 23
158 |Arena 24 7 Private Surface No 23
158 |Arena 26 4 Golden House Private Surface No 25
158 |Arena 21 14 Private Surface No 20
159 |Arena 16 0 E. 200 Lewis On-Street 14
159 |Arena 0 0 S. 500 Market On-Street 0
159 |Arena 58 11 Private Surface No 55
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159 [Arena 12 5 Wendy's Private Surface No 11
159 [Arena 31 3 Wendy's Private Surface No 29
159 |Arena 31 8 Private Surface No 29
159 [Arena 35 6 Behind Special T's Private Surface No 33
159 |Arena 24 14 Private Surface No 23
160 13 11 E. 100 Lewis On-Street On-Street 11
160 15 0 E. 100 Dewey On-Street On-Street 13
160 0 0 S. 500 Main On-Street On-Street 0
160 22 15 Private Gravel No 21
160 4 1 Prof. Auto Detail Private Surface No 4
160 20 1 Conoco Private Surface No 19
160 20 9 Private Surface No 19
161 |Arena 15 1 E. 200 Dewey On-Street On-Street 13
161 |Arena 0 0 S. 600 Market On-Street On-Street 0
161 |Arena 9 7 Private Surface No 9
161 |Arena 40 6 Best TV Service Private Surface No 38
162 |Arena 12 0 E. 300 Dewey On-Street On-Street 10
162 |Arena 0 0 S. 600 Broadway On-Street On-Street 0
162 |Arena 22 6 Private Surface No 21
162 |Arena 22 7 Private Surface No 21
162 |Arena 27 12 Restaurant Private Surface No 26
163 |Arena 15 1 E. 400 Dewey On-Street On-Street 13
163 |Arena 7 9 Behind Building Private Surface No 7
163 |Arena 8 3 Behind Building Private Surface No 8
164 |Arena 10 2 E. 500 Lewis On-Street On-Street 9
164 |Arena 12 0 S. 500 Emporia On-Street On-Street 10
165 |Arena 0 0 E. 600 Waterman On-Street On-Street 0
165 |Arena 25 o) S. 400 St. Francis On-Street On-Street 21
165 |Arena 23 15 S. 500 St. Francis On-Street On-Street 20
165 |Arena 46 0 Loft at 420 Private Surface Yes 44
165 |Arena 12 0 Protection One? Private Surface No 11
165 |Arena 20 8 Automotive Ind. Finishes Private Surface No 19
165 |Arena 9 2 Empty Building Private Surface No 9
165 |Arena 28 19 Private Surface No 27
166 |Arena 21 10 Customer Private Surface 20
166 |Arena 13 6 Wichita Transit Private Surface 12
166 |Arena 347 12 Public Surface Yes 312
167 68 52 Private Private Surface 65
168 14 2 Customer Private Surface 13
168 25 18 Private Private Surface 24
168 4 1 Private Private Surface 4
168 30 6 Private Private Surface 29
169 28 8 Private business lot Private Surface 27
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PARKING AND MOBILITY MASTER PLAN WALKER

SUPPLY, DEMAND, TRANSPORTATION, AND ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS I
APPENDIX D: WDDC LST OF POTENTIAL PROJECTS
Likelihood: High Start - 2006-2009
Block Name Use Sq. Ft. Notes
132 Llighthouse Hotel 150,000 120 room hotel is planned for construction at the former Spaghetti Works site.

Currently 95 apartments with construction underway on another 35 new units.
Parking is available on-site.
92 condos, 20K ground floor commercial, 90 private parking and 150 public

117 Garvey Apartments Residential 40,000

120 Exchange Place Mixed 225,000 garage. City considering TIF to pay for public garage.
137 Donham Mixed 110,000 30 room boutique hotel, 250 space garage. Construction should start in
October.
. 25 acre site with retail, residential and office. Existing/announced tenants
151 WaterWalk Mixed 600,000 Gander Mtn., Realtors Assn., Saddle Ranch. 750 garage parking spaces
142 Kauffman Commercial 40,000 30K office, 10K ground floor retail. Dep't of Corrections is anchor tenant. Set

to open summer 2007.

141 Carnegie/Fidelity =~ Commercial 15,000 Fidelity Bank renovating for expansion.

145 Refail Retail 15,000 15,000 square foot building being totally renovated for antique store.
Likelihood: Medium Start - 2007-2009

Block Name Use Sq. Ft.

154 Carlton Retail 30,000 Under consideration by a developer.

118 Garage (Cargill Parking 100,000 Surrounding businesses need parking garage as a nearby garage is being
converted to owner use only.

143 Allis Block Mixed 50,000 City owns most of the site and considering RFP to developers.

135 Henry's Site Mixed 75,000 Developer considering retail and residential project. Could lose surface lot on

east side of parcel is project happens.
Cox relocating to another building and expects to be out in Fall 2007. Will

131 Cox TBD 60,000 | L
likely sell existing structure and surface lot.
133 Eaton Ballroom Restaurant 10,000 Long term vacant space on major corner leading to the arena.
Likelihood: Low Start-2010
Block Name Use Sq. Ft.

Environmental issues at Coleman Plan A site but proximity to Old Town and
Arena is excellent.
City owned lot between Kellogg and Arena. Could RFP to developers. Location

currently weak for housing.
Very expensive project to expand convention center and Century Il. Public

139 Expand Brown Expo Convention 100,000 support is unknown. Library relocation may also occur and more parking
needed.

108 Coleman A Mixed 175,000

164 Housing Site Residential 60,000

135 Douglas Building Residential 115,000 Building is totally vacant and has been for 5+ years. Ruffin owns.

Prime location owned by the City and facing the River. Currently no plans to

116 1st and Waco Site Commercial 40,000 develop or RFP the site.

149 Slawson Garage ~ TBD 40,000 Currently a 550 space garage that is in poor condition.

Approximate 15 acre site that is privately owned. City owns an adjacent parcel

36 Watkins Steel T8D 630,000 that could be purchased and combined to make larger parcel.
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APPENDIX E:  ON-STREET PARKING GEOMETRICS
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APPENDIX E:  ON-STREET PARKING GEOMETRICS
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APPENDIX E:  ON-STREET PARKING GEOMETRICS
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APPENDIX E:  ON-STREET PARKING GEOMETRICS
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APPENDIX E:  ON-STREET PARKING GEOMETRICS
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APPENDIX F:  RESIDENTIAL PARKING PERMIT PROGRAMS

BOSTON, MA

POPULATION:
569,165

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION:

Boston residents may participate in a Resident Permit Parking Program (RPP) and request the restrictions that
they feel will accommodate the parking needs of their respective neighborhoods. Residents must submit a
nofification fo City Hall requesting that the Commissioner of the Boston Transportation Department (BTD)
participate in an informational community meeting consisting of residents of the surrounding streets in the RPP
area. Alter evaluating advantages and disadvantages of the RPP program explained in the meeting, residents
are then asked to make an informed decision regarding the applicability of the RPP program fo their needs. If
the community decides to move forward with the action, each street within the RPP area must submit at least
50% of residents’ signatures o be considered for the RPP program. Alfter the petfitions are collected, a BTD
representative may perform a license plate inventory to determine if vehicles parked in the proposed area are
registered from outside of the neighborhood. I deemed appropriate, the BTD will implement the RPP program
in the designated area and will inform residents of the appropriate time limitations for parking. (Note:
Submission of petitions does not guarantee RPP approvall.

ADMINISTRATIVE BODY:
A representative of the BTD manages and administers the process.
PROOF OF RESIDENCY REQUIREMENTS:

A resident must provide vehicle registration and a second proof of residency. Previous parking fickets must be
paid in order fo receive a residential parking permit.

OTHER FEATURES:

Parking is banned on alternating sides of the street during street cleaning. All vehicles in violation of street
cleaning regulations will be towed.

' 2004 U.S. Census Bureau Population Estimates
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APPENDIX F:  RESIDENTIAL PARKING PERMIT PROGRAMS

CHICAGO, IL

POPULATION:
2,862,244°

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION:

A community must be classified by specific conditions in order to receive a

Residential Permit Parking (RPP) designation. The street(s) under oo —
consideration must be zoned within R1 and R5. A fraffic survey must be o

. o . . The RPP program in Chicago is designed
conducted fo confirm that 45% of existing vehicles on the proposed sreet to ensure that residents in densely

are not owned by the residents. If an ordinance is passed, the Chicago populated orecs have access fo parking
Department of Transportation posts signs restricting use fo residential vehicles near fhelr residences.
during specific dates and times.

ADMINISTRATIVE BODY:
The Chicago City Council manages and administers the process.

PROOF OF RESIDENCY REQUIREMENTS:

A resident must provide vehicle registration and a second proof of residency, i.e. driver’s license, utility bill,
voter registration, efc. Previous parking tickefs must be paid in order fo receive a residential parking permit.

OTHER FEATURES:

licensed, notor-profit organizations qualify fo acquire visitor parking permits to park in the adjacent
Residential Permit Parking Zone if the organization is located within the Residential Permit Parking Zone or on
either side of a business or commercial block immediately adjacent to the zone. This provision applies only in
those wards where the Alderman has infroduced and passed a notfor-profit Permit Parking Ordinance.

2004 U.S. Census Bureau Population Estimates
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APPENDIX F:  RESIDENTIAL PARKING PERMIT PROGRAMS

DENVER, CO

POPULATION:
556,835°

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION:

A residential parking permit exempits the resident’s vehicle from posted on-
street parking time limit restrictions af the street of residence. The limit on
vehicles for any household is one vehicle for each licensed driver of the
household, plus one vehicle for household use. Permits are valid for three
years and do not allow you to park in violation of parking mefers, loading
zones, no parking anytime zones, 72-hour parking rules, sireet sweeping
restrictions, or any other resfrictive parking ordinances.

ADMINISTRATIVE BODY:
The Parking Cashiers Office for the City of Denver administers the process.

PROOF OF RESIDENCY REQUIREMENTS:

Residential permit parking is an
infegral part of the Denver
Municipal Zoning Plan.

In order fo be eligible for the permit, the applicant’s name and address should match the information of the

current vehicle registration and utility, phone or cable bill.

2004 U.S. Census Bureau Population Estimates
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APPENDIX F:  RESIDENTIAL PARKING PERMIT PROGRAMS

SAN JOSE, CA

POPULATION:
904,522°

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION:

The City of San Jose has established the following guidelines for evaluation of

a potential residential permit parking (RPP) program:

e The area is primarily residential

e Majority of residences are owner occupied

e Permit area is sufficient in size to eliminate rather than relocate the
problem

e Peak onstreet occupancy is at least 75%

e Atleast 50% of peak occupancy are non-resident parkers

B

There are five types of parking permits: resident, employee, and guest, single e
— use, and special use. One residential permit is issued per currently \M ]
registered vehicle. A maximum of 2 guest permits per address can be The Downfown Residential Parking Progrom
issued. A single — use permit may only be used for a maximum of 14 days provides a discounted monthly rate of $50
and a special use permit is only valid for a maximum of 90 days. for qualified residents.

ADMINISTRATIVE BODY:

The San Jose Department of Transportation administers the applications.

PROOF OF RESIDENCY REQUIREMENTS:

Vehicle registration and either a telephone bill, property tax bill or rental contract are needed.
OTHER FEATURES:

Discounted parking spaces are available to downtown residents af specific parking garages. The Downtown
Residential Parking Program provides a discounted monthly rate of $50 for qualified downtown residents.

#2004 U.S. Census Bureau Population Estimates
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APPENDIX G: PARKING SUPPLY BY BLOCK

| Inventory | | Occupancy
Block On-Street  Private Public Total On-Street  Private Public Total

1 16 0 0 16 4 0 0 4
2 16 0 0 16 3 0 0 3
3 14 0 0 14 5 0 0 5
4 15 36 0 51 2 14 0 16
5 0 0 296 296 0 0 26 26
6 22 0 0 22 4 0 0 4
7 22 4 22 48 2 0 3 5
8 24 0 0 24 0 0 0 0
9 22 0 0 22 4 0 0 4
10 36 0 0 36 8 0 0 8
11 32 0 0 32 6 0 0 6
12 27 42 0 69 9 22 0 31
13 22 20 0 42 3 9 0 12
14 0 200 827 1,027 0 69 22 91
15 25 0 0 25 6 0 0 6
16 35 0 0 35 7 0 0 7
17 32 68 0 100 1 22 0 23
18 35 73 0 108 3 62 0 65
19 24 0 0 24 0 0 0 0
20 29 14 55 98 27 8 46 81
21 31 0 20 51 16 0 15 31
22 35 51 0 86 5 22 0 27
23 29 86 0 115 14 56 0 70
24 34 0 0 34 12 0 0 12
25 15 26 0 41 0 20 0 20
26 17 27 0 44 0 20 0 20
27 14 20 0 34 8 9 0 17
28 25 0 0 25 7 0 0 7
29 19 24 0 43 3 11 0 14
30 38 0 0 38 16 0 0 16
31 5 114 0 119 0 117 0 117
32 13 67 0 80 3 44 0 47
33 14 0 0 14 0 0 0 0
34 20 0 0 20 2 0 0 2
35 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0
36 0 18 0 18 0 7 0 7
37 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
38 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
39 9 76 0 85 0 40 0 40
40 29 21 0 50 13 9 0 22
41 12 0 0 12 2 0 0 2
42 4 53 0 57 0 36 0 36
43 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
44 0 480 0 480 0 220 0 220
45 0 43 0 43 0 8 0 8
46 0 46 0 46 0 36 0 36
47 7 311 0 318 4 126 0 130
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APPENDIX G: PARKING SUPPLY BY BLOCK

| Inventory | | Occupancy |
Block On-Street  Private Public Total On-Street  Private Public Total
48 13 589 128 730 11 404 28 443
49 0 397 0 397 0 308 0 308
50 0 103 0 103 0 101 0 101
51 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
52 0 461 0 461 0 178 0 178
53 23 0 0 23 14 0 0 14
54 0 134 0 134 0 81 0 81
55 17 0 0 17 17 0 0 17
56 14 72 0 86 10 25 0 35
57 22 135 0 157 5 61 0 66
58 8 95 0 103 5 31 0 36
59 19 32 0 51 9 19 0 28
60 25 356 0 381 6 165 0 171
61 11 236 0 247 0 130 0 130
62 29 149 0 178 5 105 0 110
63 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
64 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
65 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
66 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
67 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
68 22 32 0 54 6 18 0 24
69 35 70 0 105 1 49 0 50
70 39 82 0 121 2 1 0 3
71 20 70 0 90 12 17 0 29
72 30 206 0 236 29 66 0 95
73 45 173 0 218 36 100 0 136
74 47 718 453 1,218 46 667 356 1,069
75 28 0 0 28 28 0 0 28
76 24 0 0 24 18 0 0 18
77 19 150 0 169 17 95 0 112
78 22 103 0 125 9 39 0 48
79 38 0 0 38 7 0 0 7
80 24 0 0 24 3 0 0 3
81 30 101 0 131 6 51 0 57
82 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
83 0 100 0 100 0 20 0 20
84 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
85 18 73 14 105 8 20 0 28
86 24 153 65 242 3 27 34 64
87 30 70 0 100 4 22 0 26
88 37 149 50 236 3 56 20 79
89 32 229 0 261 20 150 0 170
90 28 54 14 96 15 40 4 59
91 0 217 521 738 0 89 374 463
92 0 202 0 202 0 180 0 180
93 0 72 0 72 0 25 0 25
94 9 84 849 942 5 42 574 621
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| Inventory | | Occupancy |

Block On-Street  Private Public Total On-Street  Private Public Total

95 35 253 0 288 16 148 0 164
96 58 62 84 204 5 31 75 111
97 58 253 0 311 16 177 0 193
98 50 320 0 370 4 207 0 211
99 47 301 0 348 18 84 0 102
100 26 217 0 243 8 23 0 31
101 11 0 566 577 11 0 346 357
102 15 33 0 48 13 8 0 21
103 24 79 0 103 6 81 0 87
104 37 29 128 194 26 11 77 114
105 14 7 325 346 12 6 265 283
106 22 16 218 256 19 14 196 229
107 31 12 0 43 18 5 0 23
108 37 88 128 253 8 17 40 65
109 39 67 104 210 9 12 94 115
110 40 152 320 512 27 106 183 316
111 40 63 0 103 22 35 0 57
112 23 133 718 874 13 62 430 505
113 23 213 141 377 7 116 82 205
114 32 284 0 316 2 231 0 233
115 5 74 278 357 1 32 14 47
116 12 0 214 226 2 0 44 46
117 34 782 523 1,339 12 545 128 685
118 23 121 295 439 11 76 226 313
119 26 1,159 0 1,185 14 1,013 0 1,027
120 24 0 510 534 11 0 336 347
121 52 0 0 52 31 0 0 31
122 29 165 35 229 20 59 0 79
123 35 282 52 369 10 102 18 130
124 44 146 0 190 23 59 0 82
125 6 0 96 102 4 0 63 67
126 68 0 57 125 41 0 51 92
127 13 0 283 296 11 0 250 261
128 21 568 0 589 15 258 0 273
129 32 53 0 85 23 52 0 75
130 14 75 0 89 11 62 0 73
131 2 258 0 260 1 198 0 199
132 75 0 152 227 41 0 36 77
133 48 135 0 183 36 102 0 138
134 27 22 637 686 10 10 259 279
135 19 30 110 159 17 17 46 80
136 15 0 0 15 9 0 0 9
137 16 0 0 16 7 0 0 7
138 0 10 56 66 0 10 17 27
139 0 61 894 955 0 48 636 684
140 0 0 32 32 0 0 25 25
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APPENDIX G: PARKING SUPPLY BY BLOCK

Inventory | | Occupancy

Block  On-Street  Private Public Total On-Street  Private Public Total

141 24 47 550 621 20 30 207 257
142 19 104 91 214 16 67 69 152
143 25 38 253 316 22 15 192 229
144 29 75 32 136 1 24 4 29
145 39 20 130 189 8 0 o) 14
146 35 74 0 109 16 25 0 41
147 34 113 0 147 10 86 0 96
148 18 84 0 102 12 51 0 63
149 37 129 193 359 4 60 78 142
150 13 165 0 178 3 76 0 79
151 0 0 611 611 0 0 232 232
152 18 148 0 166 15 131 0 146
153 40 91 96 227 33 36 76 145
154 29 157 0 186 9 30 0 39
155 29 71 0 100 4 25 0 29
156 26 79 0 105 5 37 0 42
157 15 110 0 125 0 40 0 40
158 19 153 0 172 0 81 0 81
159 16 191 0 207 0 47 0 47
160 28 66 0 94 11 26 0 37
161 15 49 0 64 1 13 0 14
162 12 71 0 83 0 25 0 25
163 15 15 0 30 1 12 0 13
164 22 0 0 22 2 0 0 2
165 48 115 0 163 21 29 0 50
166 0 34 347 381 0 16 12 28
167 0 68 0 68 0 52 0 52
168 0 73 0 73 0 27 0 27
169 0 28 0 28 0 8 0 8
Totals 3,519 16,678 12,573 32,770 1,394 9,455 6,315 17,164
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